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United States Department of Education
office of elementary and secondary education

The Honorable Frank Edelblut
Commissioner
New Hampshire Department of Education
101 Pleasant Street
Concord, NH 03301-3860							September 20, 2019

Dear Commissioner Edelblut:

Thank you for your participation in the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department) assessment peer review process under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). I appreciate the efforts of the New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE) to prepare for the English language proficiency (ELP) assessment peer review, which occurred in April 2019. Specifically, NHDOE submitted evidence regarding ACCESS and Alternate ACCESS. 

The ESEA and its implementing regulations require a State to ensure that it provides an annual ELP assessment of all English learners (ELs) in grades K-12 in schools served by the State (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); 34 CFR § 200.6(h)). Specifically, the ESEA requires a State to develop a uniform statewide ELP assessment to measure the ELP of all ELs in the State, including ELs with disabilities, and to provide an alternate ELP assessment (AELPA) for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the regular ELP assessment even with accommodations (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); 34 CFR § 200.6(h)(1), (5)). The ESEA and its implementing regulations require that a State’s ELP assessments, including the AELPA, be aligned with the State’s ELP standards, provide valid and reliable measures of the State’s ELP standards, and be of adequate technical quality (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); 34 CFR §§ 200.2(b)(2), (b)(4), (b)(5), 200.6(h)(2)). 

External peer reviewers and Department staff carefully evaluated NHDOE’s submission and the Department found, based on the evidence received, that this component of your assessment system met some, but not all of the statutory and regulatory requirements of the ESEA. Based on the recommendations from this peer review and our own analysis of the State’s submission, I have determined the following:

· General ELP assessment (ACCESS): Partially meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by ESSA.
· Alternate ELP assessment (Alternate ACCESS): Partially meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by ESSA.

The assessments that partially meet requirements do not meet a number of the requirements of the statute and regulations and NHDOE will need to provide substantial additional information to demonstrate it meets the requirements. The Department realizes that this was the first time your State was required to provide its ELP and AELPA for peer review and recognizes that it may take some time to address all of the required items. The specific list of items required for NHDOE to submit is enclosed with this letter. Within 30 days, NHDOE must provide a plan and timeline for submitting all required documentation. Upon submission of the plan, the Department will reach out to the State educational agency (SEA) to determine a mutually agreeable schedule. Resubmission should occur once all necessary evidence is complete (rather than in multiple submissions). The Department is placing a condition on NHDOE’s Title I, Part A grant award. To satisfy this condition, NHDOE must submit satisfactory evidence to address the items identified in the enclosed list. If adequate progress is not made, the Department may take additional action.

The full peer review notes from the review are enclosed. These recommendations to the Department formed the basis of our determination. Please note that the peers’ recommendations may differ from the Department’s feedback; we encourage you to read the full peer notes for additional suggestions and recommendations for improving your assessment system beyond what is noted in the Department’s feedback. Department staff will reach out to your assessment director in the next few days to discuss the peer notes and the Department’s determination and to answer any questions you have. 

Additionally, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) will monitor progress on matters pertaining to requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) related to the participation of students with disabilities in Title I assessments. In particular, OSERS will monitor progress against critical elements 1.4, 4.2, 5.1, 5.3, 5.4, 6.1 and 6.3. Insufficient progress to address such matters may lead OSERS to place a condition on NHDOE’s fiscal year 2020 IDEA Part B grant award.  

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to improving educational outcomes for all students. I look forward to our continued partnership as we move ahead with this critical work. I appreciate the work you are doing to improve your schools and provide a high-quality education for your students.  

If you have any questions, please contact my staff at: ESEA.Assessment@ed.gov.

Sincerely, 



/s/
Frank T. Brogan
Assistant Secretary for
Elementary and Secondary Education

Enclosures
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Critical Elements Where Additional Evidence is Needed to Meet the Requirements for New Hampshire’s Use of the ACCESS and Alternate ACCESS as English Language Proficiency (ELP) Assessments

	Critical Element
	Additional Evidence Needed

	1.1 – State Adoption of ELP Standards for All English Learners
	For the State’s ELP standards: 
· Evidence that NH has adopted the most current WIDA ELP standards. 

	1.2 – Coherent and Progressive ELP Standards that Correspond to the State’s Academic Content Standards

	For the State’s ELP standards:
· For science, evidence that the ELP standards contain language proficiency expectations that reflect the language needed for ELs to acquire and demonstrate their achievement of the knowledge and skills identified in the State’s academic content standards appropriate to each grade-level/grade-band.
· For reading/language arts (R/LA) and mathematics, evidence of alignment of its current ELP standards to the State’s academic content standards, including a plan to address findings of the previous alignment study.

	1.3 – Required Assessments
	For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the alternate ELP assessment is available in kindergarten.  

	1.4 – Policies for Including All Students in Assessments
	For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State includes ELs with the most significant cognitive disabilities in the ELP assessment.   

	2.1 – Test Design and Development

	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that both assessments are aligned to the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, including: 
· Statement of the purposes and intended uses of results.
· Test blueprints. 
· Processes to ensure that the ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards (e.g., detail about the routing rules, detail of the item selection process for paper forms to ensure it adheres to the blueprint).

For ACCESS: 
· Evidence that the item pool and item selection procedures adequately support the multi-stage adaptive administrations.
· Evidence that proficiency determinations are made with respect to the grade in which the student is enrolled.

	2.2 – Item Development
	For ACCESS:
· Evidence of reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items (e.g., timeline of development, qualifications of item writers, item-writing training, item review processes and reviewer qualifications, field test processes for each domain, and TAC review).

For the Alternate ACCESS:	
· Evidence of reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items to assess ELP (e.g., involvement of experts with knowledge of English learners with significant cognitive disabilities).

	2.3 – Test Administration
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of established communication to educators of clear, thorough and consistent standardized procedures for the administration of its assessments, including administration with accommodations (e.g., guidelines or recommended qualifications of test administrators including volunteers, training of volunteers, and qualifications and training for the human providers of accommodations).
· Evidence of established procedures to ensure that general and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, teachers of ELs, specialized instruction support personnel, and other appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments, including, as necessary, alternate assessments, and know how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all students with disabilities (e.g., content of training modules, evidence that training is required for test administrators and evidence of participation in such training).

For ACCESS:
· Evidence of established contingency plans to address possible technology challenges during test administration.

	2.4 – Monitoring Test Administration
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS: 
· Evidence that the State adequately monitors the administration of its State assessments to ensure that standardized test administration procedures are implemented with fidelity across districts and schools (e.g., a summary of monitoring activities, or redacted samples of completed test monitoring visits).

	2.5 – Test Security
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of policies and procedures that prevent assessment irregularities, including maintaining the security of test materials (both during test development and at time of test administration), proper test preparation guidelines and administration procedures, incident-reporting procedures, consequences for confirmed violations of test security, and requirements for annual training at the district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration.
· Specifically, evidence for the Alternate ACCESS of policies and procedures to protect the integrity of the test given that the test form is unchanged for the past several years.
· Evidence of detection of test irregularities.
· Evidence of remediation following any test security incidents.
· Evidence of the investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities (e.g., forensic analysis and plans to address concerns).

	2.6 – Systems for Protecting Data Integrity and Privacy
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Policies and procedures to protect the integrity of test-related data in test administration (e.g., how data are protected by all parties, including during handoffs).
· Policies and procedures to maintain secure student-level data that protect student privacy and confidentiality (e.g., guidelines for districts and schools).  

	3.1 – Overall Validity, including Validity Based on Content
	For ACCESS:
· Documentation of adequate alignment between the State’s ELP assessment and the ELP standards the assessment is designed to measure in terms of language knowledge and skills and the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards across all proficiency levels, domains, and modalities identified therein.  
· Documentation of alignment between the State’s ELP standards and the language demands implied by, or explicitly stated in, the State’s academic content standards.

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of adequate linkage to the State’s ELP standards in terms of content match (i.e., no unrelated content) and that the breadth of content and linguistic complexity determined in test design is appropriate for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	3.2 – Validity Based on Linguistic Processes
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Adequate validity evidence that its assessments tap the intended language processes appropriate for each grade level/grade-band as represented in the State’s ELP standards.

	3.3 – Validity Based on Internal Structure
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the scoring and reporting structures of the assessments are consistent with the subdomain structures of the State’s ELP standards (e.g., an explanation of how the included statistical analyses relate to the validity framework for the assessments).

	3.4 – Validity Based on Relationships with Other Variables
	For ACCESS and Alternate ACCESS: 
· Adequate validity evidence that the State’s assessment scores are related as expected with other variables.


	4.1 – Reliability
	For ACCESS and Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of test reliability, including: 
· Reliability by subgroups;
· Consistency and accuracy of estimates in categorical classification decisions for the cut scores, achievement levels or proficiency levels based on the assessment results; 
· Evidence that reliability statistics are used to inform ongoing maintenance and development.

For ACCESS:
· For computer-adaptive tests, evidence that the assessments produce test forms with adequately precise estimates of an EL’s English language proficiency.

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of reliability, including test information functions (TIFs) for overall composite scores.

	4.2 – Fairness and accessibility
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the assessments are accessible to all students and fair across student groups in design, development, and analysis (e.g., the implementation of universal design principles, to the extent practicable, during item development and review, and additional differential item functioning (DIF) analyses to include more student subgroups).

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State has taken reasonable and appropriate steps to ensure that its assessments are accessible to all EL students and fair across student groups, including ELs with disabilities, in their design, development, and analysis, guidance and instructions on appropriate instructional supports that can be used during the assessment, particularly for Braille and alternate modes of communication.

	4.3 – Full Performance Continuum
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS: 
· Evidence that each assessment provides an adequately precise estimate of student performance across the full performance continuum for ELP assessments, including performance for EL students with high and low levels of English language proficiency. 

	4.4 – Scoring
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) because there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s), the State ensures that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, including a description of how this will occur. 

For ACCESS:
· Evidence of standardized scoring procedures and protocols that are designed to produce reliable and meaningful results, facilitate valid score interpretations, and report assessment results in terms of the State’s ELP standards (e.g., evidence that the scoring of speaking items on the paper form of the test is monitored.)

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of the implementation of standardized scoring procedures and protocols (e.g., definitions of key terms and test administration and scoring procedures).

	4.5 – Multiple Assessment Forms
	For ACCESS:
· Evidence that all forms adequately represent the State’s ELP standards and yield consistent score interpretations such that the forms are comparable within and across settings, particularly for the listening domain (e.g., rationales for why equating is not done for the paper versions of the reading and listening domains and rationales for the use of the anchor item sets).

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that all forms adequately represent the State’s ELP standards and yield consistent score interpretations such that the forms are comparable within and across settings (e.g., evidence that using the same test items every year does not impact validity).  

	4.7 – Technical Analysis and Ongoing Maintenance
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of adequate technical quality is made public, including on the State’s website.

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of a system for monitoring, maintaining, and improving, as needed, the quality of its assessment system.

	5.1 – Procedures for Including Students with Disabilities
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence of procedures to ensure the inclusion of all public elementary and secondary school students with disabilities in the State’s assessment system.  
· Evidence of policies that require the inclusion of an EL with a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains (i.e., ensuring that the student will be assessed based on the remaining components in which it is possible to assess the student).

	5.3 –Accommodations
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the provided accommodations: 
· Are appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student’s need(s) to participate in the assessments.
· Do not alter the construct being assessed. 
· Allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive accommodations.
· Evidence of a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed.

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that appropriate accommodations are available for ELs.
· Evidence that accommodations do not deny students with disabilities or ELs the opportunity to participate in the assessment. 

	5.4 – Monitoring Test Administration for Special Populations
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State monitors test administration in its districts and schools to ensure that appropriate assessments, with or without accommodations, are selected for ELs with disabilities so that they are appropriately included in the ELP assessments and receive accommodations that are:  
· Consistent with the State’s policies for accommodations.
· Consistent with accommodations provided to the students during instruction and/or practice.
· Consistent with the assessment accommodations identified by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, placement team convened under Section 504; or for students covered by Title II of the ADA, the individual or team designated by a district to make these decisions; or another process for an EL.

	6.1 – State Adoption of ELP Achievement Standards for All Students
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State adopted ELP achievement standards that address the different proficiency levels of ELs.
· If the State has developed alternate ELP achievement standards, evidence that it has adopted them only for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the regular ELP assessment even with appropriate accommodations.

	6.2 – ELP Achievement Standards-Setting
	For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State used a technically sound method and process for setting ELP achievement standards, such that cut scores are developed for every grade/grade band, content domain/language domain, and/or composite for which proficiency-level scores are reported.

	6.3 –Aligned ELP Achievement Standards
	For ACCESS:
· Evidence that ELP assessment results are expressed in terms that are clearly aligned with the State’s ELP standards and its ELP performance level descriptors.

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· If the State has developed alternate ELP achievement standards, evidence that the alternate ELP achievement standards are linked to the State’s grade-level/grade-band ELP standards and reflect professional judgment of the highest ELP achievement standards possible for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	6.4 – Reporting
	For ACCESS and the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that the State’s reporting of assessment results facilitates timely interpretations and uses of those results by parents, educators, State officials, policymakers and other stakeholders, and the public.
· Evidence that the State provides coherent and timely information about each student’s attainment of the State’s ELP standards to parents that are, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents and guardians can understand or, if it is not practicable to provide written translations to a parent or guardian with limited English proficiency, are orally translated for such parent or guardian.
· Evidence that student reports are, upon request by an individual with a disability, provided in an alternative format accessible to that parent. 

For the Alternate ACCESS:
· Evidence that performance level descriptors are included on student score reports.
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Note: Peer review notes provide the combined recommendations of the individual peers to the U.S. Department of Education (Department), based on the statute and regulations, the Department’s peer review guidance, and the peers’ professional judgement of the evidence submitted by the State. These assessment peer review notes, however, do not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for assessment peer review. Although the peer notes inform the Secretary’s consideration of each State’s assessment system, the Department makes the final decision regarding whether the assessment system meets the requirements in the statute and regulations. As a result, these peer notes may not completely align with the final determination made by the Department.
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Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review.  As a result, a State should refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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[bookmark: _Toc3354954]Critical Element 1.1 – State Adoption of ELP Standards for All English Learners
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For English language proficiency (ELP) standards:
The State formally adopted K-12 ELP standards for all ELs in public schools in the State.

	
	See states

	Section 1.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence to be provided by states.
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Critical Element 1.2 – Coherent and Progressive ELP Standards that Correspond to the State’s Academic Content Standards 
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For ELP standards:
The ELP standards:
· are derived from the four domains of speaking, listening, reading, and writing; 
· address the different proficiency levels of ELs; and 
align to the State academic content standards (see definition[footnoteRef:1]).  The ELP standards must contain language proficiency expectations that reflect the language needed for ELs to acquire and demonstrate their achievement of the knowledge and skills identified in the State’s academic content standards appropriate to each grade-level/grade-band in at least reading/language arts, mathematics, and science.  [1:  see page 24 of “A State’s Guide to the U.S. Department of Education’s Assessment Peer Review Process”, September 24, 2018 available at: www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/saa.html] 

	
ACCESS

1.2-1 Understanding the WIDA English Language Proficiency Standards 

1.2-2 English Language Proficiency Standards PreKindergarten through Grade 5 

1.2-3 2012 Amplification of The English Language Development Standards 

1.2-4 Alignment Study between the Common Core State Standards in English Language Arts and Mathematics and the WIDA English Language Proficiency Standards, 2007 Edition, PreKindergarten through Grade 12 

1.2-5 K–12 English Language Development Standards Validation 2016 


































Alternate ACCESS

The Alternate ACCESS uses the same ELP Standards as ACCESS. No additional evidence provided. 
However, WIDA is using the Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs). Are these extensions of the ELP Standards or separate standards?



	
ACCESS

The Peers felt that evidence with regards to the following aspects of the critical element were missing:
· “align to the State academic content standards”
· “… reflect the language needed for ELs to acquire and demonstrate their achievement of the knowledge and skills identified in the State’s academic content standards…”

The history of alignment work was not clear with regards to how it impacted future development. 
· For example, alignment studies claim to align to CCSS but the standards were written prior to the CCSS. The alignment study was conducted prior to development of CCSS?
· From Section 1 of WIDA submission notes (p.2 column 3), “The 2012 Amplification… strengthened areas that 2016 validation study identified as not having strong alignment to content standards…” How can a document dated 2012 address issues identified in 2016?

It is not clear what actions were taken to remediate or address the findings of the various alignment studies.
· Evidence 1.2-4. Conducted in 2010, this study used Cook’s criteria to examine linking and alignment of the WIDA ELP Standards MPIs and the CCSS in ELA and mathematics. The study results indicate adequate linking across all grade clusters between the WIDA ELP Standards MPIs and the CCSS in English Language Arts (RWSL) and Mathematics. Strong Linking was observed in most grade clusters. Moderate Linking was observed in Reading grades K, 3-5, Writing grades 2, 3-5, 7, 9-12, and Mathematics grades K, 6, 7, and 9-12. However, the study noted that Limited Linking was observed in ELA Writing grade K and Mathematics grade 8. Reviewer comments state that limited Linking on some reporting categories indicated that the language functions and content stems in some MPIs did not adequately address or support those in the Common Core State Standards. 

Given the changes to the program since 2010, including the Amplification in 2012, an updated alignment study is warranted.

There was no evidence provided with regards to alignment for science.
· Submission notes indicate that WIDA has not conducted an alignment study between WIDA ELP standards and science or social studies standards.

Alternate ACCESS

More information about the AMPIs needs to be provided. Are they intended to be extensions of the ELP standards or separate standards for Alternate ACCESS? Evidence of alignment is needed.

· 2.2-8, p. 3. “The test is based on Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs) and Alternate English Language Proficiency (ELP) levels, which allow ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities to access the test tasks and demonstrate their proficiency in English.





	Section 1.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Current alignment evidence for ELA and Math including a plan to address findings
· Alignment to science standards
Alternate ACCESS
· Alignment of AMPIs to ELP standards






[bookmark: _Toc3354956]Critical Element 1.3 – Required Assessments 
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State’s assessment system includes an annual general and alternate ELP assessment (aligned with State ELP standards) administered to:
· All ELs in grades K-12.

	Reviewed by Department Staff Only
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only

	Section 1.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]
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Critical Element 1.4 – Policies for Including All Students in Assessments
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	· The State has policies that require the inclusion of all public elementary and secondary ELs in the State’s ELP assessment, including ELs with disabilities.
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only

	Section 1.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]
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Critical Element 1.5 – Meaningful Consultation in the Development of Challenging State Standards and Assessments 
(Note: this is a new requirement under ESSA, so it does not apply to standards and assessments adopted prior to the passage of ESSA (December 2015)).
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State has developed or amended challenging ELP standards and assessments, the State has conducted meaningful and timely consultation with:
· State leaders, including the Governor, members of the State legislature and State board of education (if the State has a State board of education).
· Local educational agencies (including those located in rural areas).
· Representatives of Indian tribes located in the State. 
· Teachers, principals, other school leaders, charter school leaders (if the State has charter schools), specialized instructional support personnel, paraprofessionals, administrators, other staff, and parents.
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only

	Section 1.5 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]
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SECTION 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM OPERATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc3354960]Critical Element 2.1 – Test Design and Development
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State’s test design and test development process is well-suited for the content, is technically sound, aligns the assessments to  the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, and includes: 
· Statement(s) of the purposes of the assessments and the intended interpretations and uses of results;
· Test blueprints that describe the structure of each assessment in sufficient detail to support the development of assessments that are technically sound, measure the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, and support the intended interpretations and uses of the results.
· Processes to ensure that the ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards.
· If the State administers computer-adaptive assessments, the item pool and item selection procedures adequately support the test design and intended uses and interpretations of results.
· If the State administers a computer-adaptive assessment, it makes proficiency determinations with respect to the grade in which the student is enrolled and uses that determination for all reporting.
If the State administers a content assessment that includes portfolios, such assessment may be partially administered through a portfolio but may not be entirely administered through a portfolio. 
	ACCESS

Statement of purpose 
· 2.1-1, p.3
· 2.1-2, p.5

Test blueprints
· 2.1-2, p.19-23
· Description of multistage adaptive administration provided.

Knowledge, skills, range of complexity
· 1.2-3
· 2.1-2, pp. 9-11. 

Item pool and selection 
· No evidence provided.

Grade-level of student
· Based on grade level clusters


























Alternate ACCESS

Statement of purpose
· 2.1-3, p. 3 and 2.1-4, p. 1.

Test blueprints
· Blueprints are referenced 2.1-4, p. 4. “Because the test blueprints across grade-level clusters by domain are the same and the Alternate PLs and AMPIs for the test tasks across grade-level clusters pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and differ only in the topics presented, it is desirable to have common cut scores across grade-level clusters by domain.”  
· However, blueprints were not provided.

Range of complexity
· No evidence provided.

	ACCESS

Statement of purpose
· 2.1-1 and Table 2 (p.11) in 2.1-3 explicitly address intended purposes and interpretations.

Test blueprints
· The test blueprints are not provided. It appears that the description of how test items are assigned to student, based on the PL of their responses in the domains ofRWLS and paired with academic areas, serve as the test blueprint for each student. The placement of the student in the proficiency level is explained, but it is not clear if the items assigned to a student adequately measure the depth and breadth of the ELP Standards.
· Evidence that the ACCESS assessments adhere to the blueprint for both online and paper.

Knowledge, skills, range of complexity
· A general description is provided of how each domain for RWLS is assessed. However, it is not clear if each student is assessed on an adequate number and range of items to ascertain an appropriate inclusion of items across the range of complexity.
· Additional information regarding routing rules and their adequacy.
· Evidence regarding the range of complexity of the items (e.g. blueprints).
· It is not clear, if each student takes all these items and if all or a subset of the items represents an appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the ELP standards.

Item pool and selection
· Evidence is needed regarding the item pool and item selection procedures.

Grade-level (grade bands)
· There is not enough information provided with regards to items in each pool and the relationship to the grade bands. Can items be tagged to multiple item pools?
· Are all the items in the pool age appropriate?

Alternate ACCESS

Test blueprints
· No evidence provided.

No evidence of Processes to ensure that the ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards.








	Section 2.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Test blueprints
· Evidence of Processes to ensure that the ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards. E.g. detail about the routing rules, detail of the item selection process for paper forms to ensure it adheres to the blueprint
· Evidence of the adequacy of the item pool and item selection procedures to support the multistage adaptive administrations.
· Evidence that all the items in the pool are age and grade appropriate
Alternate ACCESS
· Test blueprints
· Evidence of Processes to ensure that the Alternate ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards. E.g. detail of the item selection process to ensure forms adhere to the blueprint
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Critical Element 2.2 – Item Development
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State uses reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items to:
· Assess student English language proficiency based on the State’s ELP standards in terms of content and language processes.

	
ACCESS

· 2.2-3: conveys the ACCESS Test Development Cycle, which includes steps of item specifications, item development, item reviews, field test
· 2.2-4: Sample item specifications for Speaking, L1, 3, 5
· 2.2-5: Sample item specification for SS, Listening, grades 6-8
· 2.2-6: Sample item specification for MA, Reading, grades 9-12
· 2.2-7: Sample item specification for Language, Writing, grades 3-5
· 2.2-9: Center for Applied Linguistics Item development content experts
· 2.2-10: Teachers who are standards experts
· 2.2-11: Item Writing Handbook for Reading and Listening (confidential)
· 2.2-12, 2.2-13: Training Module for item and bias and sensitivity reviews. Not evident the number of reviewers, how they were selected, if they were representative of WIDA states, representative of races and ethnicities, special education, academic content
· 2.2-14: procedures for test developers. Information is not provided about how the item writers are trained, if they are content experts, other qualifications.
· 2.2-15 Cog Labs for Enhanced Items. This is a sample of one cog lab finding. Information is not provided about the number of cog labs conducted, for what purpose, findings, and implications.
· 2.1-2, pp. 24-25. It is not apparent if the considerably smaller sample size for field

Alternate ACCESS

· Does 2.2-3 apply to Alternate ACCESS?
· If not, no evidence was provided.

	
ACCESS

Detail about the test development process was not included. E.g.
· Timeline (across versions, series, domains)
· Item writers (Were they the 9 CAL item writing staff?) identification, qualification, representation of special education expertise includingEnglish learner with disabilities expertise
· Item writing training
· Item review process (how often this was done or what the outcomes were)
· Item reviewer qualifications. While 2.2.10 was provided. Detail was lacking with regards to other review groups and the inclusion of Special Education expertise (i.e., ELs with disabilities expertise)
· Field test process for each domain including target sample size rationales and the outcomes based on the data
· TAC involvement and/or review

The Peers were looking for the level of information that is commonly included in the Test Development chapter of a Technical Manual and/or Item Development Manual.













Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence was not provided.
· It is not evident that experts with knowledge of English language learners with significant cognitive disabilities are included in the development of Alternate ACCESS.





	Section 2.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Evidence of reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items, e.g.
· Timeline (across versions, series, domains)
· Item writers, identification, qualification, representation of special education expertise including English learner with disabilities expertise
· Item writing training
· Item review process including item reviewer qualifications 
· Field test process for each domain including target sample size rationales and the outcomes based on the data
· Evidence of TAC involvement
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence of reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items 
· Evidence of the involvement of experts with knowledge of English language learners with significant cognitive disabilities in development activities.
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Critical Element 2.3 – Test Administration
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State implements policies and procedures for standardized test administration; specifically, the State:
· Has established and communicates to educators clear, thorough and consistent standardized procedures for the administration of its assessments, including administration with accommodations;  
· Has established procedures to ensure that general and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, teachers of ELs, specialized instructional support personnel, and other appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments, including, as necessary, alternate assessments, and know how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all students with disabilities;
· If the State administers technology-based assessments, the State has defined technology and other related requirements, included technology-based test administration in its standardized procedures for test administration, and established contingency plans to address possible technology challenges during test administration.
	ACCESS

Communicates clear standardized procedures for administration
· 2.3-1 Test Administration Manual
· 2.3-3 Script for Administrator
· 2.3-4 weekly emails with updates for SEAs and LEAs
· The TAM does not define who can be a test administrator. 

Established procedures for training administrators including on accommodations
· 2.3-2 Training materials
· 2.216 Accessibility and Accommodations

Defined technology requirements 
· 2.3-5 Technical Readiness Checklist
· 2.3-6 Troubleshooting 

Established contingency plans
· 2.3-7 p.12-13 Critical incidents communication plan, not really a contingency plan




















Alternate ACCESS

Training
· 2.3-1, pp. 12-13. Explain that training must be completed, preferably 2 weeks prior to test administration and that administrator must pass a quiz with at least 80% correct.
· It is not likely that accommodations would be addressed in the training since there are no accommodations, rather all “individualized instructional supports” are permitted.


	ACCESS

Communicates clear standardized procedures for administration
· This WIDA policy handbook does include references about test administrators, “designated testing staff or volunteers who will have access to secure test materials complete TA training for the applicable tests.” p. 4. The same criteria appear to apply to those scoring and transcribing student responses. The Peers question the appropriateness of volunteers serving as test administrators. While the States may be responsible for test administrations, WIDA should include guidelines or recommended qualifications of test administrators to ensure test security and protect the validity of scores.
· More information about the qualifications and training for the human providers of accommodations (e.g. scribe, reader, sign language interpreter).

Training
· Additional information regarding the test administrator training is needed (e.g. for each module, the table of contents and outline)
· Information about how volunteers access training materials. Do they access it via the secure online system?
· Information regarding the training of the test administrator to score the student responses for the paper test.

Established contingency plan
· Although troubleshooting was addressed, evidence was not provided of a contingency plan to include directions to test administrators in the event of disruptions or widespread administration challenges. 
· A communication plan was included; however, there was not information about how test administrators should manage situations like a lockdown or widespread inaccessibility of the assessments.

Alternate ACCESS

Communicates clear standardized procedures for administration
· 2.3-1 Test Administrator Manual, Part 1 is for all test administrators; specific test administration procedures are in Part 2. Alternate ACCESS – pp. 140-165
· There is no statement as to who may be a test administrator.
· There are no participation guidelines provided. 
· p. 143. “During the administration of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs, individualized instructional supports that are used by teachers in everyday classroom instruction may be used to meet individual student needs, only if they do change what is being measured on the assessment.” Is this an accurate statement?  If the wording should be “if they do not change what is being measured,” do test administrators understand how to determine this?
· It is noted that no examples of permissible “individualized instructional supports that are used by teachers in everyday classroom instruction” are provided. If individualized instructional supports are provided, it is unlikely the administrator will be aware what supports are not permissible. 
· There is no description related to allowable student response modes, e.g., pointing, eye-gaze, etc. This should be included in this section.
· Why does the student need a sharpened pencil if another mode of response will be used?
· P. 149. “In order to allow the student to demonstrate his or her proficiency, any evidence of engagement that is typical for that student in an instructional setting should be scored as a correct response.” How has “evidence of engagement” been validated as a correct response and demonstration of English language proficiency?
· There does not appear to be adequate examples of what “approaches” means vs an incorrect response
· P. 154 “If a student asks for an explanation of some word or phrase in a task statement, check to make sure that the student understood your pronunciation of the word or phrase.” It is a concern that direction for how to do this is not provided. Does this mean repeat the word/phrase? Does it mean to ask the student if he/she understood the pronunciation?
· How is the test administered to a student who is deaf or hard of hearing? Blind or visually impaired? Does not have oral speech or has a combination of these disabilities in addition to an intellectual disability?
· Are tracing and repeating a sound reflective of ELP standards?
Based on the information cited above, the test administration policies and procedures need to more appropriately reflect the characteristics of the students participating in the assessment and the diverse ways they respond to assessment items (e.g. eye gaze, use of assistive technology). Involvement of experts who have experience with assessing English learners with significant cognitive disabilities is needed to develop policies and an updated TAM for Alternate ACCESS.
Training
· Content of the training is not provided. Is scoring practice included (i.e., how to score attending and approaching)?
· Training on “individualized instructional supports that are used by teachers in everyday classroom instruction” that are permissible for use during the assessment.

WIDA providing resources for training. States will need to provide evidence that administrators completed training.
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Section 2.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

__X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Evidence that WIDA/State established and communicates to educators clear, thorough and consistent standardized procedures for the administration of its assessments, including administration with accommodations 
E.g. guidelines or recommended qualifications of test administrators including volunteers, training of volunteers, and qualifications and training for the human providers of accommodations
· Evidence of established procedures to ensure that general and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, teachers of ELs, specialized instruction support personnel, and other appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments, including, as necessary, alternate assessments, and know how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all students with disabilities
E.g. content of training modules, the way in which volunteers access training materials, and the training of administrators to score the paper test
· Evidence of established contingency plans to address possible technology challenges during test administration
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence that WIDA/State established and communicates to educators clear, thorough and consistent standardized procedures for the administration of its assessments, including administration with accommodations 
E.g. response modes, detail about defining correct responses, permissible supports.
· Evidence that the policies and procedures were developed with involvement of experts who have experience with assessing English learners with significant cognitive disabilities
· Evidence of established procedures to ensure that general and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, teachers of ELs, specialized instruction support personnel, and other appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments, including, as necessary, alternate assessments, and know how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all students with disabilities
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Critical Element 2.4 – Monitoring Test Administration
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State adequately monitors the administration of its State assessments to ensure that standardized test administration procedures are implemented with fidelity across districts and schools.  Monitoring of test administration should be demonstrated for all assessments in the State system: the general ELP assessments and the AELPA.
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only
	Reviewed by Department Staff Only

	Section 2.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]
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Critical Element 2.5 – Test Security
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has implemented and documented an appropriate set of policies and procedures to prevent test irregularities and ensure the integrity of test results through:
· Prevention of any assessment irregularities, including maintaining the security of test materials (both during test development and at time of test administration), proper test preparation guidelines and administration procedures, incident-reporting procedures, consequences for confirmed violations of test security, and requirements for annual training at the district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration;
· Detection of test irregularities;
· Remediation following any test security incidents involving any of the State’s assessments;
· Investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities.     
· Application of test security procedures to the general ELP assessments and the AELPA.
	
ACCESS

· 2.5-1 District and School Coordinator manual, p. 8-15, outlines security responsibilities
· No information about security during development
· p, 9. If test security has been compromised in any way, please contact your state education agency to determine remediation steps. 
· 2.3-1, pp. 11, 16-30. Test Administrator Manual. Limited information related to test security is provided; on p. 16 the statement, “Be aware that any breaches of test security or problems with test administration may result in 
the invalidation of student scores.” Further consequences are not cited.  
· p. 10, “If test security has been compromised in any way, please contact your Test Coordinator to determine remediation steps.” 
· 2.3-3, pp. 4, 5, 10 Test Administrator’s Script – Limited statements related to test security in script; reminding test administrators they must complete training and be certified to administer test and to make sure students only have test materials on desk.  
· 2.3-7, p. 5 Test Policy Handbook for SEAs, indicates test coordinators can track educators’ training completion prior to administering the test. 


Alternate ACCESS

· 2.3-1, same as ACCESS, no additional information on test security provided.


	
ACCESS

· No delineation of responsibilities of test security between WIDA and the states was provided. 
· Evidence of security procedures during development
· Recommended guidelines or minimum standards for test security for states to implement. Information contained in cited evidence is too general given the impact of test security on the validity of the program.
· The following topics related to test security were not located in the evidence provided: requirements for annual training at district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration, detection of test irregularities, remediation, investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities, monitoring test administrations, transcriptions of student dictation, scoring conducted by individual staff or volunteers, who can a test administrator, the volunteers who can have access to secure test materials.
· Forensics analysis and plans to address findings should be performed by WIDA to include data across states. 
4.7-10, p. 2 Committee notes indicate that leadership acknowledges that forensics analysis has not been conducted for this critical element.




Alternate ACCESS

· No evidence provided beyond that in the ACCESS materials.
 

	Section 2.5 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Outline the delineation of responsibilities of test security between WIDA and the states, and include recommended guidelines or minimum standards for test security for states to implement
· Evidence of security procedures during test development
· Evidence of activities that prevent assessment irregularities, including maintaining the security of test materials (both during test development and at time of test administration), proper test preparation guidelines and administration procedures, incident-reporting procedures, consequences for confirmed violations of test security, and requirements for annual training at the district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration;
· Evidence of detection of test irregularities;
· Evidence of remediation following any test security incidents involving any of the State’s assessments;
· Evidence of the investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities to include forensic analysis and plans to address findings 
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence related to all aspects of this critical element are needed
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Critical Element 2.6 – Systems for Protecting Data Integrity and Privacy
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has policies and procedures in place to protect the integrity and confidentiality of its test materials, test-related data, and personally identifiable information, specifically:
· To protect the integrity of its test-related data in test administration, scoring, storage and use of results;
· To secure student-level assessment data and protect student privacy and confidentiality, including guidelines for districts and schools; 
· To protect personally identifiable information about any individual student in reporting, including defining the minimum number of students necessary to allow reporting of scores for all students and student groups.
	ACCESS

Security of data in research
· 2.6-1 WIDA Research IRB Application pp. 20-24. WIDA’s process, “...includes provisions to ensure that only those conducting research or evaluating tests have access to test-related data and that only a few key individuals have access to identifying student data.”
· 2.6-2 Data use agreement, signed by states
· 2.6-3 Training completed by UW-Madison staff related to research.
· 2.6-4 Technical Assistance Policy. “All data requests are encrypted and delivered via WIDA’s STFP site.”

Alternate ACCESS

· No evidence specific to Alternate ACCESS was submitted. 
· 2.6-1 applies to Alternate ACCESS.
· 2.6-2 does not reference Alternate ACCESS
· 2.6-3 applies to Alternate ACCESS


 
	ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence has been provided related to research using WIDA data.
· The parties involved in handling data for WIDA are unclear. More information related to who is involved and how data are protected by all parties and during handoffs is required.
· Additional evidence is required from states to address the remaining aspects of the critical element. 



	Section 2.6 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Information related to who is involved in handling WIDA data and how data are protected by all parties, including during handoffs, is required.
· Additional evidence is required from states to address the remaining aspects of the critical element. 



[bookmark: _Toc3354966][bookmark: section3]
SECTION 3: TECHNICAL QUALITY – VALIDITY

[bookmark: _Toc3354967]Critical Element 3.1 – Overall Validity, Including Validity Based on Content
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate overall validity evidence for its assessments consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards. The State’s validity evidence includes evidence that:

The State’s ELP assessments measure the knowledge and skills specified in the State’s ELP standards, including:  
· Documentation of adequate alignment between the State’s ELP assessment and the ELP standards the assessment is designed to measure in terms of language knowledge and skills, the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, across all proficiency levels, domains, and modalities identified therein;  
· Documentation of alignment (as defined) between the State’s ELP standards and the language demands implied by, or explicitly stated in, the State’s academic content standards;
· If the State administers an AELPA aligned with alternate ELP achievement standards, the assessment shows adequate linkage to the State’s ELP standards in terms of content match (i.e., no unrelated content) and that the breadth of content and linguistic complexity determined in test design is appropriate for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	
ACCESS

Validity evidence
· CAL’s Validation Framework, Evidence 2.1-5, p. 25-38

Content alignment between standards and assessment
· Evidence 3.1-1, 2011 Alignment study for ACCESS, no information regarding how areas identified in the study will be addressed. Standards have been updated since this study.





















Alignment of language demands 
· Evidence 3.1-1, 2011 Alignment study for ACCESS, no information regarding how areas identified in the study will be addressed. Standards have been updated since this study.


Alternate ACCESS

· Peer Review narrative, 3.1, p. 2.  “There has not yet been an independent alignment study between the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs assessment and the alternate model performance indicators (AMPIs), nor has there been a linking study examining the relationship between the AMPIs and WIDA’s ELP standards.”


	
ACCESS

Validity evidence 
· Appreciate the work of the framework.


Content alignment
· Peers found it challenging to follow the development and subsequent alignment issues over time, especially given the changes that occurred within the program. It seems that some of the studies may be outdated and no longer relevant.
· 4.7-10, p. 2 Committee notes indicate leadership is aware that this evidence will not meet the alignment requirement of 3.1
· For the alignment studies that are still relevant (despite program changes), what is the plan to address areas for which alignment was moderate, limited, weak, or no?
· Alignment based on 2012 Amplification is needed.
· 3.1.2 is an example blueprint but there is limited information regarding how the tests should be specified. For example, there is no indication on the blueprint that would indicate the degree of cognitive complexity (linguistic difficulty level) across the tests by standard. Depth and breadth cannot be determined based on the information in the test blueprint provided.


Alignment of language demands
· Lack of clarity in the relationship between DOK (for standards) and LDL (for items to standards).







Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence for this critical element including plans to address any issues following the 2019 study.






	Section 3.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Documentation of adequate alignment between the State’s ELP assessment and the ELP standards the assessment is designed to measure in terms of language knowledge and skills, the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, across all proficiency levels, domains, and modalities identified therein;  
· Documentation of alignment (as defined) between the State’s ELP standards and the language demands implied by, or explicitly stated in, the State’s academic content standards
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence of adequate linkage to the State’s ELP standards in terms of content match (i.e., no unrelated content) and that the breadth of content and linguistic complexity determined in test design is appropriate for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.
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Critical Element 3.2 – Validity Based on Linguistic Processes
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that its assessments tap the intended language processes appropriate for each grade level/grade-band as represented in the State’s ELP standards.

	ACCESS

· 3.2-1 & 3.2-2, Writing try outs
· 3.2-3, Recommendation log
Unclear how this document was used and to which assessments it is relevant.
· 2.1-2, DIF analysis by test, relevance to this critical element is not clear.
· Not presented in a user-friendly way. Results are buried.

Alternate ACCESS
· 3.2-4 Report from Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Pilot Testing, November 14–23, 2011. “We gained rich, useful data which informed revisions to the test materials.”
· Evidence is needed for this critical element.


	ACCESS

· While some evidence related to writing was provided, the validity argument related to this critical element was not provided for any domain. 
· It is unclear how the item tryouts fit into the item development process.
· The relationship between the DIF analysis and this critical element is needed.


Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence is needed for this critical element.




	Section 3.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS 
· Adequate validity evidence that its assessments tap the intended language processes appropriate for each grade level/grade-band as represented in the State’s ELP standards 
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Critical Element 3.3 – Validity Based on Internal Structure
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that the scoring and reporting structures of its assessments are consistent with the sub-domain structures of the State’s  ELP standards on which the intended interpretations and uses of results are based.



	
ACCESS

· 3.3-1, Relationship between domains, factor analysis supports reporting 4 domain scores
· 2.1-2, p. 93-94, Correlation of domain scores
· 2.1-5, p. 69-71, Correlation of domain scores

Alternate ACCESS

· 2.1-4, p. 60-61, 70
Higher for Alternate, might be helpful to include an explanation or rationale for why this is reasonable.




	
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence is provided for this critical element. However, explicit statements of how the statistics lend validity evidence is missing. Were there criteria applied to the various statistical analyses included in this critical element, and if so, what were they and what rationales were there for using them to determine the appropriateness of the results? 




	Section 3.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Explanation of how the included statistical analyses relate to the validity framework for the assessments.
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Critical Element 3.4 – Validity Based on Relations to Other Variables
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that the State’s assessment scores are related as expected with other variables.


	
ACCESS

· 3.4-8 Bridge study, 2006
· 3.4-9, factor analysis and SEM exploring language skills and math (year unknown)
· 3.1-11 Relationship between ACCESS domain scores and NECAP reading, writing, and math assessments from 2009
· Evidence does not include studies that were done with the current version of the assessment.

Evidence here should focus on the relationship with “other variables” and should provide information about how the “scores are related as expected.” Therefore, much of the cited evidence is not sufficient.

Alternate ACCESS

· 2.1-4 Annual Technical Report for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs, 2015-16 Administration, pp. 60-61. Correlations among Scale Scores by Grade-level Cluster.
· No relevant evidence was provided.

	
ACCESS

· To fully address this standard, evidence of how the “scores are related as expected to other variables” is required. 
· This additional evidence would also link the study findings to the validity framework. 
· Additional studies are needed with the current version of the assessment.








Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence related to this critical element is needed.






	Section 3.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Evidence of how the “scores are related as expected to other variables” is required and how this supports the validity argument
· Additional studies are needed with the current version of the assessment.
Alternate ACCESS
· Adequate validity evidence that the State’s assessment scores are related as expected with other variables.
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SECTION 4: TECHNICAL QUALITY – OTHER 	

[bookmark: _Toc3354972]Critical Element 4.1 – Reliability
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate reliability evidence for its assessments for the following measures of reliability for the State’s student population overall and each student group consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards.  If the State’s assessments are implemented in multiple States, measures of reliability for the assessment overall and each student group consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards, including: 
· Test reliability of the State’s assessments estimated for its student population (for ELP assessments, including any domain or component sub-tests, as applicable);
· Overall and conditional standard error of measurement of the State’s assessments, including any domain or component sub-tests, as applicable;
· Consistency and accuracy of estimates in categorical classification decisions for the cut scores, achievement levels or proficiency levels based on the assessment results;
· For computer-adaptive tests, evidence that the assessments produce test forms with adequately precise estimates of an EL’s English proficiency.
	
ACCESS

· 2.1-2, provided by domain
· No subgroup information





























Alternate ACCESS

· 2.1.4 Annual Technical Report for Alternate ACCESS, 2015-16, pp. 73-80. “In general, the reliability and the accuracy and consistency of classification of the Overall Composite are very high for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs.”
· Reliability information for overall composite scores was located (p. 109, 138, 165, 194).


	
ACCESS

· While the various statistics (e.g. Cronbach’s alpha, decision consistency, TIF) are provided at the composite and domain levels, they are not computed for any subgroups, such as gender and SES, accommodation type.
· Accuracy and consistency measures for some composite scores and domains appeared low (see for example 2.1-2 p.345, p.167-168). If the proficiency levels are used to make decisions for these measures, then this needs to be addressed. The Peers’ understanding is that states can make decisions regarding the way in which scores are used to make decisions. Does WIDA provide more guidance given the reliability information?
· While it may have been done, the Peers could not locate, for computer-adaptive tests, evidence that the assessments produce test forms with adequately precise estimates of an EL’s English proficiency. Given the multistage adaptive administrations, the Peers were looking for evidence that WIDA has considered the reliability of the forms, or pathways, across students.
· A large amount of statistical output was provided; however, there was not information or narrative about how this information is interpreted by WIDA and will be used to guide future development work within the program. For example, are there areas for which WIDA will focus efforts and try to improve in the future? For example, this could include TAC notes from the discussion of these statistics.


Alternate ACCESS

· While various reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha, decisions consistency) are reported for some composite scores and domains, the Peers could not locate the TIFs for the overall composite scores.
· While the various statistics (e.g. Cronbach’s alpha, decision consistency, TIF) are provided at the composite and domain levels, they are not computed for any subgroups, such as gender and SES, accommodation type.
· Accuracy and consistency measures for some composite scores and domains appeared low (see for example 2.1-4 p.96, p.102). If the proficiency levels are used to make decisions for these measures, then this needs to be addressed. The Peers’ understanding is that states can make decisions regarding the way in which scores are used to make decisions. Does WIDA provide more guidance given the reliability information?
· A large amount of statistical output was provided; however, there was not information or narrative about how this information is interpreted by WIDA and will be used to guide future development work within the program. For example, are there areas for which WIDA will focus efforts and try to improve in the future? For example, this could include TAC notes from the discussion of these statistics.

For future submissions and the benefit of the program, it would be beneficial for WIDA to provide the reliability information in a more user-friendly format. Narrative summaries would be helpful to the Peers and other audiences in addition to the various page number references.


	Section 4.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Reliability by various subgroups
· Evidence that the use of scores, including composite and domain, is supported by the reliability statistics and then is used to provide direction to states about the appropriate use of scores in high-stakes decisions (e.g. exit decisions). 
· Evidence that the reliability results are reviewed by WIDA and used to inform ongoing maintenance and development.
ACCESS
· For computer-adaptive tests, evidence that the assessments produce test forms with adequately precise estimates of an EL’s English proficiency.
Alternate ACCESS
· TIFs for overall composite scores
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Critical Element 4.2 – Fairness and Accessibility
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For all State ELP assessments, assessments should be developed, to the extent practicable, using the principles of universal design for learning (UDL) (see definition[footnoteRef:2]).  [2:  see page 28 of “A State’s Guide to the U.S. Department of Education’s Assessment Peer Review Process”, September 24, 2018 available at: www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/saa.html
] 



For ELP assessments, the State has taken reasonable and appropriate steps to ensure that its assessments are accessible to all EL students and fair across student groups, including ELs with disabilities, in their design, development, and analysis. 

	
ACCESS
· 2.2-17 The WIDA Accessibility and Accommodations Framework, p. 4. Examples of universal design in ACCESS test items: Test items with multiple modalities, including supporting prompts with appropriate animations and graphics, Embedded scaffolding, tasks broken into “chunks”, modeling using task models and guides 
· 2.2-17, pp. 11-12. ACCESS also incorporates the use of universal tools that are available to all students, designated supports that are features available to any student, and accommodations for students with disabilities.
· 4.2.1 Test and item Design Plan for the Annual Summative and On-demand Screener 2013, p. 14 indicates that items will be developed using the principles of universal design. No elaboration.
· 4.2.2 Guidelines for the Use of Accommodations, Accessibility Features, and Allowable Test Administration Procedures for the ACCESS for ELLs
· 4.2.3 ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 Accommodations, Accessibility Features, and Allowable Test Administration Procedures for Students Participating in Either the Online or Paper –Based Test Administrations
· 4.2.4 Graphics Guidelines
· 2.1-2 Annual Technical Report for ACCESS for ELLs, DIF analysis for Hispanic/non-Hispanic and gender. Should include other subgroups.


Alternate ACCESS

· 2.1-4 Technical Report for Alternate ACCESS, p. 72-73. Not clear how this relates to the critical element.
· 2.2-16, p. 36. Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Accommodation Selections. Only 3 accommodations indicated. Does not address use of braille, eye gaze, and other modes of communication. 
· Evidence similar to ACCESS submission is not included for Alternate ACCESS.

	
ACCESS

· While information is provided about WIDA’s approach to universal design and accessibility, there is limited information about the processes employed to implement the principles during development and review. 
· DIF was considered for gender and Hispanic/non-Hispanic, but this should be done for other subgroups as well (e.g., accommodated/non-accommodated, SES).

























Alternate ACCESS

· Braille and alternate modes of communication are not addressed (e.g. eye gaze, assistive technology).
· More guidance is needed about the appropriate instructional supports that can be used during the assessment. Recommend that permitted instructional supports be clearly defined for standardized test administration and for accessibility and fairness.
· Evidence related to item development, test design, item reviews for Alternate ACCESS is not provided.
· DIF was considered for gender and Hispanic/non-Hispanic, but this should be done for other subgroups as well (e.g., accommodation type, SES).





	Section 4.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence of the implementation of universal design and accessibility principles during development and review.
· Additional DIF analyses to include more student subgroups.
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence related to braille and alternate modes of communication
· Definitions of and guidance for appropriate instructional supports that can be used during the assessment
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Critical Element 4.3 – Full Performance Continuum
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has ensured that each assessment provides an adequately precise estimate of student performance across the full performance continuum for ELP assessments, including performance for EL students with high and low levels of English language proficiency and with different proficiency profiles across the domains of speaking, listening, reading, and writing.
	
ACCESS

· 2.1-2 Annual Technical Report for ACCESS Online ELP Test 2016-17, pp.  95-110. Presents data from online tests that demonstrate students in each grade are represented at each proficiency level. Levels of item difficulty are presented in tables in subsequent pages. 
· 2.1-2 TIFs are commonly unexpected, for example p.201.
· 2.1-5 Annual Technical Report for ACCESS Paper ELP Test 2016-17, pp. 72-91. Presents data from paper tests that demonstrate students in each grade are represented at each proficiency level. 

Alternate ACCESS
· 2.1.4 Annual Technical Report for Alternate ACCESS 2015-16, pp. 62-66. Displays tables demonstrating students in each grade are performing at each proficiency level.
· 2.1-4 Frequency distributions show potential ceiling effects for example p.93.

	
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence submitted does not support that each assessment provides an adequately precise estimate of student performance across the full performance continuum for ELP assessments, including performance for EL students with high and low levels of English language proficiency. 

For future submissions and the benefit of the program, it would be beneficial for WIDA to provide narrative summaries to the Peers and other audiences. For example, the Peers would have found it to be helpful if WIDA would have provided narrative about the unexpected TIFs in 2.1-2 and the frequency distributions in 2.1-4 as well as any additional analyses WIDA conducted in response to these results.





	Section 4.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence submitted does not support that each assessment provides an adequately precise estimate of student performance across the full performance continuum for ELP assessments, including performance for EL students with high and low levels of English language proficiency. 
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Critical Element 4.4 – Scoring
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has established and documented standardized scoring procedures and protocols for its assessments (and for ELP assessments, any applicable domain or component sub-tests) that are designed to produce reliable and meaningful results, facilitate valid score interpretations, and report assessment results in terms of the State’s ELP standards.   

For ELP assessments, if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s), the State must provide a description of how it will ensure that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, and a description of how this will occur.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  See full reference in regulation, 34 CFR § 200.6(h)(4)(ii) (online at https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=07e168e9e7a6c5931b4549cc15547ee9&mc=true&node=se34.1.200_16&rgn=div8  )] 

	
ACCESS

Standardized scoring procedures and protocols
· 4.4-1 Speaking Scoring Scale
· 4.4-2 Writing Scoring Scale
· 4.4-3 Writing Anchors
· 4.4-4 Training for Paper Speaking. 3 online Modules, 2 are required, 1 is recommended. A quiz must be taken to certify the taker may administer and score the speaking test.  It is not indicated if the assessment will be accessible to the test administrator if this person does not pass the quiz.  
· 4.4-5 It is not indicated the audience for this document, how they receive it, or what training is provided in conjunction with receipt of this document. 4.4-6 Not clear how this relates to the critical element.
· 4.4-8 Were the recommendations from this study and report implemented?
· 2.1-2, pp. 12-15 Raters for Online Speaking and Writing Scoring: Rater qualifications, training, monitoring. Adjacent scores are considered agreement; raters must demonstrate 70% agreement on a qualifying set prior to scoring live responses.
What happens when one is anomalous, for example task 6 on p.202?
Writing task scoring statistics are questionable.
· 2.1.5 Technical Report for ACCESS paper Administration 2016-17, pp. 18-23. Describes scoring procedures for writing scored by DRC and speaking scored by test administrator.

Less than four domains
· 4.4-7 Four models are presented to create a composite score when less than four domains are assessed. No recommendations were made, rather these are suggestions of models that the states could use to report a composite score when a student with a disability is assessed in less than four domains. While this situation is considered, there is limited information provided to states to make defensible decisions for these students particularly with regards to the impact on the validity framework.

Alternate ACCESS

Standardized Scoring Procedures
· 2.1-4 Scripts and directions for scoring are provided in the TAM and are referenced in the TR for Alternate ACCESS. All assessments are scored by the test administrator.
· There is no evidence provided that standardized scoring procedures are applied given the local scoring.


	
ACCESS

· The Peers found the claims of 95%+ agreement questionable for writing tasks. 
· There was no evidence provided about how WIDA makes use of the results, for example, when agreement rates are lower for one task.
· 4.4-8 documented that paper scoring of speaking by the student’s teacher results in higher scores. Therefore, why is module 3 not required and how is the rating monitored to ensure reliable results? There are recommendations for monitoring raters who administer the speaking test in 4.4-8, but how are these recommendations implemented and monitored?
· WIDA provided evidence of four models for states to consider if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s). States must provide a description of how it will ensure that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, and a description of how this will occur.



















Alternate ACCESS

· There is no evidence of the implementation of standardized scoring procedures. This could include monitoring of test administration, a second scorer in the room during test administration, analyses of scores to identify test irregularities or qualification of scorers.
· Definitions of key terms and test administration and scoring procedures (e.g. cueing, attending, approaching, permissible individualized instructional supports that can be used during assessment) are not included which likely leads to inconsistent administration and scoring.
· WIDA provided evidence of four models for states to consider if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s). States must provide a description of how it will ensure that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, and a description of how this will occur.



	Section 4.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS 
· The definition of exact agreement for writing is not recommended. This should be redefined and then analyses redone.
· Evidence that the recommendations about the paper speaking test are implemented and monitored.
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence of the implementation of standardized scoring procedures and monitoring and to include definitions of key terms and test administration and scoring procedures.
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence that if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s), the State must provide a description of how it will ensure that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, and a description of how this will occur. (This is expected from States.)
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Critical Element 4.5 – Multiple Assessment Forms
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State administers multiple forms of ELP assessments within or across grade-spans, ELP levels, or school years, the State ensures that all forms adequately represent the State’s ELP standards and yield consistent score interpretations such that the forms are comparable within and across settings.

	
ACCESS

· 2.1-2 p.54 ACCESS Online. Equating summary for year to year analysis.
Why isn’t Listening refreshed?
· 2.1-5 ACCESS paper. Based on ACCESS Online. No equating for Reading and Listening. Aren’t the ACCESS 1.0 data out of date?









Alternate ACCESS

· 2.1-4 Alternate ACCESS. No equating. Same items since field test in 2013? 

	
ACCESS

· The evidence did not include sufficient information for Listening. Specifically, a rationale for why the test was not refreshed, a plan to refresh in the future and an explanation of the year to year use of item parameters (e.g. were item parameters for the domain used from previous years?). 
· The evidence did not include sufficient information for the paper version of Reading and Listening. Specifically, a rationale for why equating was not done.
· No evidence included to demonstrate that the content representativeness of the anchor item sets are considered. Where applicable, a rationale for the use of anchor items over time and potential refreshment.

Alternate ACCESS

· The evidence does not include a rationale for using the same items each year since 2013 and how this does not threaten the validity of the scores.







	Section 4.5 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Additional evidence that the Listening domain yields consistent score interpretations such that the forms are comparable within and across settings
· Rationales for why equating is not done for the paper versions of the Reading and Listening domains
· Additional considerations and rationales related to the anchor item sets.
Alternate ACCESS
·  Rationales for why item refreshment is not done and how this does not impact the validity of the scores.
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Critical Element 4.6 – Multiple Versions of an Assessment
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State administers any of its assessments in multiple versions within a subject area (e.g., online versus paper-based delivery), grade level, or school year, the State:
· Followed a design and development process to support comparable interpretations of results for students tested across the versions of the assessments;
· Documented adequate evidence of comparability of the meaning and interpretations of the assessment results.

	
ACCESS 

Online and paper comparability
· Comparability studies done, Evidence 4.6-1, 4.6-2, 4.6-6, 4.6-12
· Results shared with TAC, Evidence 4.6-4, 4.6-5, 4.6-8 Based on input from TAC implemented equipercentile equating, Evidence 4.6-10, 4.6-11, 4.6-12, 4.6-13
· Will continue to monitor


Alternate ACCESS
N/A


	
ACCESS

· Given the effect sizes found in 4.6-6, there is limited evidence of the degree to which these differences are explained by mode or if other factors may have contributed (e.g. impact of leniency in local scoring for speaking).
· The narrative in this section was helpful in understanding how this critical element has been addressed over time including follow up actions taken after studies. 



	Section 4.6 Summary Statement

	_X__ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
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Critical Element 4.7 – Technical Analysis and Ongoing Maintenance
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State:
· Has a system for monitoring, maintaining, and improving, as needed, the quality of its assessment system, including clear and technically sound criteria for the analyses of all of the assessments in its assessment system (i.e., general assessments and alternate assessments), and
· Evidence of adequate technical quality is made public, including on the State’s website.
	
ACCESS

System for monitoring, maintaining, improving
· Regular TAC meetings
· Subcommittees
· Concern about the ability to track all of the issues and address areas of improvement over time. Given the size and complexity of the program and given the evidence submitted for various critical elements, WIDA has not demonstrated that the various analyses and results are tracked over time.

Made public
· Evidence is not provided.

Alternate ACCESS
· No evidence provided.
	
ACCESS

System for monitoring, maintain, improving
· The TAC and subcommittees address many issues or topics; however, more broadly for the program, there appears to be a gap between the results of analyses and studies and the way in which that information is used to improve the program. These have been noted in other critical elements for specific analyses and studies. There is no evidence of a complete system (e.g., action plan, timelines, annual work plan).





	Section 4.7 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence of a system for monitoring, maintaining, and improving, as needed, the quality of its assessment system, including clear and technically sound criteria for the analyses of all of the assessments in its assessment system (i.e., general assessments and alternate assessments),
· Evidence of adequate technical quality is made public, including on the State’s website is not provided.
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SECTION 5: INCLUSION OF ALL STUDENTS

[bookmark: _Toc3354980]Critical Element 5.1 – Procedures for Including Students with Disabilities
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has in place procedures to ensure the inclusion of all public elementary and secondary school students[footnoteRef:4] with disabilities in the State’s assessment system.  Decisions about how to assess students with disabilities must be made by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, the placement team under Section 504, or the individual or team designated by a district to make that decision under Title II of the ADA, as applicable, based on each student’s individual abilities and needs. [4:  For ELP peer review, this refers to ELs with disabilities.] 


· For ELP assessments, policies that require the inclusion of an EL with a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains (speaking, listening, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected component (the State must assess the student’s English language proficiency based on the remaining components in which it is possible to assess the student).

	ACCESS

2.2-16 Participation Guidelines, p.4, includes information for students who are deaf 



Alternate ACCESS

2.2-16 Recommended Participation Guidelines, p.27


	ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS

This critical element is primarily addressed by states and informed by the information provided by WIDA.




	Section 5.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence to be provided by states.
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Critical Element 5.2 – DOES NOT APPLY to ELP Assessment Peer Review
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	· Note: This critical element does not apply to ELP assessments, as the requirements only apply to the inclusion of ELs in academic assessments.
	
	

	Section 5.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]
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Critical Element 5.3 – Accommodations
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State makes available appropriate accommodations and ensures that its assessments are accessible to students with disabilities and ELs, including ELs with disabilities. Specifically, the State:
· Ensures that appropriate accommodations are available for ELs;
· Has determined that the accommodations it provides (1) are appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student’s need(s) to participate in the assessments, (2) do not alter the construct being assessed,  and (3) allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive accommodations;  
· Has a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed.
· Ensures that accommodations for all required assessments do not deny students with disabilities or ELs the opportunity to participate in the assessment and any benefits from participation in the assessment.

	
ACCESS

Appropriate accommodations available
· 2.2-16 Accessibility and Accommodations Supplement, pp. 13-24. Sixteen accommodations with descriptions provided
· pp. 30-32. Procedures to transcribe and scribe.
· It is notable that there is a lack of specific qualifications for who can be a test administrator, transcriber and scribe. 
· 2.2-17 WIDA Accessibility and Accommodations Framework
· 2.3-1, 15. Test Administration Manual, lists allowable test accommodations. 
· 5.3-1 Screenshot of contents of online training modules; accommodations are included
· 5.3-2 Screenshot. Not clear how this applies to accommodations
· 5.3-6 SEA Accessibility and Accommodations Policies 2018-19. A template for SEA-specific policies. Do SEAs use this?

Bullet 2
· 5.3-3 Findings from Focus Groups. This study focused on the use of technology and was limited in size. Several recommendations were made related to technology use; did not address alteration of construct being assessed or meaningful interpretation of results.
· 5.3-4 Investigating K-12 ELs Use of Universal Tools Embedded in Online Language Assessments.  Did not address accommodations, only universal tools.
· Evidence here is limited.

Exceptional requests
· 5.3-7 Unique Accommodations Request Form – SEAs may adopt this form for use

Accommodations do not deny swd or ELS opportunity to participate or benefit from participation in assessment
· Not addressed directly
· No evidence that they are denied.

Alternate ACCESS

· 2.2-16, p. 36. Only three accommodations are listed in the Accessibility and Accommodations Supplement. The use of braille, various response modes, etc. are not identified as accommodations. “Individualized instructional supports” are permitted, but these are not defined. 
· 2.3-1, p. 143 “During the administration of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs, individualized instructional supports that are used by teachers in everyday classroom instruction may be used to meet individual student needs, only if they do change what is being measured on the assessment.” Likely a typo. Permissable individualized instructional supports for use in the assessment need to be defined. 

	
ACCESS

· Evidence that the accommodations it provides (1) are appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student’s need(s) to participate in the assessments, (2) do not alter the construct being assessed,  and (3) allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive accommodations;  
· Has a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed. WIDA provided a sample document in support of this, but the process will be implemented by the state.
· It is unclear if WIDA requires all states to implement accommodations as outlined in the provided evidence or if states are permitted to alter these.

























Alternate ACCESS

· Evidence for all aspects of this critical element are needed.
· Evidence that students who need braille and/or alternate response modes are able to participate.
· It is strongly recommended that the permissible individualized instructional supports be identified and described in the TAM and/or test administration script to ensure validity of test scores and reduce occurrence of test irregularities.









	Section 5.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Evidence that the accommodations it provides (1) are appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student’s need(s) to participate in the assessments, (2) do not alter the construct being assessed,  and (3) allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive accommodations;  
· Evidence of a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed. (Provided by states)
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence is needed for all aspects of this critical element.
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Critical Element 5.4 – Monitoring Test Administration for Special Populations
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State monitors test administration in its districts and schools to ensure that appropriate assessments, with or without accommodations, are selected for all students with disabilities and ELs so that they are appropriately included in assessments and receive accommodations that are:  
· Consistent with the State’s policies for accommodations;
· Appropriate for addressing a student’s disability or language needs for each assessment administered;
· Consistent with accommodations provided to the students during instruction and/or practice; 
· Consistent with the assessment accommodations identified by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, placement team convened under Section 504; or for students covered by Title II of the ADA, the individual or team designated by a district to make these decisions; or another process for an EL; 
· Administered with fidelity to test administration procedures;
· Monitored for administrations of all required ELP assessments, and AELPA.

	
	
See states




	Section 5.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence to be provided by states.
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SECTION 6: ELP ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS AND REPORTING
[bookmark: _Toc3354985]Critical Element 6.1 – State Adoption of ELP Achievement Standards for All Students
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	
For ELP standards: 
· The State adopted ELP achievement standards that address the different proficiency levels of ELs;
· If the State has developed alternate ELP achievement standards, it has adopted them only for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the regular ELP assessment even with appropriate accommodations.

	

	
See states



	Section 6.1 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence to be provided by states.






[bookmark: _Toc3354986]
Critical Element 6.2 – ELP Achievement Standards Setting
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State used a technically sound method and process that involved panelists with appropriate experience and expertise for setting:
· ELP achievement standards and, as applicable, alternate ELP achievement standards, such that: 
· Cut scores are developed for every grade/grade band, content domain/language domain, and/or composite for which proficiency-level scores are reported.

	
ACCESS

· 6.1-1 Assessment Proficiency Level Scores Standard Setting Project Report. This report documents in detail the standard setting plan and rationale for the methodologies, processes used to identify and select panelists, the training provided panelists, and how the final recommendations were determined. The standard setting plan was reviewed by an outside expert; suggestions were made for refining some of the processes. 
· 6.1-2 Research Memorandum: Recommended Cuts.  Standard setting and subsequent analysis resulted in recommendations for cut scores for grades K-12 for the four domains at six proficiency levels as well as composite scores for each proficiency-level score.

Alternate ACCESS

· 6.1-3, p. 12-15. Using Angoff Yes/No method, cut scores for four domain scores and four composite scores were established.
· p. 12. The same four cut scores are used for all grades by domain.
· 2.1-4 p. 5-6 “As discussed in 1.3.3, because the test blueprints across grade-level clusters by domain are the same, and the Alternate ELP levels and AMPIs for the test tasks across grade-level clusters pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and differ only in the topics presented, common cut scores were set across grade-level clusters by domain.”

	
ACCESS

Adequate evidence provided of standards setting.














Alternate ACCESS

· 6.1-3 p. 12 “…it appears more appropriate to use the same cut scores for all grade clusters (from grades 1 to 12) by domain. In this way, it will easier to detect growth in English language proficiency from year to year for this population of English learners.”
The Peers disagree with this approach and feel the same philosophy or theoretical understanding of language development be applied across ACCESS and Alternate ACCESS unless a divergence is supported by the research.
This approach calls into question the alignment of the Alternate ACCESS to the ELPs and to the academic content standards. 
· The Peers noted that the number of cut scores established during standard setting did not correspond to the number of performance levels (despite 6 levels, only 4 cut scores established during standard setting). In 6.4-3, a footnote in the sample score report states that, “… the Listening, Speaking and Reading domains do not include test items targeting proficiency levels P3 and above; therefore, students cannot demonstrate English proficiency at levels P3 and higher…” 
How was the P3 cut score determined for Writing? And why does WIDA feel that it is reasonable and defensible to exclude the higher level of performance from most domains?
· To address the concerns cited here, WIDA should have Cut scores that are developed for every grade/grade band, content domain/language domain, and/or composite for which proficiency-level scores are reported



	Section 6.2 Summary Statement

	_X__ No additional evidence is required for ACCESS

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
Alternate ACCESS
· Cut scores are developed for every grade/grade band, content domain/language domain, and/or composite for which proficiency-level scores are reported.
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Critical Element 6.3 –Aligned ELP Achievement Standards
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For ELP achievement standards: 
The State has ensured that ELP assessment results are expressed in terms that are clearly aligned with the State’s ELP standards, and its ELP performance-level descriptors.

If the State has adopted alternate ELP achievement standards for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities, the alternate ELP achievement standards should be linked to the State’s grade-level/grade-band ELP standards, and should reflect professional judgment of the highest ELP achievement standards possible for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	
ACCESS

Alignment with ELP Standards and PLDs
· 6.1-1 Proficiency Level Scores Standard Setting Project, pp. 26-40
· 6.4-2 Interpretive Guide includes performance level descriptors
· It is not clear that the citations provided relate to this critical element.

Alternate ACCESS

Alternate ELP achievement standards are linked to State’s grade-level/grade-band ELP standards

· 2.1-4, p. 5 “The goal of the Standard Setting Study was to interpret performances on the Alternate ACCESS operational field test form in terms of the WIDA ELD Standards, AMPIs, and the WIDA Alternate ELP levels.”
· 2.1-4, p. 3 “These language proficiency levels are thoroughly embedded in the WIDA ELD Standards in a two-pronged fashion. First, they appear in the performance definitions. According to the WIDA ELD Standards, the performance definitions provide a global overview of the stages of the language acquisition process. As such, they complement the Alternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs) for each language proficiency level (see the next paragraph for further description of the AMPIs). Second, the language proficiency levels of the WIDA ELD Standards are fully embedded in the accompanying AMPIs, which exemplify the Standards. The AMPIs describe the expectations for ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities for each of the four Standards, at the four different grade-level clusters, across four language domains, and at each of the language proficiency levels. The sequence of these five AMPIs together describes a logical progression and accumulation of skills on the path from the lowest level of ELP to full proficiency for academic success. This progression is called a ‘strand.’”  However, based on the statement below, (above?)evidence has yet to be established that there is a link between the AMPIs and WIDAs ELP Standards.

	
ACCESS

· The Peers could not locate evidence to demonstrate that the ELP standards were referenced during the development of the performance level descriptors.





Alternate ACCESS

· Peer Review narrative, 3.1, p. 2.  “There has not yet been an independent alignment study between the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs assessment and the alternate model performance indicators (AMPIs), nor has there been a linking study examining the relationship between the AMPIs and WIDA’s ELP standards.”
· Evidence that the achievement standards reflect professional judgment of the highest ELP achievement standards possible for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.






	Section 6.3 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS
· Evidence to demonstrate that the ELP standards were referenced during the development of the performance level descriptors
Alternate ACCESS
· Evidence that the alternate ELP achievement standards [are] linked to the State’s grade-level/grade-band ELP standards, and reflect professional judgment of the highest ELP achievement standards possible for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities






[bookmark: _Toc3354988]
Critical Element 6.4 – Reporting
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State reports its assessment results for all students assessed, and the reporting facilitates timely, appropriate, credible, and defensible interpretations and uses of those results by parents, educators, State officials, policymakers and other stakeholders, and the public.

The State reports to the public its assessment results on English language proficiency for all ELs including the number and percentage of ELs attaining ELP.

For the ELP assessment, the State provides coherent and timely information about each student’s attainment of the State’s ELP standards to parents that:  
· Reports the ELs’ English proficiency in terms of the State’s grade level/grade-band ELP standards (including performance-level descriptors);
· Are provided in an understandable and uniform format;
· Are, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents and guardians can understand or, if it is not practicable to provide written translations to a parent or guardian with limited English proficiency, are orally translated for such parent or guardian;
· Upon request by a parent who is an individual with a disability as defined by the ADA, as amended, are provided in an alternative format accessible to that parent.


	
ACCESS

WIDA provides score reports.
State determines timelines.

Written in a language parents and guardians can understand, or are orally translated
· 6.4-2 Spring 2018 Interpretive Guide for Score Reports K-12, p. 16. Translations are available in 46 languages; a translated report should accompany the official report in English. List of languages and a Spanish translation is in Appendix B.
· A reference could not be located about oral translation.
Provided in a format accessible to a parent with disability
· A reference could not be located.

Alternate ACCESS

Student reports include ELs English proficiency in terms of State’s grade level/grade-band ELP standards including PLDs
· 6.4-3, p. 14.  Individual student’s scores for
each language domain, and four composites: Oral Language, Literacy, Comprehension, and Overall Score. Reported scores:
· Raw scores in the Listening and Reading domains
·  scale scores
· confidence bands
· language proficiency levels 
· p. 19 Example of a student report with proficiency levels for each domain, oral language, literacy, comprehension, and an overall composite score. 
· On the example score report, it may be less confusing to report N/A or leave cells blank for Cue C on Listening which was not applicable rather than reporting 0 and 0%.
· P. 29 Appendix A: Alternate ACCESS Performance Level Descriptors. Figure A-1 Individual Student Report (p.3)

Written in a language parents and guardians can understand, or are orally translated
· 6.4-3 Spring 2018 Interpretive Guide for Score Reports Grades 1-12, p. 15. Translations are available in 46 languages; a translated report should accompany the official report in English. 
· A reference could not be located about oral translation.

Provided in a format accessible to a parent with disability
· A reference could not be located


	
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS

Several aspects of this critical element will need to be addressed by states.

Alternate ACCESS

The performance level descriptors do not appear to be included in the student score report as required by this critical element (6.4-3 p. 19).




















































	Section 6.4 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
ACCESS & Alternate ACCESS
· The State reports to the public its assessment results on English language proficiency for all ELs including the number and percentage of ELs attaining ELP. (provided by the State)
· The State reports its assessment results for all students assessed, and the reporting facilitates timely interpretations and uses of those results by parents, educators, State officials, policymakers and other stakeholders, and the public. (provided by the State)
· the State provides coherent and timely information about each student’s attainment of the State’s ELP standards to parents that are, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents and guardians can understand or, if it is not practicable to provide written translations to a parent or guardian with limited English proficiency, are orally translated for such parent or guardian (provided by the State)
· the State provides coherent and timely information about each student’s attainment of the State’s ELP standards to parents that upon request by a parent who is an individual with a disability as defined by the ADA, as amended, are provided in an alternative format accessible to that parent. (provided by the State)
Alternate ACCESS
· Inclusion of performance level descriptors on student score reports
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SECTION 1: STATEWIDE SYSTEM OF STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

Critical Element 1.1 – State Adoption of ELP Standards for All English Learners
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For English language proficiency (ELP) standards:
The State formally adopted K-12 ELP standards for all ELs in public schools in the State.

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/title_iii_information_nh.htm#widaccss (page 7 of state submission document)

	The state’s website states that “In 2004, the New Hampshire State Board of Education adopted the WIDA English language proficiency standards.” There is no further evidence provided. Preferred evidence would be a document such as minutes of the relevant Board meeting, letter from the state superintendent, or other formal evidence of adopting the standards.

	Section 1.1 Summary Statement

	_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Provide letter from superintendent, document from Board meeting where standards were adopted, or other evidence showing formal adoption of standards. Website notation does not demonstrate formal adoption.




Critical Element 1.2 – Coherent and Progressive ELP Standards that Correspond to the State’s Academic Content Standards 
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For ELP standards:
The ELP standards:
· are derived from the four domains of speaking, listening, reading, and writing; 
· address the different proficiency levels of ELs; and 
align to the State academic content standards (see definition[footnoteRef:5]).  The ELP standards must contain language proficiency expectations that reflect the language needed for ELs to acquire and demonstrate their achievement of the knowledge and skills identified in the State’s academic content standards appropriate to each grade-level/grade-band in at least reading/language arts, mathematics, and science.  [5:  see page 24 of “A State’s Guide to the U.S. Department of Education’s Assessment Peer Review Process”, September 24, 2018 available at: www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/saa.html] 

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/title_iii_information_nh.htm#widaccss
https://www.education.nh.gov/essa/documents/nh_state_plan_final_011918.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/state_board/common_core_testing.htm

Refer to Consortium provided evidence for the following:
1.2-1  Understanding the WIDA English Proficiency Standards K-12
          Figure 2A – The English Language Proficiency Standards 
1.2-2  English Language Proficiency Standards K-5
1.2-3  2012 Amplification of the English Language Development Standards K-12:
          Page 3, WIDA English Language Development Standards
          Page 3, Figure A, WIDA Standards Framework
          Page 4, Figure B, The English Language Development Standards
          Page 5, Performance Definitions
          Page 5, Figure C, The Features of Academic Language
          Page 10, Figure I, Doman and Levels of Proficiency
1.2-4  Alignment Study Between the Common Core State Standards in ELA and Mathematics and the WIDA Proficiency Standards
          Page 6, Assessment to Standards Alignment Methods
          Page 7, Standards-to-Standards Alignment Criteria
       Page 10 – Linking Study
       Page 11 – Standards Aligned to this Study
       Page 18 – Language Arts Alignment Results
       Page 29 – Summary of Language Arts
       Page 30- Mathematics Alignment Results
       Page 35 – Summary of Mathematics Findings
       Page 90 – Appendix B, Cases of linked and non-linked standards for mathematics at   grade cluster 6-8
1.2-5 – WIDA Consortium Response to the Alignment Study Results
         
Please refer to pages 15-19


Reference RG 6, RG 7, RG 9, RG 10
Page i, EL Standards, Page iii, Performance Definitions
	Consortium-provided documentation shows evidence of four domains and different proficiency levels, as well as some information about alignment to CCSS. 

State-provided links show work that the state has done to align WIDA performance levels to state standards. There appear to be two versions of alignment work – one with alignments to older NH standards and one aligned to CCSS. 

Newer versions don’t seem to cover all grade levels (e.g. grades 1,4,6,7,) or all subjects (science seems to be missing, though there is reading/writing in science).  
It is also not clear from the website if NH is a Common Core-only state, or have they amended their content standards? Are the CCSS the relevant state academic content standards for ELA and math?

State should provide clear evidence that its adopted ELP standards align to its academic content standards.

	Section 1.2 Summary Statement

	
__X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Clarify if New Hampshire uses Common Core ELA and math standards or if they have state-specific versions (because it appears their alignment work is done to CCSS standards)
· Clarify which alignment work is the correct/most up-to-date version and if they have completed alignment work to all grades and subjects (ELA, math, science, grades K-12) 
· See peer review notes for Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed regarding alignment to CCSS (if these are the relevant state academic standards)





Critical Element 1.3 – Required Assessments 
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State’s assessment system includes an annual general and alternate ELP assessment (aligned with State ELP standards) administered to:
· All ELs in grades K-12.

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/accountability/index.htm
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/index.htm
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/ells.htm

	State’s evidence establishes that the State’s assessment system includes a general ELP assessment that should be administered to all ELs in grades K-12.

However, it is unclear if ELs with significant cognitive disabilities that cannot take the general ELP assessment are included in the State’s ELP assessment results. There is evidence that points to an AELPA on the State’s website, but there are no related documents or evidence that directs LEAs in NH to administer an AELPA. The State will need to provide evidence that is including these ELs in Statewide ELP assessment.  Furthermore, the WIDA Alternate ACCESS is not available for students in kindergarten.



	Section 1.3 Summary Statement

	X  The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Evidence that the State includes ELs with the most significant cognitive disabilities in grades K-12 in Statewide ELP assessment.





Critical Element 1.4 – Policies for Including All Students in Assessments
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	· The State has policies that require the inclusion of all public elementary and secondary ELs in the State’s ELP assessment, including ELs with disabilities.
	https://wida.wisc.edu/assess/alt-access
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/esol/documents/esol_guidance_revised_9-8-15.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/ells.htm

https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/Alt-Access-Participation-Criteria-Diagram.pdf

	State’s evidence establishes that the State’s assessment system includes all ELs in grades K-12, including ELs with disabilities.  The exception is that is unclear if ELs with significant cognitive disabilities that cannot take the general ELP assessment are included in the State’s ELP assessment results. There is evidence that points to an AELPA on the State’s website, but there are no related documents or evidence that directs LEAs in NH to administer an AELPA.
The State will need to provide evidence that is including these ELs in Statewide ELP assessment, either through the general ELP assessment or an AELPA.



	Section 1.4 Summary Statement

	X  As also noted in critical element 1.3, the following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Evidence that the State includes ELs with the most significant cognitive disabilities in grades K-12 in Statewide ELP assessment.





Critical Element 1.5 – Meaningful Consultation in the Development of Challenging State Standards and Assessments 
(Note: this is a new requirement under ESSA, so it does not apply to standards and assessments adopted prior to the passage of ESSA (December 2015)).
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State has developed or amended challenging ELP standards and assessments, the State has conducted meaningful and timely consultation with:
· State leaders, including the Governor, members of the State legislature and State board of education (if the State has a State board of education).
· Local educational agencies (including those located in rural areas).
· Representatives of Indian tribes located in the State. 
· Teachers, principals, other school leaders, charter school leaders (if the State has charter schools), specialized instructional support personnel, paraprofessionals, administrators, other staff, and parents.
	The State adopted ELP standards prior to the passage of the ESSA, so this critical element does not apply.
	This critical element does not apply to NH.

	Section 1.5 Summary Statement

	The State adopted ELP standards prior to the passage of the ESSA, so this critical element does not apply.




SECTION 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM OPERATIONS
Critical Element 2.1 – Test Design and Development
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State’s test design and test development process is well-suited for the content, is technically sound, aligns the assessments to the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, and includes: 
· Statement(s) of the purposes of the assessments and the intended interpretations and uses of results;
· Test blueprints that describe the structure of each assessment in sufficient detail to support the development of assessments that are technically sound, measure the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, and support the intended interpretations and uses of the results.
· Processes to ensure that the ELP assessment is tailored to the knowledge and skills included in the State’s ELP standards and reflects appropriate inclusion of the range of complexity found in the standards.
· If the State administers computer-adaptive assessments, the item pool and item selection procedures adequately support the test design and intended uses and interpretations of results.
· If the State administers a computer-adaptive assessment, it makes proficiency determinations with respect to the grade in which the student is enrolled and uses that determination for all reporting.
If the State administers a content assessment that includes portfolios, such assessment may be partially administered through a portfolio but may not be entirely administered through a portfolio. 
	State submission on page 9 cites “Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA” but chart on page 5 suggests there will be state evidence provided.
	Peers recommend the state consider providing additional evidence on state-specific aspects of purpose and intended use of results.  State should also clarify if it intended to provide state evidence or if this was an error in the state submission document.  

In addition, the state should refer to the peer review notes for the Consortium-provided evidence.

	Section 2.1 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Clarify if state intends to rely on Consortium-provided evidence alone 
· Provide information about intended uses of assessments and interpretations of results within the state context
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed on this element




Critical Element 2.2 – Item Development
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State uses reasonable and technically sound procedures to develop and select items to:
· Assess student English language proficiency based on the State’s ELP standards in terms of content and language processes.

	State submission on page 10 cites “Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA” but chart on page 5 suggests there will be state evidence provided.
	The state should either provide additional evidence on state-specific aspects of item development or clarify that it is relying solely on Consortium-provided evidence for this element.

	Section 2.2 Summary Statement

	
__x_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Clarify if state is relying on Consortium-provided evidence alone or if additional state-specific information is available or will be provided
· Refer to peer review notes on Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed




Critical Element 2.3 – Test Administration
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State implements policies and procedures for standardized test administration; specifically, the State:
· Has established and communicates to educators clear, thorough and consistent standardized procedures for the administration of its assessments, including administration with accommodations;  
· Has established procedures to ensure that general and special education teachers, paraprofessionals, teachers of ELs, specialized instructional support personnel, and other appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments, including, as necessary, alternate assessments, and know how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all students with disabilities;
· If the State administers technology-based assessments, the State has defined technology and other related requirements, included technology-based test administration in its standardized procedures for test administration, and established contingency plans to address possible technology challenges during test administration.
	Coordinated Evidence:
2.3-1 WIDA Test Administration Manual 

Listed but not accessible to state peer reviewers:
2.3-2, ACCESS Paper and Pencil Training for Test Administrators
2.3-3, Online Test Administrators Script grades 4-12
2.3-4, Copy of the October 3, 2018 email of WIDA Wednesday - NH elects to have this email sent directly to all educators who are active in the DRC testing portal so that they receive these timely updates from WIDA at the same time as the SEA.

2.3-5, Site Technology Readiness Checklist for Deploying WIDA Online Assessments with Timeline
 2.3-6, WIDA Test Administrator Troubleshooting guide
2.3-7, WIDA Test Policy Handbook for State Education Agencies 2018-19

State Evidence:
https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/checklists/NH-online-checklist.pdf
https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/checklists/NH-paper-checklist.pdf
https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/id-placement/NH-ID-Placement-Guidance.pdf
https://wida.wisc.edu/memberships/consortium/nh

https://nh.portal.airast.org/core/fileparse.php/2173/urlt/NH-SAS-Accommodations-Guide_18-19.pdf

https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/ACCESS-Accessibility-Accommodations-Supplement.pdf

https://portal.wida.us/client/index.aspx - This link provides all certified ACCESS test administrators access to the training they need to take in order to effectively administer the test.
	State-specific checklists and Consortium manuals show evidence of plans for standardized procedures.  The checklist links describe guides for administering ACCESS for ELLs Online and on paper, including steps related to Kindergarten and Alternate ACCESS assessments. Each checklist highlights all tasks that need to be completed before, during, and after testing within a school or district. The links to administer the assessment with accommodations (Assessment Accommodations Guide and its Supplement) provide evidence of accommodations available to all students, including English learners identified with a disability, who are taking either the computer-based or paper-based assessments. They also provide information on administrative considerations and Universal Tools. 

State should clarify if this is the full set of procedures and how or if they are codified in policy. For example, could they be changed from year to year depending on who manages assessment?

State should clarify how they communicate about standardized procedures. It appears information about test administration is available to test coordinators and administrators through the WIDA portal; it is unclear if any is pushed out or mailed to administrators to ensure they receive or view it. 

Checklists show that test administrators are required to complete training and have links to online training modules; no information is provided on numbers of test administrators who actually completed training and administered assessments or who test administrators can be.  It also is not clear if test administration training includes information on how to administer tests with accommodations (though there is information on what accommodations are and how to assign them in an online testing system). 

A technology-readiness checklist is linked in the state-specific checklist but is inaccessible, so it is not possible to assess those requirements or contingency plans for technology challenges.

	Section 2.3 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Clarify if the evidence provided by state and Consortium is the full set of standardized procedures and how/if they are codified in policy.
· Provide evidence of how established standardized procedures for testing and use of accommodations (e.g. manuals, checklists, training documents) are communicated to districts and from district staff to educators who will actually administer assessments. 
· For example, does the state send links, emails, or hard copies of documents? Does the state (or Consortium) hold information meetings or webinars to communicate this information or demonstrate how to access information? How does the state build awareness of the established standardized procedures?  
· Provide evidence of established procedures to ensure that all appropriate staff receive necessary training to administer assessments and know how to administer assessments and how to make use of appropriate accommodations during assessments for all EL students with disabilities
· For example, does the state track who administered assessments and whether or not they attended training? Is it possible to administer a test without having attended training? Does the training include information on how to administer with accommodations?
· Provide evidence of its technology-related requirements and contingency plans to address possible technology challenges during testing
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed on this element




Critical Element 2.4 – Monitoring Test Administration
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State adequately monitors the administration of its State assessments to ensure that standardized test administration procedures are implemented with fidelity across districts and schools.  Monitoring of test administration should be demonstrated for all assessments in the State system: the general ELP assessments and the AELPA.
	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/documents/nh_statewide_assessment_monitoring_guide_final_032019.pdf
	The State provided evidence of procedures for monitoring of ELP assessments.  The State did provide evidence of a systematic plan for selecting schools for monitoring visits. There was evidence of guidance given to LEAs about conducting local monitoring of ELP test administrations.

However, no evidence was provided (e.g., a redacted observation report, a summary of monitoring activities) that monitoring of ELP test administration had occurred.


	Section 2.4 Summary Statement

	_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Evidence that monitoring of ELP test administration was implemented (e.g., a summary of monitoring activities, or redacted samples of completed test monitoring visits).





Critical Element 2.5 – Test Security
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has implemented and documented an appropriate set of policies and procedures to prevent test irregularities and ensure the integrity of test results through:
· Prevention of any assessment irregularities, including maintaining the security of test materials (both during test development and at time of test administration), proper test preparation guidelines and administration procedures, incident-reporting procedures, consequences for confirmed violations of test security, and requirements for annual training at the district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration;
· Detection of test irregularities;
· Remediation following any test security incidents involving any of the State’s assessments;
· Investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities.     
· Application of test security procedures to the general ELP assessments and the AELPA.
	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/documents/test_security_assurances_2019.pdf

2018-19 WIDA District and School Test Coordinator Manual

Section 2, 2.2, page 10;
Section 3, 3.6, page 50
	Page 5 claims multistate evidence will be provided and there is a reference to WIDA manuals (which are inaccessible from this part of the state submission). Page 12 of the state submission points to a state website. The page appears to be a test security agreement for personnel to sign, but there are no associated policy documents requiring this form or approved policy documents supporting the rules of the agreement. It is unclear how exactly this document is disseminated and tracked to be sure that all relevant individuals have signed.

Peers could not find information about (1) periodic reports of irregularities and how State responds and tracks, (2) more explicit procedures concerning how State addresses security incidents in the context of English learners (e.g., reopen, restart, invalidate, etc.), (3) how State communicates with schools and district concerning irregularities, and (4) procedures for detecting, remediating and/or investigating test irregularities.

	Section 2.5 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Provide evidence of explicit procedures concerning how state addresses security incidents in the context of English learners (e.g., reopen, restart, invalidate, etc.)
· Provide information on how test security documents are disseminated, tracked, and monitored to be sure that all relevant individuals are aware of test security requirements
· Provide evidence of the investigation of alleged or factual test irregularities to include forensic analysis and plans to address findings
· Provide evidence of remediation following any test security incidents involving the state’s ELP assessment
· Provide evidence of periodic reports of irregularities and how state responds and tracks
· Provide evidence of how State communicates with schools and district concerning irregularities
· Provide evidence of requirements for annual training at the district and school levels for all individuals involved in test administration (it appears to be every other year)
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed on this element




Critical Element 2.6 – Systems for Protecting Data Integrity and Privacy
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has policies and procedures in place to protect the integrity and confidentiality of its test materials, test-related data, and personally identifiable information, specifically:
· To protect the integrity of its test-related data in test administration, scoring, storage and use of results;
· To secure student-level assessment data and protect student privacy and confidentiality, including guidelines for districts and schools; 
· To protect personally identifiable information about any individual student in reporting, including defining the minimum number of students necessary to allow reporting of scores for all students and student groups.
	Consortium Evidence:
2.6-1, 2.6-2, 2.6-3, 2.6-4

State evidence:
Refer to: Table 1 of the NH DOE Data Use and Student Privacy, page 5.

Refer to page 8 of the NH DOE Data Use and Student Privacy Guide





https://www.education.nh.gov/data/documents/minimum-standards-privacy.pdf



Refer to page 8 of the NH DOE Data Use and Student Privacy Guide

	The state-provided documentation offers evidence of general policies and procedures related to protecting personally identifiable data and other student information, but these do not appear to be state policies or procedures (they appear to be informational).

The link to the “Minimum Standards for Privacy and Security of Student and Employee Data.
New Hampshire Department of Education” enumerates the systems, policies and procedures for protecting the integrity of student and employee data, including such features as access control, identification and authentication, storage, risk assessment, and several others. The embedded NH DOE Data Use and Student Privacy document provides evidence of procedures to collect and protect personally identifiable student-level data via secure systems as well as guidelines for the use of systems and of data. This includes a definition of the minimum number of students necessary to allow reporting of scores for student groups. The NH FERPA document provides evidence of policies and procedures related to the disclosure of protected, private data, record keeping requirements concerning requests and disclosures (pp. 1-15)

State-provided documentation does not address confidentiality of test materials (though test security is described in critical element 2.5). It is unclear from the documentation provided how the Consortium or the state protects information during test administration and reporting of results (for example, how is information transferred from WIDA to state to districts for reporting? How do districts maintain and disseminate this information to parents and students while maintaining privacy?).  No information was provided regarding the minimum number of students required for reporting in this particular documentation.

	Section 2.6 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Provide adopted policy or procedure documents that demonstrate the state has policies and procedures to: 
· To protect integrity and confidentiality of test materials
· To secure and protect student-level data in test administration, scoring, storage and use of results (information related to who is involved in handling WIDA data and how data are protected by all parties, including during handoffs, should be provided)
· Evidence should include guidelines for districts and schools about ELP assessment data
· To protect personally identifiable information about any individual student in reporting, including defining the minimum number and percentage of students necessary to allow reporting of scores for all students and student groups.




SECTION 3: TECHNICAL QUALITY – VALIDITY

Critical Element 3.1 – Overall Validity, Including Validity Based on Content
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate overall validity evidence for its assessments consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards. The State’s validity evidence includes evidence that:

The State’s ELP assessments measure the knowledge and skills specified in the State’s ELP standards, including:  
· Documentation of adequate alignment between the State’s ELP assessment and the ELP standards the assessment is designed to measure in terms of language knowledge and skills, the depth and breadth of the State’s ELP standards, across all proficiency levels, domains, and modalities identified therein;  
· Documentation of alignment (as defined) between the State’s ELP standards and the language demands implied by, or explicitly stated in, the State’s academic content standards;
· If the State administers an AELPA aligned with alternate ELP achievement standards, the assessment shows adequate linkage to the State’s ELP standards in terms of content match (i.e., no unrelated content) and that the breadth of content and linguistic complexity determined in test design is appropriate for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	

	Section 3.1 Summary Statement

	
__x_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 3.2 – Validity Based on Linguistic Processes
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that its assessments tap the intended language processes appropriate for each grade level/grade-band as represented in the State’s ELP standards.

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	

	Section 3.2 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 3.3 – Validity Based on Internal Structure
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that the scoring and reporting structures of its assessments are consistent with the sub-domain structures of the State’s ELP standards on which the intended interpretations and uses of results are based.



	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	

	Section 3.3 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed






Critical Element 3.4 – Validity Based on Relations to Other Variables
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate validity evidence that the State’s assessment scores are related as expected with other variables.


	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	

	Section 3.4 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed







SECTION 4: TECHNICAL QUALITY – OTHER 	

Critical Element 4.1 – Reliability
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has documented adequate reliability evidence for its assessments for the following measures of reliability for the State’s student population overall and each student group consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards.  If the State’s assessments are implemented in multiple States, measures of reliability for the assessment overall and each student group consistent with nationally recognized professional and technical testing standards, including: 
· Test reliability of the State’s assessments estimated for its student population (for ELP assessments, including any domain or component sub-tests, as applicable);
· Overall and conditional standard error of measurement of the State’s assessments, including any domain or component sub-tests, as applicable;
· Consistency and accuracy of estimates in categorical classification decisions for the cut scores, achievement levels or proficiency levels based on the assessment results;
· For computer-adaptive tests, evidence that the assessments produce test forms with adequately precise estimates of an EL’s English proficiency.
	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.1 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 4.2 – Fairness and Accessibility
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For all State ELP assessments, assessments should be developed, to the extent practicable, using the principles of universal design for learning (UDL) (see definition[footnoteRef:6]).  [6:  see page 28 of “A State’s Guide to the U.S. Department of Education’s Assessment Peer Review Process”, September 24, 2018 available at: www.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/saa.html
] 



For ELP assessments, the State has taken reasonable and appropriate steps to ensure that its assessments are accessible to all EL students and fair across student groups, including ELs with disabilities, in their design, development, and analysis. 

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.2 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 4.3 – Full Performance Continuum
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has ensured that each assessment provides an adequately precise estimate of student performance across the full performance continuum for ELP assessments, including performance for EL students with high and low levels of English language proficiency and with different proficiency profiles across the domains of speaking, listening, reading, and writing.
	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.3 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 4.4 – Scoring
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has established and documented standardized scoring procedures and protocols for its assessments (and for ELP assessments, any applicable domain or component sub-tests) that are designed to produce reliable and meaningful results, facilitate valid score interpretations, and report assessment results in terms of the State’s ELP standards.   

For ELP assessments, if an English learner has a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains/components (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected domain(s)/component(s), the State must provide a description of how it will ensure that the student is assessed in the remaining domain(s)/component(s) in which it is possible to assess the student, and a description of how this will occur.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  See full reference in regulation, 34 CFR § 200.6(h)(4)(ii) (online at https://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?SID=07e168e9e7a6c5931b4549cc15547ee9&mc=true&node=se34.1.200_16&rgn=div8  )] 

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.4 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 4.5 – Multiple Assessment Forms
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State administers multiple forms of ELP assessments within or across grade-spans, ELP levels, or school years, the State ensures that all forms adequately represent the State’s ELP standards and yield consistent score interpretations such that the forms are comparable within and across settings.

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.5 Summary Statement

	
__x_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 4.6 – Multiple Versions of an Assessment
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	If the State administers any of its assessments in multiple versions within a subject area (e.g., online versus paper-based delivery), grade level, or school year, the State:
· Followed a design and development process to support comparable interpretations of results for students tested across the versions of the assessments;
· Documented adequate evidence of comparability of the meaning and interpretations of the assessment results.

	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.6 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed






Critical Element 4.7 – Technical Analysis and Ongoing Maintenance
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State:
· Has a system for monitoring, maintaining, and improving, as needed, the quality of its assessment system, including clear and technically sound criteria for the analyses of all of the assessments in its assessment system (i.e., general assessments and alternate assessments), and
· Evidence of adequate technical quality is made public, including on the State’s website.
	Coordinated Evidence submitted by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 4.7 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Make evidence of the technical quality of its assessment public, including on its website
· Provide evidence of how state will, in collaboration with the Consortium, monitor, maintain, and improve the quality of its assessments (for example, does the state of Consortium solicit input from technical reviewers, from policymakers or other stakeholders about quality of assessments?)
· Please refer to peer review of Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed






SECTION 5: INCLUSION OF ALL STUDENTS

Critical Element 5.1 – Procedures for Including Students with Disabilities
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State has in place procedures to ensure the inclusion of all public elementary and secondary school students[footnoteRef:8] with disabilities in the State’s assessment system.  Decisions about how to assess students with disabilities must be made by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, the placement team under Section 504, or the individual or team designated by a district to make that decision under Title II of the ADA, as applicable, based on each student’s individual abilities and needs. [8:  For ELP peer review, this refers to ELs with disabilities.] 


· For ELP assessments, policies that require the inclusion of an EL with a disability that precludes assessment of the student in one or more of the required domains (speaking, listening, reading, and writing) such that there are no appropriate accommodations for the affected component (the State must assess the student’s English language proficiency based on the remaining components in which it is possible to assess the student).

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/englishlearnerswithdisabilities.htm (slides 4,6,7,10)

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/ells.htm

https://wida.wisc.edu/assess/alt-access (Please refer to Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Participation Criteria Decision Tree)

https://portal.wida.us/get.aspx?id=2405

https://wida.wisc.edu/assess/alt-access (Sections 1.3 page 4; 2.4 page 14;2.6 page 27 and Appendix A page 28 of the WIDA Accessibility and Accommodations Supplement)
	Evidence provided does not appear to be adopted policy documents related to inclusion of EL students with disabilities in ELP assessments, but rather informational documents. 

State-provided documentation (slides 4,5,7,10 from Addressing English Learners with Disabilities at the Local Level Presentation) provides information on who should determine accommodations and how, though it is unclear how this information was provided to districts and it is not a policy but rather just informational.  State-provided participation criteria decision tree for Alternate Access shows how to determine eligibility for Alt ACCESS, but again, this appears informational and it is not clear how it is communicated. The state-provided website says “Under federal education law (Title I and Title III), ALL students who are identified as Limited English Proficient (LEP) are required to be assessed each year with this approved assessment. The ACCESS 2.0 English language proficiency test is given yearly from mid-January to mid-March.” This does not specifically refer to EL students with disabilities, nor is it a formal state policy.

Also, it is unclear how students with significant cognitive disabilities participate in the state’s ELP assessment (alternate assessment was not submitted for review).

Peers could not find evidence among the links submitted describing how the State assess English learners with disabilities in domains in which the student may be exempted, such as in the context of the listening or speaking domains or some other domain or combination of domains.


	Section 5.1 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
1. Provide adopted policy or procedure documents that demonstrate that the State has in place procedures to ensure the inclusion of all EL public elementary and secondary school students with disabilities in the State’s assessment system and that decisions about how to assess students with disabilities are made by the appropriate teams
3. Decisions about how to assess students with disabilities must be made by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, the placement team under Section 504, or the individual or team designated by a district to make that decision under Title II of the ADA, as applicable, based on each student’s individual abilities and needs.
1. Provide evidence of how the state’s policies and procedures regarding including EL students with disabilities are communicated and implemented
1. Provide evidence of how the state assesses English learners with disabilities if there are domains in which the student may be exempted, such as in the context of the listening or speaking domains or some other domain or combination of domains when the student cannot be assessed
1. Provide evidence for how students with significant cognitive disabilities are to be assessed for English language proficiency (alternate ELP assessment was not included in this submission)





Critical Element 5.2 – DOES NOT APPLY to ELP Assessment Peer Review
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	· Note: This critical element does not apply to ELP assessments, as the requirements only apply to the inclusion of ELs in academic assessments.
	
	

	Section 5.2 Summary Statement

	___ No additional evidence is required or

___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· [list additional evidence needed w/brief rationale]





Critical Element 5.3 – Accommodations
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State makes available appropriate accommodations and ensures that its assessments are accessible to students with disabilities and ELs, including ELs with disabilities. Specifically, the State:
· Ensures that appropriate accommodations are available for ELs;
· Has determined that the accommodations it provides (1) are appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student’s need(s) to participate in the assessments, (2) do not alter the construct being assessed, and (3) allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive accommodations;  
· Has a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed.
· Ensures that accommodations for all required assessments do not deny students with disabilities or ELs the opportunity to participate in the assessment and any benefits from participation in the assessment.

	Consortia Evidence:
5.3-1, Accessibility Overview 
5.3-2, Quick Start Guide for Preparing Students for the ACCESS test
5.3-3, 2016 Focus Groups on ACCESS for ELLs 2.0 Accommodations and Universal Tools
5.3-4, Investigating Grades 1-12 English Learners’ Use of Universal Tools in ACCESS for ELLs
5.3-5, WIDA subcommittees
5.3-6, SEA Accessibility and Accommodations Policies
5.3-7, ACCESS for ELLs Unique Accommodations Request Form

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/documents/nhdoe_sasc_2018_19.pdf (pages 14, 15, 17)

WIDA Test Administration Manual
WIDA District and School Test Coordinator Manual

https://wida.wisc.edu/sites/default/files/resource/ACCESS-Accessibility-Accommodations-Supplement.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/accountability/documents/digital_sat_accommodated_manual.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/accountability/documents/sat_collegeboard_approved_glossaries.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/esol/documents/esol_guidance_revised_9.15..pdf:

https://nh.portal.airast.org/core/fileparse.php/2173/urlt/NH-SAS-Accommodations-Guide_18-19.pdf  Please see page 16 – Full Spanish Translation available this year on NH SAS ELA, Mathematics and  Science tests.

Please refer to pages 18 -19, 20, 35 and 37 in ESSA plan.




	State- and Consortium-provided evidence shows a variety of accommodations available for EL students with disabilities on its ELP assessments.  

No evidence appears to be available regarding whether or not the accommodations are appropriate and effective or change relevant constructs. 

State has a way for districts to request an exemption from testing in exceptional circumstances, but this does not address exceptional types of accommodations that may be required. This appears to be a part of Consortium-provided evidence (ACCESS for ELLs Unique Accommodations Request Form) though this document is not accessible for ELP assessment peer reviewer. 

It is unclear how students with severe cognitive disabilities would participate in the state’s ELP assessment (i.e. that they are not denied the opportunity to participate).



	Section 5.3 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Provide evidence of a process to individually review and allow exceptional requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond those routinely allowed
· Provide evidence about how students with severe cognitive disabilities would participate in the state’s ELP assessment (i.e. that they are not denied the opportunity to participate)
· Provide evidence about whether or not allowable accommodations are appropriate and effective and do not alter the constructs being measured
· Provide evidence about state’s specific accommodations policies for ELP assessments (information is provided about types of accommodations available, but not policies)
· See peer review notes for Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed






Critical Element 5.4 – Monitoring Test Administration for Special Populations
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State monitors test administration in its districts and schools to ensure that appropriate assessments, with or without accommodations, are selected for all students with disabilities and ELs so that they are appropriately included in assessments and receive accommodations that are:  
· Consistent with the State’s policies for accommodations;
· Appropriate for addressing a student’s disability or language needs for each assessment administered;
· Consistent with accommodations provided to the students during instruction and/or practice; 
· Consistent with the assessment accommodations identified by a student’s IEP Team under IDEA, placement team convened under Section 504; or for students covered by Title II of the ADA, the individual or team designated by a district to make these decisions; or another process for an EL; 
· Administered with fidelity to test administration procedures;
· Monitored for administrations of all required ELP assessments, and AELPA.

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/englishlearnerswithdisabilities.htm
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/documents/addressing_english_learners_with_disabilities.pdf
https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/documents/chap6.pdf


https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/alt_assess/documents/final_dlm_nh_powerpoint_2018.pptx

https://nh.portal.airast.org/core/fileparse.php/2173/urlt/NH-SAS-Accommodations-Guide_18-19.pdf

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/accountability/documents/digital_sat_accommodated_manual.pdf
https://digitaltesting.collegeboard.org/resources

Please refer to page 6, recommendation 1 and page 20 and 21 recommendations 7 &8 of the CCSSO English Learners
with Disabilities Guide
A Guide for States Creating Policies on the Identification of and Service Provision for English Learners with Disabilities

Please refer to the USED English Learner Tool Kit Chapter 6: Tools and Resources for Addressing English Learners with Disabilities page 6, Tool #2. 


Resources posted on NH Department of Ed. Website.  Available to LEAs. 

	The state-provided links are to non-binding policy advice or informational documents. These links provide access to a variety of sources of information related to assessing English learners with disabilities, including 1) Guides to help State and local education agencies meet their legal obligations to English Learners under civil rights laws and other federal requirements; and 2) procedures to ensure that accommodations are consistent with the State’s policies for accommodations. The links also provide evidence of staff training for proper administration of NH assessments, with emphasis on test accessibility and accommodations, appropriateness of the accommodation for addressing a student’s disability or language need, and consistency with the assessment accommodations identified by the IEP or 504 process.

There is no information available about how the state monitors ELP test administration, including whether or not it follows up on what accommodations are provided and how.



	Section 5.4 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
1. Provide evidence that state monitors test administration, such as adopted policies and procedures for monitoring and/or reports of monitoring
1. Provide evidence that accommodations are being offered in accordance with state polices or expectations
1. Provide evidence of monitoring that identified and appropriate accommodations (in IEP 504, LEP plans) are being provided in instruction, and that these same accommodations are made available to the student during assessment. This monitoring should include documentation from most authoritative source (for example, to check for alignment of IEP-required accommodations and test-provided accommodations, source should be IEP and records of test administration; comparisons of IEPs to classroom-provided accommodations based on information from teachers and IEP documents).
1. Provide evidence that accommodations are being implemented correctly (i.e. provided during assessment and how problems with accommodations during assessment are handled)








SECTION 6: ELP ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS AND REPORTING
Critical Element 6.1 – State Adoption of ELP Achievement Standards for All Students
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For ELP standards: 
· The State adopted ELP achievement standards that address the different proficiency levels of ELs;
· If the State has developed alternate ELP achievement standards, it has adopted them only for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the regular ELP assessment even with appropriate accommodations.

	https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/title_iii_information_nh.htm

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/integrated/title_iii_information_nh.htm#widaccss

	The provided resource page does not provide evidence that an authorized person or body has formally adopted ELP standards for the state. No discussion exists of alternate ELP standards.

The state’s website states that “In 2004, the New Hampshire State Board of Education adopted the WIDA English language proficiency standards.” There is no further evidence provided. Preferred evidence would be a document, minutes of the relevant Board meeting, letter from the state superintendent or other formal evidence of adopting the standards. 

	Section 6.1 Summary Statement

	
_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· Provide letter from superintendent, document from Board meeting where standards were adopted, or other evidence showing formal adoption of standards that address the different proficiency levels of ELs. Website notation does not demonstrate formal adoption.






Critical Element 6.2 – ELP Achievement Standards Setting
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State used a technically sound method and process that involved panelists with appropriate experience and expertise for setting:
· ELP achievement standards and, as applicable, alternate ELP achievement standards, such that: 
· Cut scores are developed for every grade/grade band, content domain/language domain, and/or composite for which proficiency-level scores are reported.
	Consortium Evidence Provided by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 6.2 Summary Statement

	
__x_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· See peer review notes for Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed





Critical Element 6.3 –Aligned ELP Achievement Standards
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	For ELP achievement standards: 
The State has ensured that ELP assessment results are expressed in terms that are clearly aligned with the State’s ELP standards, and its ELP performance-level descriptors.

If the State has adopted alternate ELP achievement standards for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities, the alternate ELP achievement standards should be linked to the State’s grade-level/grade-band ELP standards, and should reflect professional judgment of the highest ELP achievement standards possible for ELs who are students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

	Consortium Evidence Provided by WIDA
	No state-specific evidence provided.

	Section 6.3 Summary Statement

	
_x__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
· See peer review notes for Consortium-provided evidence for additional evidence needed






Critical Element 6.4 – Reporting
	Critical Element
	Evidence (Record document and page # for future reference)
	Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions Regarding State Documentation or Evidence 

	The State reports its assessment results for all students assessed, and the reporting facilitates timely, appropriate, credible, and defensible interpretations and uses of those results by parents, educators, State officials, policymakers and other stakeholders, and the public.

The State reports to the public its assessment results on English language proficiency for all ELs including the number and percentage of ELs attaining ELP.

For the ELP assessment, the State provides coherent and timely information about each student’s attainment of the State’s ELP standards to parents that:  
· Reports the ELs’ English proficiency in terms of the State’s grade level/grade-band ELP standards (including performance-level descriptors);
· Are provided in an understandable and uniform format;
· Are, to the extent practicable, written in a language that parents and guardians can understand or, if it is not  practicable to provide written translations to a parent or guardian with limited English proficiency, are orally translated for such parent or guardian;
· Upon request by a parent who is an individual with a disability as defined by the ADA, as amended, are provided in an alternative format accessible to that parent.


	Consortium Evidence:
6.4-2, Spring 2018 Interpretive Guide for ACCESS Score Reports 
6.4-3, Spring 2018 Interpretive Guide for Alternate ACCESS Score Reports

Score Reports are available to teachers as well as school and district test coordinators in the Data Recognition Corporation (DRC) portal as soon at the end of May of each year.

Schools are expected to print their students’ Individual Score Report and send home to parents.
Score Reports are able to be printed in different languages so that parents are able to access the contents of the report

https://ireport.education.nh.gov/

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/results.htm

NH School and District Report Card and EL Breakdown

NH 2017-18 Statewide Assessment Results including subgroups.
	The state’s assessment results website does not provide information on ACCESS or Alt ACCESS scores. The state report card website provides the percentage of students on track to achieve EL proficiency only.  State should report English language proficiency for all ELs including number and percentage of ELs attaining ELP.

Consortium-provided information provides some evidence to address requirement to facilitate credible and defensible interpretations of results (though this is through written documentation only).  Peers could not find evidence indicating (1) the schedule of public reporting, (2) clear description of materials (including trainings) to assist school and district personnel who access the secure online portal on how to use and interpret ELP assessment results, (3) schedule and delivery of individual student reports to parents, and (4) materials to assist parents on how to interpret the individual student reports.

No information about the specific timelines for reports or formats of reports is provided other than the state’s assertion about schools printing out reports and score reports being available in May in the peer review submission itself.  This statement does not address availability of alternative formats of reports, nor is any evidence provided about state policy or procedure that addresses reporting requirements, including formats or languages of reports. 



	Section 6.4 Summary Statement

	
__X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
1. Provide evidence that state reports to the public its assessment results on English language proficiency for all ELs including the number and percentage of ELs attaining ELP.
1. Provide evidence indicating (1) the schedule of public reporting, (2) materials (including trainings) to assist school and district personnel who access the secure online portal on how to use and interpret ELP assessment results, (3) schedule and delivery of individual student reports to parents, and (4) materials to assist parents on how to interpret the individual student reports.
1. Provide evidence about state policy or procedure that addresses reporting requirements, including availability of formats or languages of reports for parents who might have a disability or require reports in other languages (such policy would indicate that the state commits to making information accessible and is not subject to changes by vendors or assessment managers)




SECTION 7: DOES NOT APPLY TO ELP ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW
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Executive Summary 


The New Hampshire Department of Education (NH DOE) is a national leader in our 


collaboration at the local school level to have educators in our K-12 schools use data to 


inform instruction.  Educators use data to identify gaps in curriculum and assessment; to 


gauge individual student needs and target learning; to group students for instruction and to 


assist student learning in many other ways.  NH DOE has built an infrastructure and a culture 


that values the use of data.  Our culture highlights the use of multiple measures and student 


growth to help guide the learning of students.  Our practices promote a cooperative culture 


with the primary focus on the improvement of students, as a collective goal, with a 


secondary need for accountability to identify cases where student needs are not being 


served. 


 


Student data is driving instruction within our schools, but many different stakeholders 


throughout the state also use student aggregate data to make critical decisions.  School 


funding is driven based on student data or demographics in each town and school.  Parents 


make decisions about where to live based upon available school data.  Education and 


legislative experts advocate for policy and programmatic decisions based upon aggregate 


data.  


 


Driven by legislation established by the NH legislature in 2004, the NH DOE built an 


information technology (IT) infrastructure and a support structure dedicated to building a 


data driven culture, enabling stakeholders throughout the state to make educational 


decisions based on data.  The IT infrastructure incorporates both security and privacy.  


Security by protecting the system and the data from unwanted actions of unauthorized users 


and privacy by ensuring that the right people have access to the right data.  The 


infrastructure has a narrow focus in regards to the scope of data included.  New 


Hampshire’s efforts are built on the guiding principle that we need to help teachers 


and the public use and understand existing data with a focus on multiple assessment 


measures, and that we do not collect data for the sake of quantity.  A successful 


solution is not about building an ever-expanding source of data, but rather focusing on 


the critical data needed to inform great teaching. 


 


The NH DOE has developed policies, processes and procedures as described in this document 


to meet the goals outlined above.  This document will walk you through a historical summary 


describing the evolution of today’s system; a summary of what data is collected and used by 
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schools and the public (both data maintained in the State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) as 


well as the other DOE databases); a review of the technology used to secure the data and a 


summary of the training and ongoing efforts to develop a data rich culture in New 


Hampshire. 


  


For more information, please contact the NH Department of Education and ask for the 


Division of Program Support. 


 


As described, this document is divided into five sections: 


 


 


1. Historical Review – Evolution leading to the current NH DOE data systems 


2. Summary of Collected Data 


3. Data Secruity and Privacy 


4. Data Sharing and Training - Building a Data Rich Culture 


5. Contacts 
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Prior to 2004, the data collections for all students in the state were based on aggregate 


reports submitted by districts and schools.  For example, schools provided “Total Number of 


student transferring to another NH Public School” or “Total Number of students who 


graduated” or “Total Number of white students who dropped out”, etc.  In 2005, the DOE 


embarked on a student level data collection that today can be used to answer these and 


many other questions.   Most of the aggregate enrollment, drop-out and related reports are 


no longer collected from schools.  The reports are generated from the new student level 


data. 


Three primary drivers for this transition to student level data included improved 


reliability/validity of the data, reduced data submission for schools and finally the ability to 


connect data required to answer more complex questions and help schools drive student 


instruction.   


With aggregate data collections it was evident that the data lacked quality. For example, we 


might have reports from schools indicating there were many more students transferring to 


another public school, than the number of students arriving from a public school.   Although, 


this type of data inaccuracy was identified, it was not possible to zero in on the cause of the 


data error.  With a student level data collection we are now able to identify the record in 


error and ask the school to correct the error.  The first year of the student data collection, 


we identified about 400 students who were being reported by two schools as enrolled full-


time in both schools.  With a student level data collection we were able to resolve these 


types of errors and eliminate any double-payments that might have occurred as a result of 


paying both schools for the same student.   


Prior to the student level collection, schools had to aggregate data for the Department and 


report the aggregates by required subgroups.  For example, they would have to breakdown 


enrollment by gender, race, etc.  With student level collections, the Department can now do 


the aggregation.   For example, we already know a student’s gender or race, so by 


identifying attendance we can automatically aggregate the enrollment data by race and 


gender.  Additionally, as more complex analysis is required we do not have to ask schools for 


additional data. For example, the NH DOE was able to provide answers to the state 


legislature when asked to estimate the impact of potential legislation that would offer aid to 


1. Historical Review - Evolution leading to the current NH DOE data system . 
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schools for students ‘who did not demonstrate reading proficiency and were also not on an 


Individual Education Plan or eligible for free or reduced support.  Without the individual 


student data we would have been unable to perform this analysis.  We would have had to 


ask schools to summarize and submit the data themselves.   


As just described we can now perform more complex analyses.  But perhaps more important 


than the above improvements, school educators can leverage this data to inform instruction. 


Schools across the state are driving instruction as a result of analyzing student data.  They 


are looking at the impact of education programs on student results. Educators are 


identifying needed interventions based upon student performance.  Schools are beginning to 


create student learning objectives (SLOs) that rely on this data to monitor educator 


performance in light of student success.  The high quality data is enabling legislators to 


make policy decisions, educators to modify instruction, public citizens to explore and 


compare school results, and the state to hold schools accountable for student results.  


Even though 2005 was the first time the NH DOE collected student level data for all 


students, the Department has been collecting individual student data about subgroups of 


students for decades.  This has been and remains vital to ensure students receive the 


required funding and services from schools and from the state.  For example, our Vocation 


Rehabilitation program offers vocational services to individuals including many student age 


clients.  To provide services, the program maintains information about their clients.  These 


clients choose to participate in the program and receive services. The same is true for other 


subgroups of students such as English Learners and Special Education Students – these groups 


also receive services and the NH DOE must ensure schools are serving these students 


appropriately.  Separate data systems are used to manage these programs. 


Table 1: List of State Law Related to Student Data Collection (State Longitudinal Data 


System (SLDS) 


Description Law 


Delivery of an Adequate Education: requires reporting of 


aggregate data 


193-E:3 


Student Level Collection Definitions: defines student data 


warehouse 


193-E:4 


Unique Pupil Identification: creates requirements for 


management of student data 


193-E:5 


Data Inventory and Sharing: refines privacy, security and 


transparency requirements  


189-65 to 


189-68 
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As an outgrowth of SB 333 in 2004 (RSA 193-E:5), the NH Department of Education launched 


the Initiative for School Empowerment (i4see) and developed a data system funded by 


federal grants including a Statewide Longitudinal Data System grant (SLDS).  This SLDS is the 


origin of today’s state-wide student level data warehouse.  This database contains de-


identified student level information for every publicly funded student.  This database 


contains only student numbers and not student names. As described above, this information 


is used to determine school funding, to hold schools accountable for an adequate education, 


to inform legislative policy and to help schools improve instruction.   


 


In addition to this student collection for all public students, there are many additional 


collections of student subgroups within the state.  For example, the state is required to 


ensure all students eligible for special education services receive appropriate services, or 


students eligible for vocational rehabilitation schools are identified so that the state can 


provide available services.  The NHAIMs system allows families of students who are blind to 


obtain support materials.  These additional collections often carry personal information such 


as home address so that appropriate services can be provided.  However, for the larger 


general collection this personal data is not required and therefore personal information (as 


prescribed by state law), is not collected for the SLDS.   


 


The table below identifies the primary systems used at the DOE to manage student data.  It 


highlights the purpose and primary authorizing law.  In addition to the databases below, the 


NH DOE also maintains a random number generator that generates a unique pupil identifier 


(aka. SASID – state assigned student identifier) for each student.   Additionally a secured 


database maintains an isolated and encrypted key that allows the connection between name 


and student identifier.  This is accessible only by the schools educating the student through 


applications controlled by security roles, as well as, a small number of identified NH DOE 


employees who are named by the commissioner and work with schools to ensure the quality 


of the data. These systems are governed by RSA 193-E.


2. Summary of Collected Data 
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The following collections are maintained as part of the NH Department of Education Data System. 


 


Collection / 


2015 DOE Data 


Contact 


Description Purpose Personally Identifiable 


and Personal Data as 


defined in RSA 189:68 


Student Privacy. 


Additional Data Authorizing State or 


Federal Law (not 


comprehensive, but 


identifies primary 


legislation) 


I4see Data 


Collection & 


SLDS 


The i4see data collection 


is a series of student level 


data submissions that 


schools submit to the DOE 


throughout the year.  


These submissions are 


provided with a student ID 


and with the exception of 


date of birth, no other 


personally identifiable 


data is included. 


Submissions include 


beginning of the year, end 


of year, students eligible 


for free and reduced 


lunch/milk, and classroom 


rosters.  The SLDS then 


combines the i4see data 


with other program data 


required to meet state 


and federal laws. 


 calculation of 


adequacy aid 


funding 


 state reporting 


 school 


accountability 


 legislative 


considerations 


 parent access to 


aggregate data 


 local school / 


educator 


improvement 


 Federal reporting  


i4see: SASID (State 


assigned student id), date 


of birth.  This system does 


not contain student 


names. 


 


i4see: status of enrollment  


(e.g. living in district), sau, 


district and school number, 


town responsible for tuition, 


district responsible for tuition, 


student grade, days absent, 


days in attendance, promoted 


indicator, type of diploma, 


post graduation  plans, days 


suspended in and out of 


school, homeless code, original 


graduation year, title I 


involvement, advanced 


placement course, eligibility 


for free or reduced priced 


meals, course assignments. 


SLDS: additional data 


incorporated into the SLDS 


includes very basic information 


from programs described 


below.  None of this data is 


personally identifiable.  Data 


includes (English as Second 


Language)ESOL status, career 


and technical education 


involvement, post-secondary 


Delivery of an Adequate 


Education: 193-E;  


 


Data Inventory and 


Sharing: refines privacy, 


security and transparency 


requirements 189-65 to 


68. 
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status, special education 


status, migrant status and 


state assessment results. 


      


NH AIM  The NH Accessible 


Instructional Materials 


system allows individuals 


to borrow American 


Printing House for the 


Blind (APH) materials and 


products purchased 


through the Federal Quota 


Program for New 


Hampshire blind and 


visually impaired students 


eligible under the Federal 


Act to Promote the 


Education of the Blind. 


 


The personal information 


is required to send the 


materials to the individual 


requesting the support.  


This service is optional. 


 To provide support 


instructional 


materials for 


families in need. 


Name, date of birth, 


address (optional). 


Materials being requested.  


       


ESOL Data 


Collection 


This data collection is only 


for students who are 


eligible for English 


language services (EL 


Services). A roster of 


 calculation of 


adequacy aid 


funding 


 state reporting 


 school 


SASID, country of origin. SAU, district, school, 


month/year entered US 


Schools, years of foreign 


education, primary language, 


program status, enrollment 
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students is collected in 


October and February. 


accountability 


 federal 


requirement to 


ensure students 


receive services 


 legislative 


considerations 


 parent access 


 local school / 


educator 


improvement 


status, classroom setting, 


results from ACCESS for ELLs 


test, title III information, 


proficiency and improvement 


Status (y/n). 


      


Adult Education The NH Adult Education 


Data System requires 


submissions from local 


adult education programs 


funded by NH Department 


of Education. Adult 


learner information is 


entered at the time of 


registration and updated 


throughout the year.  


Local adult education 


center directors and their 


designated data entry 


staff can see information 


about students enrolled in 


their programs but cannot 


access personal 


information about 


 Federal reporting 


 Provide direct 


support to 


students 


 Program reporting 


Date of birth, name, 


address, telephone, 


country of origin. 


 


Race, employment status, 


employer, highest previous 


education, pre-test scores or 


high school credits, program 


enrollments, class 


enrollments, dates of 


enrollment and termination, 


post-test scores or high school 


credits, correctional 


connection, hours of 


attendance, attainment and 


date of high school diploma or 


equivalency, postsecondary 


enrollment, referring agency, 


disabled, public assistance, 


IEP, 504 Plan, income level, 


student goals. 
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students enrolled at other 


centers.  State adult 


education personnel have 


access to consolidated 


state reports that 


summarize data but do not 


include individual student 


information.  


      


Food Stamps Students living in 


households eligible for 


food stamps are 


automatically eligible for 


free or reduced lunch in 


school.  This data is used 


to ensure schools offer the 


required meals and 


receive the available 


federal and state funding. 


 State Aid 


 Federal Aid 


 Accountability 


reporting 


SASID Eligibility for Free or Reduced 


priced meal.  


 


      


Migrant Data Migrant students receive 


direct service, 


supplemental instructional 


support in areas such as 


math and reading and 


instructional materials. 


These students provide 


consent to share data and 


receive services.  


 Federal Reporting 


 Case Management 


Name, DOB, family 


address, birthplace 


Gender; residency date; 


qualifying arrival date; parent 


profession; race; grade; 


limited English; IEP; priority 


for service; school district 


Federal Title I-C 
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Special 


Education 


Students receive special 


education services when 


needed. This system is 


made available to districts 


to manage the special 


education evaluation 


process, to oversee 


service delivery and to 


ensure compliance.  


Parents or guardians must 


consent to all evaluations 


and determination to 


receive services.    


 Federal reporting 


 State reporting 


 Adequacy funding 


 Case Management 


by local district 


Name, address, student 


identifier, parent name, 


address, telephone, 


contents of Individualized 


Education Program (IEP) 


Assessments, student 


demographics, outcome 


decisions, IEP 


Code of Federal 


Regulations 300, State RSA 


186 


      


Vocation 


Rehabilitation 


Vocation Rehabilitation 


New Hampshire 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


has a case management 


system (CMS) (after July 


1st 2015 it will be the 


AWARE case management 


system) that documents 


data elements to assist 


individuals with 


disabilities in obtaining 


and maintaining 


employment.  The agency 


collects information for 


federal reporting and for 


case management 


purposes.  Customers 


 Case management 


 Federal reporting 


 Employment 


verification 


 Continuous 


improvement 


through data 


analysis for the 


agency 


Name, address, phone 


number, SSN, income 


(public benefits), DOB, 


signature of 


parent/guardian (if a 


transitioning youth) 


  


Other information 


collected for case 


management includes 


work history, criminal 


background. 


Case Management: Gender, 


Impairment / Disability, 


educational history, previous 


case histories, criminal 


background, Name, address, 


phone number, SSN, income 


(public benefits), DOB, 


signature of parent/guardian 


(if a transitioning youth) and 


school contact 


documentation by transition 


counselors. 


 


Employment 


verification:  Work history, 


job goal selected,  services 


required for job goal 


Department Of Education, 


34 CFR Part 361, State 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


Services Program 


  


ED 1000 VR State 


Administrative Rules 
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applying for services 


provide their consent in 


a formal application (VR-


1) to collect this data. 


attainment, employer 


contacts and on the job 


supports. 


 


Service 


Delivery:  Documentation of 


the services provided to our 


customers such as 


authorizations, purchase 


orders and invoices. 


 


      


Career and 


Technical 


Education 


Students in NH public 


schools can participate in 


the career and technical 


education program.  These 


high school programs help 


students develop skills in 


areas such as culinary 


arts, automotive and 


construction. 


 Federal reporting 


required for 


federal aid 


 State reporting 


required for state 


aid 


 Program oversight 


SASID, physical address, 


telephone, DOB 


Course information, program 


information such as 


enrollment, an indicator of 


work, an indicator if single-


mother, and teacher 


assignment data 


Federal Perkins law, 


PL109-270. 


      


Community 


Learning Center 


Programs, Title 


IVB 


The 21st Century 


Community Learning 


Center program awards 


competitive grants for 


expanded academic 


enrichment opportunities 


for children attending high 


poverty schools.  Students 


 Federal reporting 


required for 


federal aid. 


 Program oversight 


 Data to measure 


GPRA indicators 


and 21st CCLC 


State Benchmarks 


SASID, DOB Type of program (e.g. school 


based), program id, number of 


afterschool visits, number of 


summer visits, indicators of 


student achievement (turning 


in homework, completing 


homework, volunteering, 


participating, attendance, 


Federal program. 


Part B — 21st Century 


Community Learning 


Centers; Sections 4201-


4206.  
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can opt-in to attend the 


afterschool program. 


being motivated and working 


with others based on survey 


results, 21st century reporting 


ID and school reporting year.  


      


Extended 


Learning 


Opportunity 


(ELO) 


Extended learning means 


the primary acquisition of 


knowledge and skills 


through instruction or 


study outside of the 


traditional classroom 


methodology (e.g. 


apprenticeships, 


performing groups). 


About twenty schools 


participate in an analysis 


to improve the use of ELOs 


for students.  


 Program oversight SASID, DOB SAU, District, School, course 


name and description, subject 


areas, educator ids, 


community partner type, name 


and industry, components of 


program (on-line, 


independent, traditional), 


information about credits 


associated with course, dates 


of course and identifier if 


course is elective or core.  


State program. 


      


State 


Assessment 


(Grades 3-8) 


Math / ELA 


The state has contracted 


with AIR (American 


Institutes for Research) to 


administer the Math and 


ELA state assessment for 


students.  The assessment 


is taken by students in 


grades 3-8 (grade 11 in 


2015 only).  


 State and Federal 


reporting required 


for Accountability 


 State reporting for 


adequacy funding 


 Public reporting  


Student Name and DOB 


(used only for test 


administration, and then 


deleted from AIR systems 


after test results have 


been verified).  


Student Assessment ID 


(changes each year); Test 


results (includes overall scores 


for students and individual 


answers on each Math and ELA 


test question); 


Accommodations accessible to 


student (e.g. Braille test 


booklet, calculate use, read-


aloud, color contrast, etc.); 


test status (e.g. expired, 


Federal NCLB and State 


Accountability (RSA 193-


C); State Adequacy. 
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completed, etc.). Note: No 


demographic information (e.g. 


race, gender, etc. is provided 


to AIR). 


      


State 


Assessment 


(DLM) 


Math / ELA 


The state has contracted 


with DLM (Dynamic 


Learning Maps) to 


administer the Math and 


ELA state assessment for 


students with disabilities 


who need an alternative 


measurement tool, when 


the AIR assessment is not 


educationally appropriate.  


The assessment is taken 


by students in grades 3-8 


and 11.  


 State and Federal 


reporting required 


for Accountability 


 State reporting for 


adequacy funding 


 Public reporting  


Student Name and DOB 


(used only for test 


administration, and then 


deleted from DLM systems 


after test results have 


been verified).  


Student Assessment ID 


(changes each year); Test 


results (includes overall scores 


for students and individual 


answers on each Math and ELA 


test question); 


Accommodations accessible to 


student (e.g. Braille test 


booklet, calculate use, read-


aloud, color contrast, etc.); 


test status (e.g. expired, 


completed, etc.).  Note: No 


demographic information (e.g. 


race, gender, etc. is provided 


to DLM). 


Federal NCLB and State 


Accountability (RSA 193-


C); State Adequacy. 


       


State 


Assessment 


(Science) 


The state has contracted 


with Measured Progress to 


administer the Science 


state assessment for 


students.  They administer 


both a ‘general’ and 


‘alternative’ assessment.  


The alternative is provided 


for a small subset of 


 State and Federal 


reporting required 


for Accountability 


 Public reporting  


Student Name & DOB 


(used only for test 


administration, and then 


deleted from Measured 


Progress systems after 


test results have been 


verified).  


Student Assessment ID 


(changes each year); Test 


results (includes overall scores 


for students and individual 


answers on each Science test 


question). 


Federal NCLB and State 


Accountability (RSA 193-


C). 
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students who can not take 


the general science.  The 


assessment is taken by 


students in grades 4, 8 and 


11.  


      


State 


Assessment 


(SAT) 


Beginning 2016, the state 


has contracted with the 


College Board to 


administer the SAT, Math 


and ELA assessment for 


students. The assessment 


is taken by students in 


grade 11.  


 State and Federal 


reporting required 


for Accountability 


 Public reporting  


Student Name and DOB 


(used for test 


administration, and upon 


student request can be 


removed from system 


after test results have 


been verified).  


Student Assessment ID 


(changes each year); Test 


results (includes overall scores 


for students and individual 


answers on each Math and ELA 


test question);  


 


Students have the option of 


using this test for college 


entrance requirements. The 


SAT includes optional survey 


question that students can 


answer.  The data is retained 


by the College Board and not 


provided back to the NHDOE. 


Federal NCLB and State 


Accountability (RSA 193-


C). 


      


PerformancePL


US 


The PerformancePLUS tool 


allows schools to gain 


access to the student data 


maintained in the Data 


Warehouse as well as 


student name.  


Additionally, schools can 


add local data to this 


 State 


requirements to 


share data with 


schools. 


Student Name, DOB and 


SASID. 


Race, Gender, IEP status, LEP 


Status, College Enrollment 


information, 21st century 


afterschool involvement, 


career and technology 


education involvement, Special 


Education status, primary 


disability, days suspended in-


State Accountability (RSA 


193-E). 
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system that is not part of 


the data warehouse. This 


access is limited to schools 


and educators who are 


providing instruction to 


their students. Per 


RSA193-E:5 (n) the 


Commissioner identifies 


DOE staff who work with 


districts to verify this 


data. 


school and out-of-school, days 


absent, town responsible for 


tuition, promoted indicator, 


drop-out and expulsion 


indicator, drop-out warning-


risk indicator, homeless status, 


title I involvement, eligibility 


for free or reduced priced 


meals, course assignments. 


 


Additionally, all the state 


assessment data is included in 


the PerformancePLUS system 


along with local assessment 


data (e.g. NWEA, DIBELS, 


STAR, PACE local Assessments, 


etc.) that is provided by the 


school district.  Note: this 


local assessment data is solely 


for access by the local school 


and not shared in any way, 


even at the aggregate, without 


a directive by the local school.  


      


PACE  PACE schools are able to 


assess students with 


common PACE assessments 


instead of the AIR or MP 


assessments.   


 Federal and State 


Accountability 


SASID End of Year Competency 


results (an indicator 1 to 4, 


stating the students level of 


knowledge in each competency 


– e.g. algebra, speaking and 


listening, etc.); PACE common 


assessment (an indicator 1 to 4 


Federal NCLB and State 


Accountability (RSA 193-


C). 
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stating the students level of 


knowledge achieved in the 


common assessment (e.g. 


writing, language competency, 


etc.); Achievement Level (a 


teacher judgment of the 


student’s performance in 


Math, ELA and Science). 
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[Note: please click on embedded links to view details about the given laws] 


 


The NH Department of Education (NH DOE) has worked along-side the NH State Legislature 


to ensure there are appropriate protections to provide security and privacy of the individual 


student data systems.  At a federal level the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act 


(FERPA) provides protections limiting access to personal student data.  Federal program laws 


provide additional protections, for example, special education-Individuals with Disabilities 


Education Act, free and reduced lunch, career and technical education.  NH State law 


further restricts the data that can be shared and the manner in which it can be shared.  The 


sharing of data in the state-wide student collection is protected by RSA Section 193-E:5 


Unique Pupil Identification, HB 1587 passed in 2014, and other state laws.  The NH DOE 


created a frequently asked questions document to provide answers to commonly asked 


questions.   


 


Guiding practices have been implemented by the Department of Education, as defined by 


the following laws … 


 


1. Identifiable student data is for the use of the institutions educating the students 


(e.g. K-12 schools, NH postsecondary institutions and preschools).   


 


As described above, the State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) and i4see system 


collect student level data that is used for many purposes (e.g. adequacy funding, 


school accountability and improvement, etc.).  At an individual student level, with 


student identifiable information, the data is only accessible by the educating 


institutions.  Schools can view their students’ information to help improve instruction. 


Schools and districts use this information to target instruction and improve student 


learning. This access is limited to the schools educating the students.  


 


NH state law also ensures parents/guardians and students have access to their own 


data through the local school district.  Additionally, the law does allow for a small set 


of individuals at the NH DOE to access student identifiable data, solely for the 


purpose of helping schools ensure the accuracy of the data. Public access to student 


data is only at the aggregate level.    For example, data on graduation and dropouts 


includes only a summary of the number of students at each school who have 


graduated or dropped out of school.  To ensure aggregate data cannot be associated 


with a specific student, aggregate data is suppressed if the number of students falls 


below a predetermined amount.  For example, if we are creating a report on state 


3. Data Security & Privacy 



http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww2.ed.gov%2Fferpa&ei=uuoSVOnkOoTgsATG3YCYBw&usg=AFQjCNE6rnIVAEFwkRaVP6lj60K4421-1g&sig2=ZXHL9mEsvkbPbFLFG1R0ug&bvm=bv.75097201,d.cWc

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ129

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ129

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gencourt.state.nh.us%2Frsa%2Fhtml%2FXV%2F193-E%2F193-E-5.htm&ei=0-sSVKvbIsyAygSMp4GYCA&usg=AFQjCNGzj51lIJvZzA2aSC-8_KVw5TAgMA&sig2=FkBRP26Bvhgq-kvqu3jG-Q&bvm=bv.75097201,d.aWw

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CCAQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gencourt.state.nh.us%2Frsa%2Fhtml%2FXV%2F193-E%2F193-E-5.htm&ei=0-sSVKvbIsyAygSMp4GYCA&usg=AFQjCNGzj51lIJvZzA2aSC-8_KVw5TAgMA&sig2=FkBRP26Bvhgq-kvqu3jG-Q&bvm=bv.75097201,d.aWw

http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/legislation/2014/HB1587.pdf

http://education.nh.gov/spotlight/ccss/documents/faq_privacy.pdf
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assessment results by subgroup and there are only 2 special education students in a 


given school then we will not release the count of the number of special education 


students who performed at each level on the state assessment test for that school. 


This is commonly referred to as ‘cell size’ suppression.   


 


De-identified student level data is provided to researchers performing studies that 


will inform the instruction and accountability of our schools.  No personally 


identifiable information (e.g. student ID, DOB, etc.) is provided to a researcher. 


 


2. Separation of State Assigned Student ID (sasid) and name.  


 


Within the statewide longitudinal data system (SLDS) maintained on the NH DoIT 


servers, the student data is organized by SASID (state assigned student identifiers).  


The student’s name is not maintained in the SLDS.  State law allows access to name 


information only by a small number of staff who work with schools to ensure the 


validity and accuracy of the data. Annually the Commissioner of Education identifies 


and documents which staff have this level of access.    


 


As described, the SLDS organizes student information by SASID.  The NH DOE is 


required to maintain a ‘Random Number Generator’ that includes the names of 


students without allowing the name to be connected to the SASID in the SLDS.    An 


encrypted, separate database, identified as the Random Number database, maintains 


the link (the key) that connects the name and number.  The ability to access the link 


and make the connection is limited to the small number of DOE staff helping with 


data accuracy and to the LEAs educating the students. 


 


3. Targeted programs require personally identifiable and personal data. 


 


As described in section 2, there are many individual programs at the Department that 


provide services for students.  These individual systems (e.g. Career and Technical 


Education, Adult Education, etc.), may share personally identifiable information with 


service providers who are supporting the students.  For example, to provide adult 


education services to students enrolled in alternative programs, the NH DOE must 


maintain the address of the student to offer these services.  In these situations the 


student has requested the assistance and is working with the NH DOE to receive 


support.    The information collected in these systems is identified within this 


document. 
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4. Security and privacy are critical components of the systems. 


 


State and federal laws have been written to ensure the privacy and security of 


student data.  The Department does not use student data outside of the legal 


requirements and these requirements are limited to the education of New Hampshire 


students.   


 


Laws include penalties for misuse.  The data systems use encryption to protect the 


data.  Data is only released publically in the aggregate and incorporates cell-size 


suppression to ensure student privacy.   


 


The Department of Information Technology (DoIT) employs security practices to 


ensure appropriate access to the data. All personally identifiable data requires secure 


access and is only accessible by local district educators and a small number of NH DOE 


staff who helps to ensure the quality of the data.  These individuals are identified 


each year by the NH Commissioner of Education.  
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The Department has developed a secure system to ensure access to personally identifiable 


data is limited to those who have the legal and appropriate right to the data.  De-identified 


student level data is maintained in a secure location and accessed only by those required to 


meet state or federal law.  Aggregate data is made available to the general public and is 


used for many purposes – e.g. legislative decisions, research, family education 


considerations, etc.  Finally, de-identified data is made available for research purposes.  


 


Note: this description does not describe access to subsystems, such as the Adult Education 


system.  Access to these systems is maintained by the specific program and access is limited 


based upon the applicable laws and required access.  


 


1. Secure Access to Personally Identifiable Student Level Data 


 


Identifiable student level data is accessible by the school(s) educating publicly funded 


students. These schools use this academic data to improve instruction and to differentiate 


instruction for individual students.  This data is housed in a system called PerformancePLUS.  


This third party system includes data from the data warehouse along with student name, 


accessible only to the school districts educating the students.  Schools access this secure 


data to target and improve student learning.  For example, school districts may look at 


student data to determine if a reading program needs to be changed and then to monitor 


the impact of the new program; a grade level teaching team may consider student data to 


see which students need additional support and which students need more challenging 


extensions; a district may develop a local assessment to ensure every student understands 


key academic subjects; a school may use student data to ensure every student in a 


vocational education program achieves his/her required learning.  All of this data is secure 


and only accessible to the educators involved in the student learning.  The tool 


PerformancePLUS is a secure hosted system that manages this identifiable data and limits 


access to the school district educators. This tool allows the schools to view personally 


identifiable data, along with assessment, demographics and instructional information. With 


the exception of a few DOE employees who assist schools in validating the quality of the 


data, this data is not accessible by individuals outside of the school districts. 


 


2. State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) 


 


4. Data Sharing and Training - Building a Data Rich Culture 
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The NH DOE maintains a database of de-identified student level data.  This database was 


created to meet the requirements of 193-E:5.  This data is the primary source for generating 


reports used for many critical decisions.  The UPIdentifier (Unique Pupil Identifier database) 


and the SLED (Student Level Education Data) databases constitute the SLDS.  This system 


includes the student data that can be aggregated for many needs.  For example, this data is 


used to determine adequacy funding for public schools; it is used to answer legislative 


questions required to debate house and senate bills; it is used for school accountability and 


to ensure schools deliver an adequate education; the data is used to develop reports such as 


drop-out, graduation and enrollment reports; it is used for many other reports and to 


provide information to all NH DOE stakeholders.  The department provides only aggregate 


data when sharing this information and follows FERPA requirements to ensure student 


privacy.  


 


Any data breach for this or other systems would be reported per the DOE Department of 


Information Technology (DoIT) procedures.   Since the creation of this document in 2015, no 


known breaches have occurred. 


 


3. District Profiles & DOE Reports  


 


The Department makes aggregate data available to the general public.  This data is 


accessible via a myriad of tools on our NH DOE website.  There are too many reports on the 


DOE Website to list each report, however, two primary links include: 


 


 The NH Profiles: http://my.doe.nh.gov/profiles 


 The Data Collections & Reports: http://www.education.nh.gov/data/index.htm 


 


Reports include school and district profiles; school and district assessment scores; 


longitudinal assessment reports; attendance reports broken out by race, gender and grade; 


drop-out reports; adequacy funding; free and reduced aggregate counts; etc.  All of these 


reports are aggregate so individual students cannot be identified.  In fact, if the number of 


students drops below a minimum cell count, then the data is suppressed to ensure the 


privacy of the student data.   


 


4. De-identified Student Level Data 


 


The NH DOE does share de-identified student data with researchers for the sole purpose of a 


defined scope of work.  This research is defined in a memorandum of understanding that is 


signed by the research organization and the Department.  Although the data is de-identified, 



http://my.doe.nh.gov/profiles

http://www.education.nh.gov/data/index.htm
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the MOU is required to limit the reporting of small cell size and ensure the security of the 


data.  If there is only one student of a given race in a school or grade it might be possible for 


the researcher to identify the student if the researcher knew the students in the school.   


Due to this potential identification, any researcher who receives data must sign a 


memorandum of agreement to ensure that the researcher does not release any reports 


without implementing cell-size suppression.  All released reports are reviewed by the NH 


DOE.  Research could include, for example, the breadth of ELO (Extended Learning 


Opportunities) in the state; the use of suspensions at the school level (not the individual 


student level); and the equity of school success throughout the state.  All data is purged 


upon the completion of the research project. 


 


Summary 


 


The use of the student data is confined by the laws of NH as well as Federal laws. The NH 


DOE is cognizant of the need to ensure the protection of student data, while recognizing the 


importance of transparency and access to aggregate data.
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For questions regarding data use and privacy, please contact: 


 


Scott Mantie, PhD 


Division Director 


101 Pleasant Street 


Concord, NH 03301 


Scott.Mantie@doe.nh.gov 


 


5. Contacts 



mailto:Scott.Mantie@doe.nh.gov
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Appendix A: Inventory of SLDS Data Elements 
 


Following is a more detailed listing of the elements maintained in the SLDS.  These elements 


are initially identified above in the Table found in Section 2. Summary of Collected Data. 


 


Please note: All data reported in New Hampshire and to the US Department of Education is 


in the aggregate, not at the student level! 


 


Element Description Use 


Status of 


Enrollment 


The status of a student’s enrollment 


(e.g. lives in district, placed out of 


state, etc.). 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting, Federal Reporting. 


SAU The SAU where the student attends 


school or the SAU responsible for the 


students education. 


School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Data Verification, 


Federal Reporting. 


District The District where the student attends 


school or the District responsible for the 


students education. 


School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Data Verification, 


Federal Reporting. 


School The School the student attends. School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Data Verification; 


Federal Reporting. 


Town 


Responsible 


The town fiscally responsible for the 


education of the student. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting. 


District 


Responsible 


The district fiscally responsible for the 


education of the student. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting, Federal Reporting. 


Student 


Grade 


The grade of education for the student 


(e.g. 1st, 2nd, etc.). 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification; 


Federal Reporting. 


Entry/Exit 


Dates 


The date the student started school for 


the given school year and the date the 


student exited school. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification; 


Federal Reporting. 


Entry/Exit 


Reason 


The reason the student entered (e.g. 


moved in from another state, 


transferred from another NH school, 


Data Verification; Federal 


Reporting. 


Appendix 
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etc.) and the reason the student exited 


(e.g. left state, went to private school, 


etc.). 


Days Absent The number of half-days the student is 


absent from school. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification, 


Federal Reporting. 


Days in 


Attendance 


The number of half-days the student is 


in attendance in school. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification, 


Federal Reporting. 


Promoted 


Indicator 


An indicator if the student is promoted 


to the next grade. 


State Reporting. 


Type of 


diploma 


The type of diploma awarded the 


student (e.g. standard diploma, 


certificate of attendance, GED, etc.) 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting; 


Funding. 


GED date Date GED was earned. State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Post 


Graduation 


Plans 


The expected plans after graduation 


high school (e.g. two or four year 


college, work, military, etc.) 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Days 


Suspended In 


School 


The number of days a student is 


suspended in school. 


Legislative Requests; Ad-hoc 


requests. 


Days 


Suspended 


Out of 


School 


The number of days a student is 


suspended out of school. 


Legislative Requests; Ad-hoc 


requests. 


Homeless 


Code 


An identifier for students who are 


homeless (e.g. living in car, living with 


friends, etc.) 


Federal reporting; State 


Accountability. 


Original 


Graduation 


Year 


Four years after a student first starts 


ninth grade.  So for a student starting 


ninth grade in 2015-16, this value would 


be 2019. 


School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Title I 


Involvement 


An indicator (y/n) if a student is 


receiving targeted or school-wide Title I 


services (by subject).   


School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Advanced 


Placement 


Course 


An indicator that identifies if a student 


is enrolled in each of the AP courses 


(e.g. AP Calculus) and if he/she took the 
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AP test. 


Free and 


Reduced 


Indicator 


An indicator that identifies if a student 


is eligible for Free or Reduced lunch or 


Free Milk. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Direct 


Certification 


An indicator identifying if a student was 


eligible for Free and Reduced lunch via 


direct certification.  


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


Course 


Assignments 


Each school is able to provide a list of 


the courses a student is taking.  The 


information includes the course name, 


section name, term name, teacher and 


optionally the number of credits, 


primary grade level and room number. 


Federal Reporting; School access to 


data. 


GPA The cumulative GPA for a student (high 


school only). 


District reporting. 


Credits 


Earned 


The cumulative credits for a student 


(high school only). 


District reporting. 


State Scholar 


Indicator 


An indicator (y/n) to identify students 


involved in the state scholar program 


(optional). 


 


EL Indicator An indicator if a student is receiving 


English language services (for students 


where English is a second language). 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting. 


EL 


Monitoring ID 


Status indicating if student receives EL 


service, denied service or is monitored. 


Funding; School Accountability. 


EL First Year Date of first entry into US public 


schools.  


School Accountability. 


Career and 


Technical 


Education  


An indicator identifying if a student is 


enrolled in a Career and Technical 


education program. 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


21st Century 


After School 


Program 


An indicator (y/n) identifying if a 


student is involved with the 21st century 


after school program. 


Federal Reporting. 


Post-


Secondary 


Status 


Information identifying if a student is 


enrolled in a two-year, four-year, in-


state, out-of-state postsecondary 


program, state identifier.  The 


information also includes the enrollment 


State Reporting; Federal Reporting. 
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status (full-time, part-time, etc.), 


enrollment dates, graduation date and 


degree earned. 


Special 


Education 


Status 


An indicator identifying if a student is 


receiving special education services and 


the primary and secondary type of 


disability. 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification; 


Federal Reporting. 


IEP Begin 


and End 


Dates 


The dates that an IEP (Individual 


Education Plan) begins and ends. These 


fields are blank if the student is on the 


IEP for the entire year. 


Funding. 


Migrant 


Status 


An indicator (y/n) identifying if a 


student is a migrant student.  


School Accountability; State 


Reporting; Federal Reporting. 


State 


Assessment 


Results 


The student results on the state 


assessment test. (The results include 


overall scaled score, achievement level, 


not tested flag, invalidated flag (y/n), 


raw score, item level responses, test 


accommodations, student growth and 


target percentile). 


Funding; School Accountability; 


State Reporting; Data Verification; 


Federal Reporting. 


SAT The students overall subject scores 


(math, verbal, writing). 


State Reporting. 


PACE The overall level of student 


performance in Math, ELA and Science. 


School Accountability, State 


Reporting, Federal Reporting. 


Scholarship 


recipient 


An indicator identifying if a student 


receives an Education Tax Credit 


scholarship. 


Funding. 
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2 NH FERPA99 30 Subpart D.docx
NH Subpart D—May an Educational Agency or Institution Disclose Personally Identifiable Information From Education Records?

[bookmark: se34.1.99_130]§99.30   Under what conditions is prior consent required to disclose information?

(a) The parent or eligible student shall provide a signed and dated written consent before an educational agency or institution discloses personally identifiable information from the student's education records, except as provided in §99.31.

(b) The written consent must:

(1) Specify the records that may be disclosed;

(2) State the purpose of the disclosure; and 

(3) Identify the party or class of parties to whom the disclosure may be made.

(c) When a disclosure is made under paragraph (a) of this section:

(1) If a parent or eligible student so requests, the educational agency or institution shall provide him or her with a copy of the records disclosed; and 

(2) If the parent of a student who is not an eligible student so requests, the agency or institution shall provide the student with a copy of the records disclosed.

(d) “Signed and dated written consent” under this part may include a record and signature in electronic form that— 

(1) Identifies and authenticates a particular person as the source of the electronic consent; and 

(2) Indicates such person's approval of the information contained in the electronic consent.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g (b)(1) and (b)(2)(A))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 58 FR 3189, Jan. 7, 1993; 69 FR 21671, Apr. 21, 2004]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_131]§99.31   Under what conditions is prior consent not required to disclose information?

(a) An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identifiable information from an education record of a student without the consent required by §99.30 if the disclosure meets one or more of the following conditions:

(1)(i)(A) The disclosure is to other school officials, including teachers, within the agency or institution whom the agency or institution has determined to have legitimate educational interests.

(B) A contractor, consultant, volunteer, or other party to whom an agency or institution has outsourced institutional services or functions may be considered a school official under this paragraph provided that the outside party—

(1) Performs an institutional service or function for which the agency or institution would otherwise use employees;

(2) Is under the direct control of the agency or institution with respect to the use and maintenance of education records; and

(3) Is subject to the requirements of §99.33(a) governing the use and redisclosure of personally identifiable information from education records.

(ii) An educational agency or institution must use reasonable methods to ensure that school officials obtain access to only those education records in which they have legitimate educational interests. An educational agency or institution that does not use physical or technological access controls must ensure that its administrative policy for controlling access to education records is effective and that it remains in compliance with the legitimate educational interest requirement in paragraph (a)(1)(i)(A) of this section.

(2) The disclosure is, subject to the requirements of §99.34, to officials of another school, school system, or institution of postsecondary education where the student seeks or intends to enroll, or where the student is already enrolled so long as the disclosure is for purposes related to the student's enrollment or transfer.

NOTE: Section 4155(b) of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. 7165(b), requires each State to assure the Secretary of Education that it has a procedure in place to facilitate the transfer of disciplinary records with respect to a suspension or expulsion of a student by a local educational agency to any private or public elementary or secondary school in which the student is subsequently enrolled or seeks, intends, or is instructed to enroll.

(3) The disclosure is, subject to the requirements of §99.35, to authorized representatives of— 

(i) The Comptroller General of the United States; 

(ii) The Attorney General of the United States; 

(iii) The Secretary; or 

(iv) State and local educational authorities. 

(4)(i) The disclosure is in connection with financial aid for which the student has applied or which the student has received, if the information is necessary for such purposes as to:

(A) Determine eligibility for the aid;

(B) Determine the amount of the aid;

(C) Determine the conditions for the aid; or 

(D) Enforce the terms and conditions of the aid.

(ii) As used in paragraph (a)(4)(i) of this section, financial aid means a payment of funds provided to an individual (or a payment in kind of tangible or intangible property to the individual) that is conditioned on the individual's attendance at an educational agency or institution.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(1)(D))

(5)(i) The disclosure is to State and local officials or authorities to whom this information is specifically—

(A) Allowed to be reported or disclosed pursuant to State statute adopted before November 19, 1974, if the allowed reporting or disclosure concerns the juvenile justice system and the system's ability to effectively serve the student whose records are released; or

(B) Allowed to be reported or disclosed pursuant to State statute adopted after November 19, 1974, subject to the requirements of §99.38.

(ii) Paragraph (a)(5)(i) of this section does not prevent a State from further limiting the number or type of State or local officials to whom disclosures may be made under that paragraph.

(6)(i) The disclosure is to organizations conducting studies for, or on behalf of, educational agencies or institutions to:

(A) Develop, validate, or administer predictive tests;

(B) Administer student aid programs; or

(C) Improve instruction.

(ii) Nothing in the Act or this part prevents a State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in paragraph (a)(3) of this section from entering into agreements with organizations conducting studies under paragraph (a)(6)(i) of this section and redisclosing personally identifiable information from education records on behalf of educational agencies and institutions that disclosed the information to the State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in paragraph (a)(3) of this section in accordance with the requirements of §99.33(b).

(iii) An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identifiable information under paragraph (a)(6)(i) of this section, and a State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in paragraph (a)(3) of this section may redisclose personally identifiable information under paragraph (a)(6)(i) and (a)(6)(ii) of this section, only if—

(A) The study is conducted in a manner that does not permit personal identification of parents and students by individuals other than representatives of the organization that have legitimate interests in the information;

(B) The information is destroyed when no longer needed for the purposes for which the study was conducted; and

(C) The educational agency or institution or the State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in paragraph (a)(3) of this section enters into a written agreement with the organization that—

(1) Specifies the purpose, scope, and duration of the study or studies and the information to be disclosed;

(2) Requires the organization to use personally identifiable information from education records only to meet the purpose or purposes of the study as stated in the written agreement;

(3) Requires the organization to conduct the study in a manner that does not permit personal identification of parents and students, as defined in this part, by anyone other than representatives of the organization with legitimate interests;

and

(4) Requires the organization to destroy all personally identifiable information when the information is no longer needed for the purposes for which the study was conducted and specifies the time period in which the information must be destroyed.

(iv) An educational agency or institution or State or local educational authority or Federal agency headed by an official listed in paragraph (a)(3) of this section is not required to initiate a study or agree with or endorse the conclusions or results of the study.

(v) For the purposes of paragraph (a)(6) of this section, the term organization includes, but is not limited to, Federal, State, and local agencies, and independent organizations.

(7) The disclosure is to accrediting organizations to carry out their accrediting functions.

(8) The disclosure is to parents, as defined in §99.3, of a dependent student, as defined in section 152 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(9)(i) The disclosure is to comply with a judicial order or lawfully issued subpoena.

(ii) The educational agency or institution may disclose information under paragraph (a)(9)(i) of this section only if the agency or institution makes a reasonable effort to notify the parent or eligible student of the order or subpoena in advance of compliance, so that the parent or eligible student may seek protective action, unless the disclosure is in compliance with—

(A) A Federal grand jury subpoena and the court has ordered that the existence or the contents of the subpoena or the information furnished in response to the subpoena not be disclosed; 

(B) Any other subpoena issued for a law enforcement purpose and the court or other issuing agency has ordered that the existence or the contents of the subpoena or the information furnished in response to the subpoena not be disclosed; or

(C) An ex parte court order obtained by the United States Attorney General (or designee not lower than an Assistant Attorney General) concerning investigations or prosecutions of an offense listed in 18 U.S.C. 2332b(g)(5)(B) or an act of domestic or international terrorism as defined in 18 U.S.C. 2331.

(iii)(A) If an educational agency or institution initiates legal action against a parent or student, the educational agency or institution may disclose to the court, without a court order or subpoena, the education records of the student that are relevant for the educational agency or institution to proceed with the legal action as plaintiff. 

(B) If a parent or eligible student initiates legal action against an educational agency or institution, the educational agency or institution may disclose to the court, without a court order or subpoena, the student's education records that are relevant for the educational agency or institution to defend itself. 

(10) The disclosure is in connection with a health or safety emergency, under the conditions described in §99.36.

(11) The disclosure is information the educational agency or institution has designated as “directory information”, under the conditions described in §99.37.

(12) The disclosure is to the parent of a student who is not an eligible student or to the student.

(13) The disclosure, subject to the requirements in §99.39, is to a victim of an alleged perpetrator of a crime of violence or a non-forcible sex offense. The disclosure may only include the final results of the disciplinary proceeding conducted by the institution of postsecondary education with respect to that alleged crime or offense. The institution may disclose the final results of the disciplinary proceeding, regardless of whether the institution concluded a violation was committed. 

(14)(i) The disclosure, subject to the requirements in §99.39, is in connection with a disciplinary proceeding at an institution of postsecondary education. The institution must not disclose the final results of the disciplinary proceeding unless it determines that— 

(A) The student is an alleged perpetrator of a crime of violence or non-forcible sex offense; and 

(B) With respect to the allegation made against him or her, the student has committed a violation of the institution's rules or policies. 

(ii) The institution may not disclose the name of any other student, including a victim or witness, without the prior written consent of the other student. 

(iii) This section applies only to disciplinary proceedings in which the final results were reached on or after October 7, 1998. 

(15)(i) The disclosure is to a parent of a student at an institution of postsecondary education regarding the student's violation of any Federal, State, or local law, or of any rule or policy of the institution, governing the use or possession of alcohol or a controlled substance if— 

(A) The institution determines that the student has committed a disciplinary violation with respect to that use or possession; and 

(B) The student is under the age of 21 at the time of the disclosure to the parent. 

(ii) Paragraph (a)(15) of this section does not supersede any provision of State law that prohibits an institution of postsecondary education from disclosing information. 

(16) The disclosure concerns sex offenders and other individuals required to register under section 170101 of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. 14071, and the information was provided to the educational agency or institution under 42 U.S.C. 14071 and applicable Federal guidelines.

(b)(1) De-identified records and information. An educational agency or institution, or a party that has received education records or information from education records under this part, may release the records or information without the consent required by §99.30 after the removal of all personally identifiable information provided that the educational agency or institution or other party has made a reasonable determination that a student's identity is not personally identifiable, whether through single or multiple releases, and taking into account other reasonably available information.

(2) An educational agency or institution, or a party that has received education records or information from education records under this part, may release de-identified student level data from education records for the purpose of education research by attaching a code to each record that may allow the recipient to match information received from the same source, provided that—

(i) An educational agency or institution or other party that releases de-identified data under paragraph (b)(2) of this section does not disclose any information about how it generates and assigns a record code, or that would allow a recipient to identify a student based on a record code;

(ii) The record code is used for no purpose other than identifying a de-identified record for purposes of education research and cannot be used to ascertain personally identifiable information about a student; and

(iii) The record code is not based on a student's social security number or other personal information.

(c) An educational agency or institution must use reasonable methods to identify and authenticate the identity of parents, students, school officials, and any other parties to whom the agency or institution discloses personally identifiable information from education records.

(d) Paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section do not require an educational agency or institution or any other party to disclose education records or information from education records to any party except for parties under paragraph (a)(12) of this section.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(a)(5)(A), (b), (h), (i), and (j)).

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988; 53 FR 19368, May 27, 1988, as amended at 58 FR 3189, Jan. 7, 1993; 61 FR 59296, Nov. 21, 1996; 65 FR 41853, July 6, 2000; 73 FR 74852, Dec. 9, 2008; 74 FR 401, Jan. 6, 2009; 76 FR 75641, Dec. 2, 2011]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_132]§99.32   What recordkeeping requirements exist concerning requests and disclosures?

(a)(1) An educational agency or institution must maintain a record of each request for access to and each disclosure of personally identifiable information from the education records of each student, as well as the names of State and local educational authorities and Federal officials and agencies listed in §99.31(a)(3) that may make further disclosures of personally identifiable information from the student's education records without consent under §99.33(b).

(2) The agency or institution shall maintain the record with the education records of the student as long as the records are maintained.

(3) For each request or disclosure the record must include:

(i) The parties who have requested or received personally identifiable information from the education records; and

(ii) The legitimate interests the parties had in requesting or obtaining the information.

(4) An educational agency or institution must obtain a copy of the record of further disclosures maintained under paragraph (b)(2) of this section and make it available in response to a parent's or eligible student's request to review the record required under paragraph (a)(1) of this section.

(5) An educational agency or institution must record the following information when it discloses personally identifiable information from education records under the health or safety emergency exception in §99.31(a)(10) and §99.36:

(i) The articulable and significant threat to the health or safety of a student or other individuals that formed the basis for the disclosure; and

(ii) The parties to whom the agency or institution disclosed the information.

(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (b)(2) of this section, if an educational agency or institution discloses personally identifiable information from education records with the understanding authorized under §99.33(b), the record of the disclosure required under this section must include:

(i) The names of the additional parties to which the receiving party may disclose the information on behalf of the educational agency or institution; and

(ii) The legitimate interests under §99.31 which each of the additional parties has in requesting or obtaining the information.

(2)(i) A State or local educational authority or Federal official or agency listed in §99.31(a)(3) that makes further disclosures of information from education records under §99.33(b) must record the names of the additional parties to which it discloses information on behalf of an educational agency or institution and their legitimate interests in the information under §99.31 if the information was received from:

(A) An educational agency or institution that has not recorded the further disclosures under paragraph (b)(1) of this section; or

(B) Another State or local educational authority or Federal official or agency listed in §99.31(a)(3).

(ii) A State or local educational authority or Federal official or agency that records further disclosures of information under paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section may maintain the record by the student's class, school, district, or other appropriate grouping rather than by the name of the student.

(iii) Upon request of an educational agency or institution, a State or local educational authority or Federal official or agency listed in §99.31(a)(3) that maintains a record of further disclosures under paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section must provide a copy of the record of further disclosures to the educational agency or institution within a reasonable period of time not to exceed 30 days.

(c) The following parties may inspect the record relating to each student:

(1) The parent or eligible student.

(2) The school official or his or her assistants who are responsible for the custody of the records.

(3) Those parties authorized in §99.31(a) (1) and (3) for the purposes of auditing the recordkeeping procedures of the educational agency or institution.

(d) Paragraph (a) of this section does not apply if the request was from, or the disclosure was to:

(1) The parent or eligible student;

(2) A school official under §99.31(a)(1);

(3) A party with written consent from the parent or eligible student;

(4) A party seeking directory information; or

(5) A party seeking or receiving records in accordance with §99.31(a)(9)(ii)(A) through (C).

(Approved by the Office of Management and Budget under control number 1880-0508)

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(1) and (b)(4)(A))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 61 FR 59297, Nov. 21, 1996; 73 FR 74853, Dec. 9, 2008]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_133]§99.33   What limitations apply to the redisclosure of information?

(a)(1) An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identifiable information from an education record only on the condition that the party to whom the information is disclosed will not disclose the information to any other party without the prior consent of the parent or eligible student.

(2) The officers, employees, and agents of a party that receives information under paragraph (a)(1) of this section may use the information, but only for the purposes for which the disclosure was made.

(b)(1) Paragraph (a) of this section does not prevent an educational agency or institution from disclosing personally identifiable information with the understanding that the party receiving the information may make further disclosures of the information on behalf of the educational agency or institution if—

(i) The disclosures meet the requirements of §99.31; and

(ii)(A) The educational agency or institution has complied with the requirements of §99.32(b); or

(B) A State or local educational authority or Federal official or agency listed in §99.31(a)(3) has complied with the requirements of §99.32(b)(2).

(2) A party that receives a court order or lawfully issued subpoena and rediscloses personally identifiable information from education records on behalf of an educational agency or institution in response to that order or subpoena under §99.31(a)(9) must provide the notification required under §99.31(a)(9)(ii).

(c) Paragraph (a) of this section does not apply to disclosures under §§99.31(a)(8), (9), (11), (12), (14), (15), and (16), and to information that postsecondary institutions are required to disclose under the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act, 20 U.S.C. 1092(f) (Clery Act), to the accuser and accused regarding the outcome of any campus disciplinary proceeding brought alleging a sexual offense.

(d) An educational agency or institution must inform a party to whom disclosure is made of the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section except for disclosures made under §§99.31(a)(8), (9), (11), (12), (14), (15), and (16), and to information that postsecondary institutions are required to disclose under the Clery Act to the accuser and accused regarding the outcome of any campus disciplinary proceeding brought alleging a sexual offense.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(4)(B))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 61 FR 59297, Nov. 21, 1996; 65 FR 41853, July 6, 2000; 73 FR 74853, Dec. 9, 2008; 76 FR 75642, Dec. 2, 2011]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_134]§99.34   What conditions apply to disclosure of information to other educational agencies or institutions?

(a) An educational agency or institution that discloses an education record under §99.31(a)(2) shall:

(1) Make a reasonable attempt to notify the parent or eligible student at the last known address of the parent or eligible student, unless:

(i) The disclosure is initiated by the parent or eligible student; or

(ii) The annual notification of the agency or institution under §99.7 includes a notice that the agency or institution forwards education records to other agencies or institutions that have requested the records and in which the student seeks or intends to enroll or is already enrolled so long as the disclosure is for purposes related to the student's enrollment or transfer;

(2) Give the parent or eligible student, upon request, a copy of the record that was disclosed; and

(3) Give the parent or eligible student, upon request, an opportunity for a hearing under subpart C.

(b) An educational agency or institution may disclose an education record of a student in attendance to another educational agency or institution if:

(1) The student is enrolled in or receives services from the other agency or institution; and

(2) The disclosure meets the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(1)(B))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 61 FR 59297, Nov. 21, 1996; 73 FR 74854, Dec. 9, 2008]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_135]§99.35   What conditions apply to disclosure of information for Federal or State program purposes?

(a)(1) Authorized representatives of the officials or agencies headed by officials listed in §99.31(a)(3) may have access to education records in connection with an audit or evaluation of Federal or State supported education programs, or for the enforcement of or compliance with Federal legal requirements that relate to those programs.

(2) The State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in §99.31(a)(3) is responsible for using reasonable methods to ensure to the greatest extent practicable that any entity or individual designated as its authorized representative—

(i) Uses personally identifiable information only to carry out an audit or evaluation of Federal- or State-supported education programs, or for the enforcement of or compliance with Federal legal requirements related to these programs;

(ii) Protects the personally identifiable information from further disclosures or other uses, except as authorized in paragraph (b)(1) of this section; and

(iii) Destroys the personally identifiable information in accordance with the requirements of paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section.

(3) The State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in §99.31(a)(3) must use a written agreement to designate any authorized representative, other than an employee. The written agreement must—

(i) Designate the individual or entity as an authorized representative;

(ii) Specify—

(A) The personally identifiable information from education records to be disclosed;

(B) That the purpose for which the personally identifiable information from education records is disclosed to the authorized representative is to carry out an audit or evaluation of Federal- or State-supported education programs, or to enforce or to comply with Federal legal requirements that relate to those programs; and

(C) A description of the activity with sufficient specificity to make clear that the work falls within the exception of §99.31(a)(3), including a description of how the personally identifiable information from education records will be used;

(iii) Require the authorized representative to destroy personally identifiable information from education records when the information is no longer needed for the purpose specified;

(iv) Specify the time period in which the information must be destroyed; and

(v) Establish policies and procedures, consistent with the Act and other Federal and State confidentiality and privacy provisions, to protect personally identifiable information from education records from further disclosure (except back to the disclosing entity) and unauthorized use, including limiting use of personally identifiable information from education records to only authorized representatives with legitimate interests in the audit or evaluation of a Federal- or State-supported education program or for compliance or enforcement of Federal legal requirements related to these programs.

(b) Information that is collected under paragraph (a) of this section must—

(1) Be protected in a manner that does not permit personal identification of individuals by anyone other than the State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in §99.31(a)(3) and their authorized representatives, except that the State or local educational authority or agency headed by an official listed in §99.31(a)(3) may make further disclosures of personally identifiable information from education records on behalf of the educational agency or institution in accordance with the requirements of §99.33(b); and

(2) Be destroyed when no longer needed for the purposes listed in paragraph (a) of this section.

(c) Paragraph (b) of this section does not apply if:

(1) The parent or eligible student has given written consent for the disclosure under §99.30; or

(2) The collection of personally identifiable information is specifically authorized by Federal law.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(b)(1)(C), (b)(3), and (b)(5))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 73 FR 74854, Dec. 9, 2008; 76 FR 75642, Dec. 2, 2011]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_136]§99.36   What conditions apply to disclosure of information in health and safety emergencies?

(a) An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identifiable information from an education record to appropriate parties, including parents of an eligible student, in connection with an emergency if knowledge of the information is necessary to protect the health or safety of the student or other individuals.

(b) Nothing in this Act or this part shall prevent an educational agency or institution from— 

(1) Including in the education records of a student appropriate information concerning disciplinary action taken against the student for conduct that posed a significant risk to the safety or well-being of that student, other students, or other members of the school community; 

(2) Disclosing appropriate information maintained under paragraph (b)(1) of this section to teachers and school officials within the agency or institution who the agency or institution has determined have legitimate educational interests in the behavior of the student; or 

(3) Disclosing appropriate information maintained under paragraph (b)(1) of this section to teachers and school officials in other schools who have been determined to have legitimate educational interests in the behavior of the student. 

(c) In making a determination under paragraph (a) of this section, an educational agency or institution may take into account the totality of the circumstances pertaining to a threat to the health or safety of a student or other individuals. If the educational agency or institution determines that there is an articulable and significant threat to the health or safety of a student or other individuals, it may disclose information from education records to any person whose knowledge of the information is necessary to protect the health or safety of the student or other individuals. If, based on the information available at the time of the determination, there is a rational basis for the determination, the Department will not substitute its judgment for that of the educational agency or institution in evaluating the circumstances and making its determination.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g (b)(1)(I) and (h))

[53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988; 53 FR 19368, May 27, 1988, as amended at 61 FR 59297, Nov. 21, 1996; 73 FR 74854, Dec. 9, 2008]

[bookmark: se34.1.99_137]§99.37   What conditions apply to disclosing directory information?

(a) An educational agency or institution may disclose directory information if it has given public notice to parents of students in attendance and eligible students in attendance at the agency or institution of:

(1) The types of personally identifiable information that the agency or institution has designated as directory information;

(2) A parent's or eligible student's right to refuse to let the agency or institution designate any or all of those types of information about the student as directory information; and

(3) The period of time within which a parent or eligible student has to notify the agency or institution in writing that he or she does not want any or all of those types of information about the student designated as directory information.

(b) An educational agency or institution may disclose directory information about former students without complying with the notice and opt out conditions in paragraph (a) of this section. However, the agency or institution must continue to honor any valid request to opt out of the disclosure of directory information made while a student was in attendance unless the student rescinds the opt out request.

(c) A parent or eligible student may not use the right under paragraph (a)(2) of this section to opt out of directory information disclosures to—

(1) Prevent an educational agency or institution from disclosing or requiring a student to disclose the student's name, identifier, or institutional email address in a class in which the student is enrolled; or

(2) Prevent an educational agency or institution from requiring a student to wear, to display publicly, or to disclose a student ID card or badge that exhibits information that may be designated as directory information under §99.3 and that has been properly designated by the educational agency or institution as directory information in the public notice provided under paragraph (a)(1) of this section.

(d) In its public notice to parents and eligible students in attendance at the agency or institution that is described in paragraph (a) of this section, an educational agency or institution may specify that disclosure of directory information will be limited to specific parties, for specific purposes, or both. When an educational agency or institution specifies that disclosure of directory information will be limited to specific parties, for specific purposes, or both, the educational agency or institution must limit its directory information disclosures to those specified in its public notice that is described in paragraph (a) of this section.

(e) An educational agency or institution may not disclose or confirm directory information without meeting the written consent requirements in §99.30 if a student's social security number or other non-directory information is used alone or combined with other data elements to identify or help identify the student or the student's records.

(Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232g(a)(5) (A) and (B))

[bookmark: se34.1.99_138][53 FR 11943, Apr. 11, 1988, as amended at 73 FR 74854, Dec. 9, 2008; 76 FR 75642, Dec. 2, 2011]
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Early Engagement: 
Listening Tour, Vision 


Survey, and 
Formation of the Plan 


• March 2016:                                                                                                                                                                             
Individual Advisory Teams were recruited and met to form recommendations for the content of the 
State ESSA plan. Members of these teams, as well as notes and resources from the meetings, can be 
found on the NH DOE's ESSA webpage at education.nh.gov/essa/index.htm. NH DOE met with several 
statewide educational and parent membership groups to provide an overview of ESSA and to gather 
input.  


• September - November 2016: 
NH DOE created a survey that was shared with schools and communities across the State to inform 
our vision for education. Over 900 people responded to this survey. 


• November - December 2016: 
A regional listening tour took place, with stops in Keene, Moultonborough, Merrimack, Exeter, 
Gorham, Concord, and Manchester, and the State PTA and Parent Information Center. 


Mid-Term Engagement: 
New Leadership, Initial 


Draft Plan, and Public 
Comment 


• January - June 2017:                                                                                                                                                                
Updated the Governor's Office  (x3) and the Education Committees (x3) at the State Legislature 
regarding the development of the plan. Work of the Advisory Teams continued. Continued updates 
were provided to educational membership organizations. 


• March 2017:  
Advisory Teams submitted final plans to the NH DOE Strategic Leadership Team to build the State 
plan. 


• May 2017:                                                                                                                                                                                  
A podcast was recorded and posted on Reaching Higher NH's website on the DRAFT State plan. 


• May 23, 2017:  
DRAFT State Plan was posted with survey for 30-day public comment. In addition, the NH DOE 
prepared a parent guide with the feedback received and  how the ESSA plan reflects many of the 
suggestions. These guides were translated into seven different languages. 


Final Phase: 
Incorporating Public 
Feedback, Governor 


Engagement, and 
Submission 


• June 23 - August 9: 
Public comments are reviewed and the State plan is revised. The NH DOE recieved 508 responses to 
its survey and over 50 emails with suggestions for improving the ESSA plan. 


• August 10, 2017: 
Final version of plan submitted to Governor Sununu and the Legislative Oversight Committee for final 
review. 


• September 18, 2017: 
The NH ESSA Consolidated State Plan submitted to U.S. Department of Education. 


New Hampshire’s Stakeholder Consultation and Engagement Strategy in the 
Development of the ESSA Consolidated State Plan for Accountability and Support  
 
After Congress passed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in December 2015, the New Hampshire 
Department of Education (NH DOE) has been committed to engaging stakeholders in the development 
of a Consolidated State Plan—a template provided by the U.S. Department of Education. The goal of this 
engagement process has been to ensure the plan reflects the unique needs of the State’s students and 
to push all of us to improve their educational experiences. The NH DOE developed a strategy to ensure a 
variety of community voices were represented not only in the plan, but in the work we do every day. 
 
This document provides an overview of the activities and outreach the NH DOE has completed over the 
past 22 months to gather input and feedback from stakeholders across New Hampshire, and how that 
input was used to refine and shape the final version of the State’s plan. 
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Programs Included in the Consolidated State Plan 
Instructions: Indicate below by checking the appropriate box(es) which programs the SEA included in its 
consolidated State plan.  If an SEA elected not to include one or more of the programs below in its 
consolidated State plan, but is eligible and wishes to receive funds under the program(s), it must submit 
individual program plans for those programs that meet all statutory and regulatory requirements with its 
consolidated State plan in a single submission.  
 
☒ Check this box if the SEA has included all of the following programs in its consolidated State plan.  


or 


If all programs are not included, check each program listed below that the SEA includes in its 
consolidated State plan: 


☐ Title I, Part A:  Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies 
 
☐ Title I, Part C:  Education of Migratory Children 
 
☐ Title I, Part D:  Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and Youth Who Are Neglected, 


Delinquent, or At-Risk 
 
☐ Title II, Part A:  Supporting Effective Instruction 
 
☐ Title III, Part A:  English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement 
 
☐ Title IV, Part A:  Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants 


☐ Title IV, Part B:  21st Century Community Learning Centers 
 
☐ Title V, Part B, Subpart 2:  Rural and Low-Income School Program 


☐ Title VII, Subpart B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Education for Homeless 
Children and Youth Program (McKinney-Vento Act) 


Instructions 
Each SEA must provide descriptions and other information that address each requirement listed below 
for the programs included in its consolidated State plan. Consistent with ESEA section 8302, the 
Secretary has determined that the following requirements are absolutely necessary for consideration of a 
consolidated State plan. An SEA may add descriptions or other information, but may not omit any of the 
required descriptions or information for each included program.  
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A Vision for New Hampshire’s Accountability and Support System 


New Hampshire (NH) is committed to raising the bar for all students by defining college 
and career readiness as the knowledge, skills, and work-study practices needed for post-
secondary success. This includes not only high levels of academic proficiency, but also 
deeper skills, such as critical thinking, problem-solving, persistence, communication, and 
collaboration. NH’s educational leaders recognized that the level of improvement 
required cannot occur with the same type of externally-oriented accountability model that 
has been employed for most of the 21st Century. In fact, top-down accountability 
approaches are likely impediments to education innovation and helping students grow.  


As part of this shift in orientation, NH supports a competency-based approach to 
instruction, learning, and assessment. NH understands competency-based learning, or 
personalized learning, as defined as: “… a structure that creates flexibility, allows 
students to progress as they demonstrate mastery of academic content, regardless of time, 
place or pace of learning.”1 This approach supports high levels and multiple means of 
student engagement in learning with the goal of significant improvements in college and 
career readiness.  


The vision for the full model of NH State accountability rests on the idea of creating a 
complete and transparent system of internal control borrowing both from Deming-like 
orientations familiar to the business world, but also coherent with Richard Elmore’s 
concept of reciprocal accountability, which has been at the core of NH’s approach to 
educational reform for several years: 


“For every increment of performance I demand from you, I have an equal responsibility 
to provide you with the capacity to meet that expectation. Likewise, for every investment 
you make in my skill and knowledge, I have a reciprocal responsibility to demonstrate 
some new increment in performance” (Elmore, 2002, p.5). 


To operationalize a truly reciprocal accountability system, the expectations and 
responsibilities of all stakeholders in the public education system must be identified and 
addressed. Every stakeholder holding expectations of the education system is likewise 
responsible for its own contribution to the system. 


The set of indicators that comprise the full State accountability system represents the 
expectations and responsibilities of each stakeholder group. The public reporting of the 
full set of indicators creates a system of internal control whereby the system can self-
correct in response to student outcomes, to environmental changes, and to variations in 
system inputs.  


 


  


 


 


                                                           
1 https://www.ed.gov/oii-news/competency-based-learning-or-personalized-learning. 
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Figure 1. Stakeholders in Public Education 


This reciprocal approach plays out along each of the lines of influence shown above in 
Figure 1. For example, parents expect that the school will help maximize their child’s 
achievement and growth in the various content areas, as well as engaging their child in a 
love of learning. But, schools cannot do this alone. Parents must be expected to 
reciprocate by interacting with, and playing an active and substantive role supporting the 
school and their child. At the most basic level, these expectations are manifested by 
ensuring that children—to the extent possible—arrive at school as active and engaged 
learners. It also means that schools seek out opportunity to give parents (and other 
caregivers) voice in substantive decisions affecting their child’s education. This type of 
engagement goes beyond typical activities and should include research-based practices 
for facilitating relationship building with parents to support student outcomes. Schools 
will be encouraged and supported to engage all parents by implementing a multi-tiered 
approach. This will ensure that all parents are supported to engage with the school to the 
fullest extent possible. 


On the more macro level, district leaders and school board members expect to see well-
functioning schools characterized as safe and nurturing places for students to learn with 
all staff members committed to maximizing each student’s learning and growth.  
Therefore, these district leaders must be expected to provide the school with an adequate 
budget that is directed toward maximizing student learning and growth. Evidence of such 
reciprocation would include such things as the percentage of the operating budget directly 
allocated toward student and teacher learning—including the amount of high-quality 
professional development provided, and the degree to which the board and superintendent 
follow key principles and best practices of district governance (e.g., high levels of 
transparency).  
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Lastly, schools, and districts rely on the State and Federal government as important 
partners in providing resources and support to students. In turn, these government 
agencies can expect that the funds are managed and distributed appropriately to maximize 
impact on student learning. This robust system is based on the premise that expectations 
for and realization of great educational outcomes for our students is a responsibility 
shared among many stakeholders. 


The NH Department of Education’s (DOE) role in this reciprocal relationship is complex 
and varied. Our participation in NH’s public education system is driven by the following 
values statements: 


1. We work in collaboration with families and communities to support the design of an 
environment that supports student achievement and reflects the needs and culture of 
each community. 


2. We work in collaboration with educators and administrators to provide timely and 
innovative technical assistance that supports learning and effective school 
environments. 


3. We work in collaboration with NH’s youth to ensure that each person has the 
opportunity to reach their full-potential and graduate from high school career- and 
college-ready. 


In reflection of the above value statements, the NH DOE will: 


1. Underscore the use of research and evidence-based frameworks as best practice for 
creating and sustaining educational environments that are personalized to the needs 
of each learner.  


2. Support local educational agencies as they work to empower parents and students and 
increase access to effective, personalized, and rigorous learning experiences. 
Strategies to support this activity include:  


a. Embedding principles and approaches for family and youth engagement and 
voice within a multi-tiered systems approach in all areas of education.  


b. Including family engagement and voice in teacher training programs 
throughout the State. 


c. Ensuring a coordinated effort to support the implementation of family and 
youth engagement strategies and professional development opportunities 
across NH.  


3. While prioritizing the role of parents in the education of their children, listen to input 
from a diverse group of stakeholders including, but not limited to, families, students, 
school staff, district staff, policymakers, business organizations, and staff at the NH 
DOE to inform all facets education for NH students.  


 
Outcomes of this reciprocal approach to accountability are evidenced through many 
indicators such as student achievement and growth and are common across multiple 
levels of the system and lines of influence. To avoid redundancy and to avoid creating a 
separate tracking mechanism for each stakeholder group, NH will be categorizing the 
indicators that comprise the full accountability and reporting system into Accountability 
Indictors and Reporting Indicators. Importantly, all indicators will be reported together 
on a comprehensive dashboard. 
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Accountability indicators are those that focus on student learning, growth, and 
attainment used to support the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) requirements for 
school accountability. These indicators and the rules associated with them are defined in 
the NH ESSA Consolidated State Plan presented here. These indicators are used to 
determine which schools will be identified for Comprehensive Support and Improvement 
(CSI) as well as Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI). These indicators will be 
reported for each school and for every subgroup of students within the schools. The 
remainder of this document is dedicated to further detailing the accountability and 
support system based on these accountability indicators.  


The reporting indicators more fully characterize the expectations for highly effective 
and well-functioning education programs leading to great educational outcomes. These 
indicators focus at the level of education delivery, but the responsibilities for the 
successful execution of the indicators rests with multiple stakeholders beyond the 
delivery mechanism. These indicators will be reported to better understand student 
learning outcomes reported as part of the accountability determinations and may be used 
as part of an internal accountability system, but they will not factor into the State’s ESSA 
accountability determinations. 
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A. Title I, Part A: Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local 
Educational Agencies (LEAs) 
 


1. Challenging State Academic Standards and Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(1) and 
(2) and 34 CFR §§ 200.1−200.8.)2 
 
The NH DOE is committed to setting high expectations for what students must know and 
be able to do, and is focused on personalized and competency-based approaches to 
learning. This focus emphasizes attainment of world-class knowledge and skills through 
multiple pathways, based on acquiring and applying knowledge in novel situations and 
building a repertoire of experience. 
 
A competency education system starts with college- and career-ready standards. These 
standards are implemented through a comprehensive networked strategy which connects 
and uses educator professional development and student supports. The NH networked 
system is comprised of many stakeholders engaged and sharing the intention and desire 
to help every student reach proficiency and beyond. 
 
NH is committed to continuing to adopt challenging State academic standards and 
provide implementation support to local education agencies (LEAs) and schools (per 
ESEA Section 1111(b)(1)). The adoption of such standards provides a quality roadmap 
and resource for LEAs as they develop their locally developed curriculum and 
instructional strategies to ensure all students in their schools are ready for their next 
learning experience. The NH DOE will also continue to implement challenging 
assessments (per ESEA Section 1111(b)(2)) aligned to its State academic standards as 
one measure of how well our educational system is doing on behalf of all students.  
 
NH stakeholders believe all students must be college- and career-ready by the time they 
complete high school. This means not only meeting content knowledge expectations, but 
also demonstrating necessary college- and career-ready skills and work-study practices. 
NH’s system shows that students are advancing not just by demonstrating growth in 
learning, but by demonstrating competency in the understanding and application of 
content knowledge. 
 
On February 20, 2013, the NH State Board of Education approved model competencies 
in mathematics and English language arts aligned to its academic standards for statewide 
use. These competencies were developed by teams of NH educators and were field tested 
in NH schools and by higher education faculty for use in assessing student work. 
 
In November 2016, the NH State Board of Education adopted new academic standards 
for science to strengthen their rigor and improve their usefulness. In 2018, computer 
science standards were adopted for use in LEAs. The NH DOE is now beginning to look 
at other content areas that require revision, such as social studies, world languages, and 
health, and computer science. Our goal is to create standards that are not only 
challenging, but relevant to the world our students live in and experience, are accessible 
and understandable to families, and allow for personalization to flourish in schools.  


                                                           
2 The Secretary anticipates collecting relevant information consistent with the assessment peer review process in 34 CFR § 
200.2(d).  An SEA need not submit any information regarding challenging State academic standards and assessments at this time.       
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The NH DOE will be implementeding a new assessment for mathematics, English 
language arts, and science in the spring of 2018. Over the next two years, we will closely 
evaluate the early results of these assessments to ensure it is providing clear and accurate 
signals regarding the progress and challenges of our students and educational community. 
 
 


2. Eighth Grade Math Exception (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C) and 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4)):  
ii. Does the State administer an end-of-course mathematics assessment to meet the 


requirements under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA? 
□ Yes 
x  No. The State of NH does not administer or require an end-of-course 
mathematics assessment. 
 


iii. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(i), does the State wish to exempt an 
eighth-grade student who takes the high school mathematics course associated 
with the end-of-course assessment from the mathematics assessment typically 
administered in eighth grade under section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(aa) of the ESEA 
and ensure that: 


a. The student instead takes the end-of-course mathematics assessment the 
State administers to high school students under section 
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA; 


b. The student’s performance on the high school assessment is used in the 
year in which the student takes the assessment for purposes of measuring 
academic achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and 
participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the ESEA; 


c. In high school: 
1. The student takes a State-administered end-of-course assessment 


or nationally recognized high school academic assessment as 
defined in 34 CFR § 200.3(d) in mathematics that is more 
advanced than the assessment the State administers under section 
1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I)(bb) of the ESEA;  


2. The State provides for appropriate accommodations consistent 
with 34 CFR § 200.6(b) and (f); and 


3. The student’s performance on the more advanced mathematics 
assessment is used for purposes of measuring academic 
achievement under section 1111(c)(4)(B)(i) of the ESEA and 
participation in assessments under section 1111(c)(4)(E) of the 
ESEA.  
 


Not applicable. 
 


iv. If a State responds “yes” to question 2(ii), consistent with 34 CFR § 200.5(b)(4), 
describe, with regard to this exception, its strategies to provide all students in the 
State the opportunity to be prepared for and to take advanced mathematics 
coursework in middle school.  
 
Not applicable.  
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3. Native Language Assessments (ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(F) and 34 CFR § 200.6(f)(2)(ii) 
and (f)(4): 


i. Provide its definition for “languages other than English that are present to a 
significant extent in the participating student population,” and identify the 
specific languages that meet that definition. 
 
Following the United States Department of Justice Title VI Safe Harbor 
Guidance (FR Doc. 01-869 Filed 1-12-01), the NH DOE defines a 
language other than English as present to a significant extent when that 
language exceeds five percent of the total tested population or the most 
prevalent language if none are greater than five percent. Currently, Spanish 
is the only language that is considered significant at 0.81 percent of the 
testing population.  
 
Less than two percent of NH students assessed in 2016 received LEP 
(limited English proficiency) services. Within NH’s very small population 
of English learners, services for more than 40 different languages are 
provided, thus creating small numbers of students with needs specific to 
any one language.  
 
The data below shows percentages of the five most common first-language 
groups assessed in the spring of 2016. While less than one percent of the 
NH students were engaged in the English learner program representing any 
one language, NH is designating the most populous first language, Spanish, 
as “present to a significant extent.”  
  


• Spanish  0.81% 
• Arabic  0.15% 
• Nepali  0.13% 
• Portuguese 0.07% 
• Vietnamese 0.05% 


 
All NH assessments provide translation accommodations through 
directions and/or glossaries as described in Section 3(ii) below. The NH 
DOE also ensures that there is a designated person available to assist NH 
educators and families in accessing interpretation services for students with 
a primary language outside the language of each assessment. The NH DOE 
will continue to monitor its data and will revisit the need to develop 
additional supports and/or translated assessments when necessary.  
 
In addition, the NH DOE will monitor where individual LEAs may meet 
the State definition of “significant” above and develop a plan of action if 
that occurs. Finally, Section 3(ii) below provides information regarding 
translation supports in each of the State’s assessments used in the past year 
(2016–17). 
 
 
 







  
18 


 


ii. Identify any existing assessments in languages other than English, and 
specify for which grades and content areas those assessments are available.  
 
The NH DOE offers the New HamsphireHampshire Statewide Assessment 
System in full Spanish translation for ELA and Math in grades 3-8. We 
will also offer the Science assessment in full Spanish translation beginning 
in 2019.does not offer any of its statewide assessment in complete 
translation.  
 
Over the last three years, the NH Statewide Assessment Program has 
included Smarter Balanced (SB) for grades 3–8, New England Common 
Assessment Program (NECAP) Science for grades 4, 8, and 11, Dynamic 
Learning Maps (DLM) for grade 3–8, and 11, NH Science Alternate 
Learning Progressions (NH ALPs) for grades 4, 8, and 11, College Board 
SAT in grade 11, and ACCESS for English language learners (all students 
who are identified as limited English proficient). All New Hampshire 
statewide assessments that have been offered to students through the NH 
Statewide Assessment Program are available through human or electronic 
translation. and/or one-to-one glossary for all students in grades 3–8, and 
11 in the areas of English language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science.  
 
The SB New Hampshire Statewide Assessment System (NHSAS) has 
embedded and designated supports that  include Translated Test Directions 
and Translated Glossaries for construct irrelevant mathematics items, pop-
up glossaries, and word-to-word dictionaries. Additionally, the SB 
Assessment offers full “stacked” Spanish translations of mathematics and 
English language arts items for students in dual language supported 
classrooms. Non-embedded SB Assessment supports include bilingual 
dictionaries for ELA performance task items.  
 
SB Assessment Translated Test Directions for ELA and mathematics for 
the online assessment are delivered in PDF format to service providers 
within schools. Languages available include: Arabic, Cantonese, Filipino 
(Ilokano and Tagalog), Korean, Mandarin, Punjabi (East and West), 
Russian, Ukrainian, Vietnamese, Haitian-Creole, French, Hmong, 
Japanese, Somali, Dakota, Lakota, and Yup’ik. A biliterate adult trained in 
the test administration manual can read the test directions to the student.  
SB Assessment Translated Glossary languages available include Arabic, 
Cantonese, Filipino (Ilokano and Tagalog), Korean, Mandarin, Punjabi 
(East and West), Russian, Spanish, Ukrainian, and Vietnamese.   
 
For the paper-pencil test, non-embedded glossaries are delivered to service 
providers in Word and PDF format. Languages available include: Arabic, 
Cantonese, Filipino (Ilokano and Tagalog), Korean, Mandarin, Punjabi 
(East and West), Russian, Spanish, Ukrainian, and Vietnamese. Spanish 
Translated Test Directions are available as an embedded designated 
support. This support is automatically enabled when translations (stacked) 
are selected for a student.  
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The DLM Assessment and the NH ALPS Assessment areis administered to 
the most cognitively disabled NH students (one percent of the population). 
Test administrators may translate the assessments for the students.  
 
The College Board SAT provides translated test directions in eight 
languages: Spanish, Arabic, Mandarin, Portuguese, Haitian Creole, 
Russian, Vietnamese, and Polish. School staff may also provide translated 
test directions for other languages using district/school translators. Word-
to-word glossaries may be used by students on test day. These glossaries 
are posted on the College Board and New Hampshire Department of 
Education websites prior to the assessment to allow for students to become 
familiar with them prior to test day.  
 
Finally, the NECAP Science Assessments could be administered using a 
word-to-word translation dictionary.  
 
Although the NH DOE will be implementing a new general assessment in 
the three content areas in 2018, it will continue to provide similar supports.  
 


iii. Indicate the languages identified in question 3(i) for which yearly student 
academic assessments are not available and are needed.  
 
The New Hampshire Statewide Assessment System s are is not currently 
available in the native language of Spanish which, as the most prevalent 
language at 0.81 percent of the assessed population is the only language 
considered “present to a significant extent.”  
 


iv. Describe how it will make every effort to develop assessments, at a 
minimum, in languages other than English that are present to a significant 
extent in the participating student population including by providing 
a. The State’s plan and timeline for developing such assessments, 


including a description of how it met the requirements of 34 CFR § 
200.6(f)(4);  


b. A description of the process the State used to gather meaningful input 
on the need for assessments in languages other than English, collect 
and respond to public comment, and consult with educators; parents 
and families of English learners; students, as appropriate; and other 
stakeholders; and  


c. As applicable, an explanation of the reasons the State has not been able 
to complete the development of such assessments despite making every 
effort. 


 
It is not feasible to develop any other native language assessments (besides 
Spanish for the NHSAS) in NH because when less than five  one percent of 
the assessed population speaks a particular language. NH’s limited 
resources do not allow for this option. Should the percent of students 
speaking a language other than English exceed five percent, NH will work 
with the US ED and the state legislature and other partners to secure the 
resources to produce assessments in student’s native language.  
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4. Statewide Accountability System and School Support and Improvement Activities (ESEA 
section 1111(c) and (d)): 


i. Subgroups (ESEA section 1111(c)(2)): 
a. List each major racial and ethnic group the State includes as a 


subgroup of students, consistent with ESEA section 1111(c)(2)(B). 
 
NH’s major racial and ethnic groups include: American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Hispanic, Black, White, and 
Multi-Race. 
 


b. If applicable, describe any additional subgroups of students other than 
the statutorily required subgroups (i.e., economically disadvantaged 
students, students from major racial and ethnic groups, children with 
disabilities, and English learners) used in the Statewide accountability 
system. 
 
Not applicable.  
 


c. Does the State intend to include in the English learner subgroup the 
results of students previously identified as English learners on the State 
assessments required under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(B)(v)(I) for 
purposes of State accountability (ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(B))? Note 
that a student’s results may be included in the English learner subgroup 
for not more than four years after the student ceases to be identified as 
an English learner.  


☒ Yes, we will keep these students in the subgroup for four years. 


□  No 
 


d. If applicable, choose one of the following options for recently arrived 
English learners in the State:  
☒☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i); or 
☐☒ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii); or 
☐ Applying the exception under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(i) or 
under ESEA section 1111(b)(3)(A)(ii).  If this option is selected, 
describe how the State will choose which exception applies to a 
recently arrived English learner. 
 
NH will be applying the exception under ESEA Section 
1111(b)(3)(A)(ii), which states:  
 


““With respect to recently arrived English learners who have 
been enrolled in a school in one of the 50 States in the United 
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States or the District of Columbia for less than 12 months, a 
State may choose to—  


(i) exclude— 
(I) such an English learner from one 
administration of the reading or language arts 
assessment required under paragraph (2); and 
(II) such an English learner’s results on any 
of the assessments required under paragraph 
(2)(B)(v)(I) or (2)(G) for the first year of the 
English learner’s enrollment in such a school 
for the purposes of the State-determined 
accountability system under subsection (c).”  
“With respect to recently arrived English 
learners who have been enrolled in a school in 
one of the 50 States in the United States or the 
District of Columbia for less than 12 months, a 
State may choose to—  


(ii)(I) assess, and report the performance of, such 
an English learner on the reading or language arts 
and mathematics assessments required under paragraph 
(2)(B)(v)(I) in each year of the student’s enrollment 
in such a school; and 
(II) for the purposes of the State-determined 
accountability system— 


(aa) for the first year of the student’s enrollment 
in such a school, exclude the results on the 
assessments described in subclause (I); 
(bb) include a measure of student growth on the 
assessments described in subclause (I) in the 
second year of the student’s enrollment in such a 
school; and 
(cc) include proficiency on the assessments 
described in subclause (I) in the third year of the 
student’s enrollment in such a school, and each 
succeeding year of such enrollment.” 
 


ii. Minimum N-Size (ESEA section 1111(c)(3)(A)):  
a. Provide the minimum number of students that the State determines are 


necessary to be included to carry out the requirements of any 
provisions under Title I, Part A of the ESEA that require 
disaggregation of information by each subgroup of students for 
accountability purposes. 
 
NH has been using a minimum group size, known as the minimum-n, 
of 11 for holding a school accountable for a group’s performance since 
it implemented the No Child Left Behind accountability system. 
Choosing a minimum-n is a balance of reliability and inclusion, a key 
principle of accountability system validity. There are reliability 
concerns with minimum-n sizes as large as 50 students or more, and 
setting such a high minimum-n would mean that essentially all NH 
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schools would be exempt from subgroup accountability. Therefore, NH 
proposes to maintain a minimum-n of 11 for all indicators defined in 
A.4.iv Indicators. 
 


b. Describe how the minimum number of students is statistically sound.  
 
A minimum-n of 11 is not statistically sound if a determination about a 
school was to be made on the basis of a single subgroup’s performance 
on a single indicator as was the case under NCLB. However, the more 
compensatory system being employed by NH under ESSA allows for 
lower minimum-n sizes than would be required under NCLB-like 
conjunctive approaches. As noted above, NH is employing the lowest 
minimum-n that it feels it can use to protect student privacy—a vital 
concern in NH—while including as many schools as possible in 
subgroup accountability. 
 
 


c. Describe how the minimum number of students was determined by the 
State, including how the State collaborated with teachers, principals, 
other school leaders, parents, and other stakeholders when determining 
such minimum number.  
 
The minimum-n of 11 was established more than 10 years ago by NH’s 
AYP (annual yearly progress) Advisory Committee and has become a 
well-established part of NH’s accountability landscape. The current 
NH ESSA Accountability Task Force reviewed the current minimum-n 
of 11 and came to a consensus decision to continue with this value for 
the ESSA accountability system. 
 


d. Describe how the State ensures that the minimum number is sufficient 
to not reveal any personally identifiable information.3  
 
The privacy of student data is a critical priority of the NH DOE, and 
we continue to develop practices that improve privacy systems. NH 
also has strict privacy laws (e.g. RSA 193-E:5 and others) that protect 
student data. We have been operating effectively with a minimum-n of 
11 for over 10 years, and we do not believe there is any reason to 
change that well-established practice.  
 


e. If the State’s minimum number of students for purposes of reporting is 
lower than the minimum number of students for accountability 


                                                           
3 Consistent with ESEA section1111(i), information collected or disseminated under ESEA section 1111 shall be collected and 
disseminated in a manner that protects the privacy of individuals consistent with section 444 of the General Education Provisions 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1232g, commonly known as the “Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974”).  When selecting a 
minimum n-size for reporting, States should consult the Institute for Education Sciences report “Best Practices for Determining 
Subgroup Size in Accountability Systems While Protecting Personally Identifiable Student Information” to identify appropriate 
statistical disclosure limitation strategies for protecting student privacy.   



https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017147.pdf
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purposes, provide the State’s minimum number of students for 
purposes of reporting. 
 
Not applicable.  
   


iii. Establishment of Long-Term Goals (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)):  
a. Academic Achievement. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(aa)) 


1. Describe the long-term goals for improved academic 
achievement, as measured by proficiency on the annual 
statewide reading/language arts and mathematics assessments, 
for all students and for each subgroup of students, including: (i) 
baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-term goals, 
for which the term must be the same multi-year length of time 
for all students and for each subgroup of students in the State; 
and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious. 
 
NH’s long-term goals are informed by a statewide effort to 
provide each student a personalized learning experience that 
allows them to reach their highest possible achievement, and 
prepares them for 21st century careers and/or post-secondary 
education.  
 
As an extension of a 2009 Lumina Foundation Grant goal, NH 
established a goal that 65 percent of 25-64 year olds would have 
a high quality post-secondary credential by 2025. The State 
recognizes that there are significant pipeline differences between 
early childhood, K–12, vocational, and post-secondary 
education. Further, not all NH residents remain in State for post-
secondary education or work opportunities. However, by 
examining historical trends of performance in each sector, the 
State can infer targets that contribute to the goal of 65 percent of 
NH’s adult population earning a meaningful post-secondary 
credential by 2025. The long-term goals for NH are informed by 
historical data and are intended to improve outcomes to ensure 
students are ready for 21st century careers and/or post-secondary 
education opportunities.  
 
The achievement and graduation rate goals are leading indicators 
that support improvements in NH’s postsecondary readiness 
goals, which is what the State is using as its additional indicator 
of school quality and student success at the high school level.  
The tie to the 65 percent by 2025 State goal is intended to bring 
coherence into the system from elementary school through 
graduation to postsecondary performance and ultimately to 
holding a meaningful postsecondary certificate and/or degree 
beyond age 25. 
 
To establish the academic achievement goals, we used data 
spanning from the fall of 2006 until the fall of 2014 on NH’s 
previous assessment (i.e., New England Common Assessment 
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Program, NECAP), and the spring 2015, and 2016, and 2017 
Smarter Balanced administrationsadministrations, and the 2018 
administration of New Hampshire Statewide Assessment System 
(NH SAS). The timeline for long-term goals will be through the 
2024–2025 school year in alignment with the 65 percent by 2025 
State credentialing goal—a timeline of seven years.  
 
Based on historical data, academic performance gains have been 
volatile, but have averaged around 1.4 percent in reading and 
0.375 percent in mathematics. By examining the shape of the 
improvement function over time, NH has determined that 
extrapolated targets for the percentage of students scoring 
proficient within the State would be 67 percent in English 
language arts (ELA) and 49 percent in mathematics. However, 
these targets reflect improvement under current conditions. 
Therefore, the State has elected to establish stretch goals (i.e., 
ambitious goals) that reflect average annual increases of 1.7 
percent in ELA and 0.85 percent in mathematics.  
 
These increases translate into State-level, long-term goals of 
approximately 74 71 percent proficient in ELA and 54 percent 
proficient in mathematics. These seven-year goals are curvilinear 
in nature and reflect unprecedented gains that exceed historical 
improvement in the State.  
 
The achievement targets, while aggressive compared to historical 
performance, can only capture “point in time” data and do not 
tell the whole story of student performance. As such, this plan 
also embeds growth as an important measure of accountability. 
While point in time achievement is critical, student growth 
trajectory also provides critical information about educational 
effectiveness. We discuss student growth in more detail when 
defining the accountability indicators in A.4.iv Indicators.   
 
Below, we provide the State-level long-term goals for the all 
students group and for each of the identified student subgroups. 
Additionally, we use the same method to calculate long-term 
goals and measures of interim progress for each individual 
school and each student group (meeting the minimum-n) within 
each school. These goals are not included in this submission 
because it would require thousands of additional pages. School-
level results will be reported against both the State- and school-
level goals and measures of interim progress. NH DOE argues 
that such an approach will help raise expectations for schools 
already starting above average and will help contextualize the 
expectations for schools starting far behind other schools in the 
State. We employ this approach for both the achievement 
indicator and the graduation rate indicator. 
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Table 1. Long-term goals and interim targets for all students 
in NH.4 


Year Ending Reading 
Targets 


Math Targets 


2016-baseline 58.75% 46.14% 
2017 61.19% 47.28% 


2018 -baseline 63.29%58.00% 48.28%48.00% 
2019 65.15%60.45% 49.19%49.14% 
2020 66.86%62.54% 50.04%50.14% 
2021 68.45%64.40% 50.84%51.05% 
2022 69.94%66.11% 51.90%51.61% 
2023 71.36%67.69% 52.70%52.35% 
2024 72.73%69.19% 53.47%53.07% 
2025 74.04%70.61% 54.21%53.77% 


 
 


Figure 1. Long-term goals and interim targets for all students in NH. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
4 The data in the charts will be updated after the standards setting is completed with the new data from the NH Statewide 
Assessment System during the summer of 2018. 
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For subgroup long-term goals, a similar method was applied in 
which we reviewed historical data, extrapolated them to 
reasonable targets, and then created stretch goals that are 
ambitious and would promote NH’s 65 percent by 2025 goal. 
 
 
 
 
 


2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting 
the long-term goals for academic achievement in Appendix A. 
 
The measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-
term goals are provided along with the long-term goals in the 
tables under Sections 4.iii.a.1 (above) and in 4.iii.a.3 (below). 
 


3. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of interim 
progress toward the long-term goals for academic achievement 
take into account the improvement necessary to make significant 
progress in closing statewide proficiency gaps. 
 
As noted in Section 4.iii.a.1 above, the State elected to model 
data rather than establish artificial and unsubstantiated targets for 
subgroups. To develop long-term goals and measures of interim 
progress for subgroups, historical data was examined and 
extrapolated to determine probable end points for 2025 given the 
current state of education.  


 
Based on historical trends, projected increases varied 
significantly. In most cases, historical performance suggested 
stagnant or declines in performance over time. As a result, the 
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State elected to apply the all subgroup improvement targets to 
model long-term goals for subgroups. While this approach 
prioritized gains for all subgroups, it did not emphasize closing 
achievement gaps. Thus, the State determined the increases 
expected for each student group. The method applied larger 
relative gains for those student groups that were farther from the 
all subgroup target by 2025. These expected gains represent 
dramatic increases that—in the cases of ELs, SWDs, and 
students of two or more races—reflect complete reversals of 
current performance trends. These goals were modeled using 
available extant assessment data. 


 
The student group goals are presented in the table on the next 
page.   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Table 2. Long-term goals and interim targets for student groups in NH in math.5 
 


Student6 Group Year Ending 
 2016-


baseline 
2017 2018 - baseline 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024  


SWD 13.43% 14.57% 14.00%16.68% 15.90%18.07% 17.56%19.36% 19.08%20.58% 20.50%21.76% 21.84%22.88% 23.12%23.9   
ED 27.14% 28.28% 27.00%29.92% 29.05%31.11% 30.84%32.22% 32.48%33.27% 34.00%34.27% 35.45%35.24% 36.83%36.1   
EL 12.90% 14.04% 20.00%16.17% 21.97%17.56% 23.69%18.86% 25.26%20.09% 26.73%21.27% 28.12%22.41% 29.45%23.5   
AI/AN 38.00% 39.14% 35.00%40.41% 37.14%41.44% 39.01%42.40% 40.72%43.31% 42.32%44.18% 43.83%45.02% 45.27%45.8   
A/PI 54.78% 54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.78% 67.00%54.7   
B 16.83% 17.96% 23.00%19.96% 25.00%21.30% 26.76%22.54% 28.36%23.72% 29.85%24.85% 31.26%25.94% 32.61%27.0   
H 23.72% 24.85% 29.00%26.62% 31.07%27.85% 32.88%29.01% 34.54%30.10% 36.08%31.14% 37.54%32.15% 38.94%33.1   
W 49.06% 50.19% 49.00%51.18% 51.30%52.09% 53.31%52.94% 54.21%53.74% 54.21%54.00% 54.21%54.00% 54.21%54.0   
MR 34.63% 35.76% 46.00%37.15% 48.26%38.23% 50.25%39.24% 52.06%40.19% 53.74%41.10% 54.21%41.98% 54.21%42.8   


 
Figure 2. Long-term goals and interim targets for student groups in NH in math  


 
 


                                                           
5 The data in the charts will be updated after the standards setting is completed with the new data from the NH Statewide 
Assessment System during the summer of 2018. 
6 Student groups include students with disabilities (SWD), economically disadvantaged students (ED), English Learners (EL), 
American Indian/Alaskan Native (AI/AN), Asian/Pacific Islander (A/PI), Hispanic (H), Black (B), White (W), Multi-Race (M) 
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Table 3. Long-term goals and interim targets for student groups in NH in ELA.7 
 


                                                           
7 The data in the charts will be updated after the standards setting is completed with the new data from the NH 
Statewide Assessment System during the summer of 2018 
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Figure 3. Long-term goals and interim targets for student groups in NH in ELA. 
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b. Graduation Rate. (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(A)(i)(I)(bb)) 
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1. Describe the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rate for all students and for each 
subgroup of students, including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the 
timeline for meeting the long-term goals, for which the 
term must be the same multi-year length of time for all 
students and for each subgroup of students in the State; 
and (iii) how the long-term goals are ambitious. 


Like the goals for academic achievement, NH’s long-
term goals for graduation rate are informed by a 
statewide effort, including our 65x25 initiative, to 
provide each student a personalized learning experience 
that allows them to reach their highest possible 
achievement, and prepares them for 21st century careers 
and/or post-secondary education. Personalized learning 
opportunities better engage students in their education 
and increase student expectations with regard to 
graduation. NH will set goals for and report both the 
four- and five-year adjusted cohort graduation rates. 
 
The long-term goals for the four- and five-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rates for NH are informed by 
historical data and are intended to improve outcomes to 
ensure students are ready for 21st century careers and/or 
post-secondary opportunities. The data used to inform 
the provided estimated long-term goals span from 2006 
until 2016. The State began using the four-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rate (ACGR) methodology in 2010.  
 
As discussed (in more detail in the description of the 
postsecondary and career school indicator), NH’s goal is 
to ensure that students either graduate with a credential 
to allow them to succeed in an entry-level career position 
or in a postsecondary experience, whether it is a work-
based credential, or community or four-year college. By 
breaking out the array of these outcomes in our proposed 
postsecondary readiness indicator, we are essentially 
able to do both in the accountability system, and allow 
for a more personalized system. We do not want to 
simply focus on college attainment, but rather represent 
the diversity of meaningful workplace credentials.  
 
NH already has one of the highest graduation rates in the 
country, so while historical graduation rate gains have 
been steady, they have been small. Changes in the 4-year 
ACGR have been, on average, approximately 0.37 
percent year over year. The State has elected to establish 
stretch goals that reflect average annual increases of 0.56 
percent—nearly double the observed historical increase.  
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These increases translate into long-term goals of 
approximately 93 percent for the four-year ACGR. 
These seven-year goals are curvilinear in nature and, like 
academic achievement, reflect unprecedented gains that 
far exceed historical improvement in the State. The 
ambitious gains are presented in the table below and are 
based on ambitious increases over historical 
improvements, modeled using a power function.  
 


Table 4. Long-term graduation rate goals for all students in NH.  
  


Year Ending 4-year 
ACGR 


2015-baseline8 88.10% 
2016-baseline 88.74% 


2017 89.38% 
2018 90.15% 
2019 90.74% 
2020 91.31% 
2021 91.87% 
2022 92.41% 
2023 92.93% 
2024 93.45% 
2025 93.96% 


 
Figure 4. Long-term graduation rate goals for all students in NH. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
8 The baseline data are 2015 and 2016 because graduation data are lagged and this presents a more stable 
baseline. 
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2. If applicable, describe the long-term goals for each 
extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate, including 
(i) baseline data; (ii) the timeline for meeting the long-
term goals, for which the term must be the same multi-
year length of time for all students and for each 
subgroup of students in the State; (iii) how the long-term 
goals are ambitious; and (iv) how the long-term goals 
are more rigorous than the long-term goal set for the 
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate.  
 
The State will include the five-year extended graduation 
rate in the graduation rate accountability indicator in the 
annual system of meaningful differentiation, but the 
long-term goals at the State-level are set using the four- -
year adjusted cohort graduation rates so that reporting 
will occur against these goals and interim targets. The 
inclusion of the five-year extended graduation rate aligns 
to NH’s State Performance Plan for IDEA. 
 
 


3. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward 
the long-term goals for the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate in Appendix A.  


 
The measurements of interim progress toward the long-
term goals for graduation rate are provided in Table 4 
and Figure 4, which are presented in Section 4.iii.b.i. 
Similar to achievement, subgroup graduation rate targets 
were informed by the increases in the all subgroup 
extrapolations. Based on historical trends, projected 
increases varied significantly and resulted in graduation 
rates that were below the all student subgroup. As a 
result, the State elected to apply the all subgroup 
improvement targets to model long-term goals for 
subgroups that also included an additional expectation 
based on a subgroup’s distance from the all student 
subgroup. This method applied larger relative gains for 
those student groups that were farther from the all 
subgroup target by 2025. These expected gains represent 
dramatic increases in graduation rates that have not been 
observed using the four-year adjusted cohort graduation 
rate. These goals were modeled using available 
graduation rate data.   
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The student group goals are presented in the table below. 


Table 5. Four-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Long-term Goals for Subgroups in NH 
 


Student 
Group 


Year Ending 


 2015-
baseline 


2016-
baseline 


2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 


SWD 73.00% 73.75% 74.49% 75.20% 75.89% 76.55% 77.20% 77.83% 78.44% 79.04% 79.62% 
ED 76.70% 77.42% 78.14% 78.83% 79.49% 80.13% 80.76% 81.36% 81.95% 82.53% 83.10% 
EL 77.00% 77.72% 78.43% 79.12% 79.78% 80.42% 81.04% 81.65% 82.24% 82.82% 83.38% 
AI/AN 75.00% 75.73% 76.46% 77.16% 77.84% 78.49% 79.12% 79.74% 80.34% 80.93% 81.50% 
A/PI 91.00% 91.62% 92.24% 92.84% 93.41% 93.96% 93.96% 93.96% 93.96% 93.96% 93.96% 
B 80.00% 80.70% 81.39% 82.06% 82.70% 83.32% 83.93% 84.52% 85.09% 85.65% 86.20% 
H 75.00% 75.73% 76.46% 77.16% 77.84% 78.49% 79.12% 79.74% 80.34% 80.93% 81.50% 
W 88.90% 89.54% 90.17% 90.78% 91.37% 91.93% 92.49% 93.02% 93.54% 93.96% 93.96% 
MR 82.97% 80.71% 81.40% 82.07% 82.71% 83.33% 83.94% 84.53% 85.10% 85.66% 86.21% 


 
 
Figure 5. Four-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Long-term Goals for Subgroups in NH 
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4. Describe how the long-term goals and measurements of 
interim progress for the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate and any extended-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate take into account the improvement 
necessary to make significant progress in closing 
statewide graduation rate gaps. 
 
As noted in Section 4.iii.b.1, the State elected to model 
data rather than establish artificial and unsubstantiated 
targets for subgroups. To develop long-term goals and 
measures of interim progress for subgroups, historical 
data were examined and extrapolated to determine 
probable end points given the current state of education.  
 
These goals were then increased to reflect a nearly two-
times increase to create stretch goals that would reflect 
statewide movement in closing statewide graduation rate 
gaps and toward preparing students for post-secondary 
readiness and obtaining a meaningful credential.        
 
 


c. English Language Proficiency. (ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(A)(ii)) 


1. Describe the long-term goals for English learners for 
increases in the percentage of such students making 
progress in achieving English language proficiency, as 
measured by the statewide English language proficiency 
assessment including: (i) baseline data; (ii) the State-
determined timeline for such students to achieve English 
language proficiency; and (iii) how the long-term goals 
are ambitious.   
 
New Hampshire has a long history of using Student 
Growth Percentiles (SGPs) to quantify student growth. 
The indicator of progress towards English language 
proficiency in the proposed NH accountability system 
continues this legacy and will be calculated as the 
school’s mean SGP on the WIDA ACCESS 2.0 English 
Language Proficiency Assessment. In order to set long-
term goals for increases in the percentage of English 
learners making progress in achieving English language 
proficiency, New Hampshire will use a growth-to-
proficiency model that is based on the student-level 
SGPs—Adequate Growth Percentiles (AGPs). AGPs are 
used to determine whether or not a student’s SGP is 
sufficient for that student to remain on-track to 
proficiency within the State-defined timeline. New 
Hampshire uses a five-year timeline for all students to 
achieve English language proficiency. The long-term 
goal for NH will therefore be the percentage of English 
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learners making adequate progress toward English 
proficiency within that five-year timeline.  
 
Given that WIDA has recently transitioned to developed 
a new assessment in 2016 with more rigorous 
performance standards and has not previously calculated 
SGPs for its students, New Hampshire must base its 
projections for long-term goals and measures of interim 
progress on incomplete data. For now, Beginning with 
this testing year (2019), New Hampshire’s definition of 
English language proficiency on the ACCESS 2.0 exam 
is will be will be a composite score of 5.0.4.5 beginning 
in 2019. Once we have two years of data to evaluate 
from the new assessment, NH may revise its ELP 
definition. In 20187, 12.6 39.1%percent of EL students 
were able to meet a achieved a composite score of 
5.04.54.5 on the ACCESS 2.0 assessment within five 
years of being rostered at a New Hampshire school. Due 
to the increased rigor of the performance standards on 
the ACCESS assessment, this percentage reflects a 
significant decrease in the percentage of students 
achieving proficiency within this timeframe in previous 
years. Therefore, the NH DOE and the LEAs are 
committed to working together to improve this 
percentage over time. See section Title III, Part A for 
more information on the services and supports to be 
provided.  
 
The current baseline percentage of 12.6 39.1%percent is 
a reasonable estimate of the percentage of students each 
year that can currently be expected to make adequate 
progress toward English language proficiency annually 
on WIDA 2.0. New Hampshire’s ambitious long-term 
goal for 2025 for the percentage of students making 
progress toward achieving proficiency is the current 
2016-2017 rate of students reaching proficiency within 
five years at the 75th percentile school: 26.1 percent. The 
75th percentile school represents an ambitious but 
obtainable goal for all schools. This long-term goal and 
the associated interim targets are included in the table 
below. The model assumes that the current rate of 
students achieving proficiency within five years is 
analogous to the percentage of students making adequate 
progress towards proficiency on a five-year trajectory as 
measured by AGPs. This assumption will be was 
checked as soon as the first set of AGPs has been was 
calculated after the 2017-2018 school year, and if 
necessary, the data in the following table will be 
adjusted accordingly.  
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Table 6. Long-term goals and interim targets towards 
English language proficiency for English learners in 
NH 


Year Ending Percent ELs Making 
Adequate Progress 


2018 14.3%39.1% 
2019 16.0% 42.83% 
2020 17.7% 46.56% 
2021 19.4% 50.29% 
2022 21.0% 54.01% 
2023 22.7% 57.74% 
2024 24.4% 61.47% 
2025 26.1% 65.20% 


 
 


2. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward 
the long-term goal for increases in the percentage of 
English learners making progress in achieving English 
language proficiency in Appendix A. 


See section 4.iii.c.1 above for the measurements of 
interim progress toward the long-term goal for increases 
in the percentage of English learners making progress in 
achieving English language proficiency.    


 
iv. Indicators (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(B)) 


 
a. Academic Achievement Indicator.  Describe the Academic 


Achievement indicator, including a description of how the 
indicator (i) is based on the long-term goals; (ii) is measured 
by proficiency on the annual Statewide reading/language arts 
and mathematics assessments; (iii) annually measures 
academic achievement for all students and separately for each 
subgroup of students; and (iv) at the State’s discretion, for 
each public high school in the State, includes a measure of 
student growth, as measured by the annual Statewide 
reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.  
 
The minimum n for all indicators in NH’s accountability 
system used to produce CSI and TSI determinations is 11 
students.    
 
Academic achievement is measured by student performance in 
English language arts and mathematics results on the statewide 
assessments in grades 3–8 and in grade 11. The academic 
achievement for schools participating in NH’s Performance 
Assessment of Competency Education (PACE) pilot will be 
based on the comparable annual determinations produced from 
the innovative assessment system in grades 3-8. Additionally, 
the results from the statewide assessments in grade 3 ELA, 
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grade 4 math, grade 8 ELA and math, and grade 11 ELA and 
math, will contribute to the achievement indicator for these 
schools. The performance of students on these assessments 
will be reported for each grade level, content area, and for all 
subgroups of students in addition to the all students group.  
 
NH has a long tradition of using an index system to 
incorporate achievement results into its accountability systems. 
NH has decided to report all indicators on a 1–4 scale for ease 
and transparency of reporting, therefore, the index system for 
academic achievement will involve a simple translation of the 
statewide assessments and PACE performance levels to index 
scores such that a student scoring at Level 4 on a statewide 
assessment, for example, would generate 4 points for the 
school, a student scoring a 3 would generate 3 points for the 
school, and so on for students scoring at levels 2 and 1. The 
school’s index score is the total number of points divided by 
the number of continuously enrolled (FAY) students 
completing the assessment or 95 percent of the full academic 
year enrollment, whichever is greater. Such an index system 
provides incentives for schools to move students from Level 1 
to Level 2 and from Level 3 to Level 4 whereas simple percent 
proficient systems only reward schools for moving students 
from Level 2 to Level 3. Incentivizing schools to support both 
equity and excellence is an important policy goal for NH. If 
scores were equally distributed among the four performance 
levels, the average index score would be 2.5 indicating that 
rewarding schools for having students score in the highest 
achievement level does not mask the performance of low-
scoring students (see the attached paper by Dr. Scott Marion 
from the Center for Assessment for a more detailed 
explanation). Another reason for using the index system over 
reporting just the percent of students scoring proficient and 
above is that schools and the public will receive more 
complete information about the variability of student 
performance within each school.  
 
Once the NH DOE receives the data from its new State 
assessment system in the summer of 2018, the DOE will 
produce a rubric for classifying the index scores into four 
levels, but the rubric will generally follow the achievement 
levels established for the tests. 
The rubric for establishing levels based on average index 
values for the achievement indicator is provided below. 


Level Range 
Level 1 0.0 – 1.99 
Level 2 2.0 – 2.49 
Level 3 2.5 – 2.99 
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Level 4 3.0 – 4.0  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


b. Indicator for Public Elementary and Secondary Schools that 
are Not High Schools (Other Academic Indicator). Describe 
the Other Academic indicator, including how it annually 
measures the performance for all students and separately for 
each subgroup of students. If the Other Academic indicator is 
not a measure of student growth, the description must include a 
demonstration that the indicator is a valid and reliable 
statewide academic indicator that allows for meaningful 
differentiation in school performance.   
 
NH has been using the Student Growth Percentile (SGP) 
model (see Betebenner, 2009) as a growth indicator in its State 
accountability system for many years. The NH ESSA 
Accountability Task Force reaffirmed its desire to continue to 
use the SGP model as the basis for the growth indicator for 
elementary and middle schools. The mean SGP (MGP) is 
calculated for each school and evaluated against the following 
rubric. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For schools participating in the PACE pilot, “growth” will be 
evaluated using a value table approach9. Cut scores will be 
developed for the baseline year to match the distributions of 
schools using the MGP approach to ensure fairness in the 
accountability system across the State. 


 
The draft value table for PACE schools is shown below.  
Value tables award points to schools based on the changes in 
performance levels comparing the current year to the previous 
year.  Points are generated for each continuously enrolled 
student with two consecutive scores.  The total number of 


                                                           
9   See Hill, R., Gong, B., Marion, S., DePascale, C., Dunn, J., & Simpson, M. (2005, November). Using value tables to explicitly value student 
growth. Paper presented at the Conference on Longitudinal Modeling of Student Achievement, Dover, NH. 


Level Range 
Level 1 MGP < 35 
Level 2 35–49 
Level 3 50–60 
Level 4 MGP > 60 
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points earned for the school is divided by the number of 
continuously enrolled students.  This will yield a value 
between 1 and 99.  This mean value table score will be applied 
to the rubric shown above to yield the score on the academic 
growth indicator. 
 
 
 


  Year 2 
Achievement 


Level Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 


Y
ea


r 1
 Level 1 5040 6075 7595 99 


Level 2 4015 50 6080 7595 
Level 3 255 4020 5055 6085 
Level 4 1 255 4025 5065 


 
 


c. Graduation Rate. Describe the Graduation Rate indicator, 
including a description of (i) how the indicator is based on the 
long-term goals; (ii) how the indicator annually measures 
graduation rate for all students and separately for each 
subgroup of students; (iii) how the indicator is based on the 
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate; (iv) if the State, at its 
discretion, also includes one or more extended-year adjusted 
cohort graduation rates, how the four-year adjusted cohort 
graduation rate is combined with that rate or rates within the 
indicator; and (v) if applicable, how the State includes in its 
four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate and any extended-
year adjusted cohort graduation rates students with the most 
significant cognitive disabilities assessed using an alternate 
assessment aligned to alternate academic achievement 
standards under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(D) and awarded a 
State-defined alternate diploma under ESEA section 8101(23) 
and (25).   
 
NH’s previous accountability system used the adjusted cohort 
graduation rate (ACGR). The ESSA Accountability System 
will continue to use the ACGR as an indicator in the system 
for annual school differentiation. NH will calculate and report 
the 4-year ACGR and the extended 5-year ACGR for all 
schools and for each subgroup within schools. The State will 
use the unweighted average of the 4- and 5- year ACGR to 
create an index comprising four performance levels (i.e., 
Levels 1, 2, 3, and 4). Each of these levels corresponds to 
meaningful expectations within the accountability system. The 
graduation rate level cut scores are presented in the table 
below.  
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Level Range 
Level 1 Less than 69% 
Level 2 70– 89% 
Level 3 90– 93% 
Level 4 94% and above 


 
As noted in the table above, Level 1 corresponds to a slightly 
higher threshold than what is used for identifying schools in 
need of Comprehensive Support and Improvement on the four-
year rate (67 percent). Level 2 schools reflect performance that 
falls short of school expectations, whereas Level 3 (90–93 
percent graduation rate) is the 4-year graduation rate goal for 
2018. Level 4 reflects an expectation that is aligned with 
progress toward the long-term targets defined in Section 
4.iii.b.1. While data indicate that NH schools already have 
high graduation rates, the State believes that setting high 
expectations for schools will promote progress. That is, by 
setting the Level 4 graduation rate indicator at the performance 
of the 54th percentile school, the State is communicating that 
achieving that level of success should be within reach for all 
schools. 


 
d. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency (ELP) 


Indicator. Describe the Progress in Achieving ELP indicator, 
including the State’s definition of ELP, as measured by the 
State ELP assessment.  
 
The progress in achieving English language proficiency 
indicator measures student growth on the WIDA ACCESS 2.0 
assessment by calculating mean Student Growth Percentiles 
(MGPs) for each school. Student Growth Percentiles on the 
ACCESS 2.0 exam will be generated using the national WIDA 
database for all English learners within each grade level. The 
growth inference associated with SGPs is: How much has this 
student grown towards attaining English language proficiency 
in comparison to English learner peers with similar histories 
of prior achievement on the ACCESS 2.0 assessment? The 
mean Student Growth Percentile (MGP) for the EL students in 
each school on ACCESS 2.0 will be the school-level indicator. 
Four performance levels will be reported out on this indicator 
according to the following table: 
 


Level Range 
Level 1 MGP < 3550 
Level 2 35–4950-59 
Level 3 50–6060-69 
Level 4 MGP > 6069 
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e. School Quality or Student Success Indicator(s). Describe each 
School Quality or Student Success Indicator, including, for 
each such indicator: (i) how it allows for meaningful 
differentiation in school performance; (ii) that it is valid, 
reliable, comparable, and statewide (for the grade span(s) to 
which it applies); and (iii) of how each such indicator annually 
measures performance for all students and separately for each 
subgroup of students. For any School Quality or Student 
Success indicator that does not apply to all grade spans, the 
description must include the grade spans to which it does 
apply.  
 
As its additional indicator of student success in the elementary 
and middle school model, NH will be using an indicator 
designed to focus additional attention on the growth of the 
lowest achieving students in each school. This indicator is 
designed to emphasize competency-based learning and the 
importance of not letting students fall behind. This indicator 
will prioritize the mean Student Growth Percentiles (MGP) for 
the lowest quartile of achievers in the school as measured by 
the prior years’ content assessments. By comparing the MGPs 
of the lowest performing students on the prior years’ 
assessments to the remaining 75 percent of student, this 
indicator is intended to incentivize schools to focus additional 
attention on providing supports and interventions for the 
school’s lowest achieving students.  
 
One of the criticisms of accountability models under No Child 
Left Behind was that schools may have been overly attentive 
to the “bubble kids” (i.e., those students who are close to 
proficiency) in order to game the accountability metrics. This 
equity indicator is intended to direct extra attention to the 
lowest performing students in each school and incentivizing 
schools to maximize the growth of all students, but especially 
those who need the most support. 
 
The equity indicator is based on awarding rubric points for the 
growth (e.g. MGP) of both the students in the lowest quartile 
of achievement (based on the prior year’s test scores) and also 
awarding rubric points for the MGP of the remaining 75 
percent (using the rubric below).  The indicator score would be 
the weighted average of the two rubric scores with a 4:1 
weighting favoring the lowest quartile to make the policy 
intentions very clear.   
 
Four performance levels will be used to report on school 
performance for this indicator. Because the target population 
for this indicator needs to grow at a faster rate than their peers 
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to catch-up in achievement, the achievement level cut scores 
are slightly more rigorous than for the growth and ELP 
indicators. 
 


Level Range 
Level 1 MGP < 45 
Level 2 45–54 
Level 3 55–65 
Level 4 MGP > 65 


 
In order to evaluate equity for PACE schools, we will employ 
the same value table approach used to evaluate growth 
described in Section 4.iv.b. The value tables have been 
constructed in a way to match the distribution of points used 
for the other schools in the State for the baseline year.  


For high schools, the additional indicator of student success is 
a career and college readiness (CCR) indicator. All grade 12 
continuously enrolled students will be eligible for counting as 
postsecondary ready by meeting any two of the following 
eleventen requirements10: 


 Completion of a NH Scholars program of study 
(Standard, STEM, or Arts) 


 A grade of C or better in a dual- or concurrent -
enrollment course 


 SAT scores meeting or exceeding the college and 
career ready benchmark (480 in Evidence-Based 
Reading and Writing and 530 in Mathematics).  


 ACT scores meeting or exceeding the college and 
career ready benchmark (18 in English, 22 in 
Mathematics, 22 in Reading, and 23 in Science).  


 A score of 3, 4, or 5 on an AP exam 
 A score of 4, 5, 6, or 7 on an IB exam 
 Earning a CTE or other  industry-recognized credential 
 Completion of NH career pathway program of study 
 Scoring at least Level III on components of the 


ASVAB that comprise the Armed Forces Qualifying 
Test (AFQT) 


 Completion of the ACT National Career Readiness 
Certificate 


 Completion of an approved apprenticeship program 
per NH RSA 27811 


 
                                                           
10 Note: The requirement for completion of two Career- and College-Ready Benchmarks can be satisfied by two of the same 
category. For example, a student can score at least a 3 on two AP exams—without meeting any of the other requirements—to be 
considered career- and college-ready.  
11 Note: New Hampshire Accountability Task Force and the NH Department of Education will continue to explore 
extended learning opportunities and internships as possible CCR indicators to our indicator criteria. 
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The total number of continuously enrolled grade 12 students 
meeting at least two of these requirements will be divided by 
the total number of students in the cohort to form the career- 
and college-ready index for schools.  


 
Total number of continuously enrolled grade 12 students meeting at least two CCR requirement


Eligible grade 12 students
∗ 100  


 
As with the other indicators, the CCR score for schools will be 
indexed into four performance levels, outlined in the table 
below. Please note: Since this indicator is new for the State of 
NH, and not all of the elements comprising the indicator were 
previously collected, we were not able to sufficiently model 
the recommended ranges for the index scores. While these 
ranges are nominally aligned with the State goal of 65 percent 
of adults attaining a meaningful post-secondary credential by 
2025, they will need to be revisited after the first year of data 
collection in 2017–2018 to ensure they are both ambitious and 
attainable and reflect the true variation among schools within 
the State.  


 
Level Range 


Level 1 < 53%12 
Level 2 53–64% 
Level 3 65–79% 
Level 4 > 80% 


 
The postsecondary readiness indicator for NH high schools is 
valid, reliable, and will appropriately differentiate performance 
among NH high schools. 
 
Validity: The following excerpt (italicized below) from the 
Final Report of the New Hampshire Accountability Task Force 
(1/30/17) outlines the rationale for the validity of the 
postsecondary readiness indicator for NH’s ESSA 
Accountability System.  The validity argument for this 
indicator is largely based on consequential evidence (i.e., 
consequential validity) in that the system is designed to 
incentivize schools to ensure that students leave high school 
with legitimate preparation for careers and/or college.  Further, 
many of the measures within the indicator, including rigorous 
coursework (i.e., NH Scholars Program), college readiness 
assessment (SAT/ACT), college coursework (AP, IB, 
dual/concurrent enrollment), military readiness (ASVAB), and 
industry credentials have an extensive body of validity 


                                                           
12 Fifty-three percent is the current percentage of adults in NH that have attained a meaningful post-secondary credential. While 
this metric is not measured in the same way as the career and college ready indicator, the two are directly related in that the CCR 
indicator is a pre-cursor indicator for attaining the 65 x 25 goal.  
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evidence support their use.  Such evidence includes, but is not 
limited to, evidence drawn from relationships with other 
variables, including predictive validity (e.g., first year 
postsecondary GPA, military performance, and workforce 
readiness). 
 
Reliability:  NH DOE is in the process of modeling the full 
postsecondary readiness indicator and will be able to evaluate 
the consistency of the full indicator.  However, NH already has 
solid evidence that many of the measures within the indicator 
(e.g., SAT/ACT, AP, IB, ASVAB, CTE assessments) are 
highly reliable.  NH DOE will evaluate and document the 
reliability of the remaining indicators in the system (NH 
Scholars, dual/concurrent enrollment). 
 
Differentiation: Again, NH DOE is in the process of 
modeling the full postsecondary readiness indicator, but given 
the way that each of the measures are known to differentiate 
performance, NH DOE is fully confident that this indicator 
will appropriately differentiate performance among all NH 
high schools.   
  
The NH Accountability Task Force meetings included 
extensive discussion of the high school readiness indicator. 
Many of the early discussions centered on trying to connect the 
developing K-12 accountability system to more broad-based 
state efforts, especially the “65 x 25” initiative.  This will help 
build credibility for the K-12 system in that K-12 will be seen 
as doing its part and can help provide tangible goals for the K-
12 system that are connected to larger economic and civic 
goals. 
 
In 2009 the Lumina Foundation put forth a national goal that 
60 percent of the Americans should have a high-quality 
postsecondary degree of credential by 2025 in order for the 
U.S to remain globally competitive. Since then, the majority of 
States have adopted some version of this goal as their own; 
including New Hampshire, where State projections showed 
that in order to remain competitive New Hampshire’s goal 
would need to be 65 percent of 25-64 year olds having a high-
quality postsecondary credential by 2025 (henceforth referred 
to as 65 x 25). The Georgetown University Center on 
Education and the Workforce predicts that “approximately 65 
percent of jobs in New Hampshire in 2025 will require 
postsecondary education.”   The need for a higher attainment 
rate is also evident in surveys of employers that report they 
cannot find enough qualified workers. Employers report that 
too many applicants lack the necessary critical thinking and 
problem solving skills that are essential for success in today’s 
economy.   
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The Task Force acknowledged that K-12 is by no means the 
only contributor involved in increasing post-secondary 
attainment rates, but the critical role that the elementary and 
secondary education system plays in achieving the 65 x 25 
goal cannot be ignored. Further, the Task Force recognized 
that the 65x25 goal is influenced by every step along the 
education pipeline. That is, early childhood, K-12, and post-
secondary each play a role in preparing students for the next 
level of their learning. As a result, it is important to consider 
how each stage of the pipeline should prepare a number of 
students that exceeds the target at the next level to account for 
attrition associated with the transition between each level (e.g. 
students exiting the State or not moving on to the next sector of 
education).  
 
Currently, we are unable to concretely quantify a target for 
each stage (e.g., early childhood, K-12, post-secondary and 
occupational attainment) due to limitations in matching 
students across the pipeline. However, we can examine 
historical trends of performance in each sector to infer the 
necessary targets that might contribute to the goal of 
65percent of New Hampshire’s adult population earning a 
meaningful credential by 2025. This goal, while somewhat 
aspirational when applied to New Hampshire’s accountability 
system, will help inform schools work around continuous 
improvement.  
 
Given that the 65 x 25 goal has considerable buy-in from many 
key partners across the State, the K-12 system would be well-
supported in adopting this goal for the new ESSA 
accountability system. This goal can serve as an anchor in 
selecting K-12 precursor indicators that are known to relate to 
postsecondary attainment and also in setting goals on those 
indicators that will move the State closer to its 65 x 25 goal. 
The goal provides a coherent context for holding schools 
accountable for doing their part in ensuring students are 
graduating high school maximally ready to meaningfully 
engage in their postsecondary career plans.  
 
This context helped the Task Force consider multiple options 
for a postsecondary readiness indicator. Given the importance 
of both college and career readiness, as described above, the 
Task Force settled on determining for each student whether 
they meet college or career readiness indicators and then 
evaluating schools on the proportion of 12th graders meeting 
either college OR career readiness expectations. Instead of 
developing multiple pathways that privilege evidence in either 
career- or college-focused categories, students will have the 
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opportunity to amass evidence signaling general post-
secondary readiness.  
 
This will allow students to have opportunities to demonstrate 
readiness in as many ways as possible that allow for 
individualized pathways for post-secondary success. 
Ultimately, this approach involves operationally defining both 
college and career ready and then for each student 
determining whether or not they have met one or both 
indicators.  Schools would be evaluated on the proportion of 
their graduating class that has met either of these criteria.    
 
This indicator sends a clear signal that career and college 
readiness are viewed equally in the accountability system. The 
Task Force intends for this approach to be seen as both 
ambitious and reasonable by school personnel so they will be 
incentivized to ensure that all students leave high school with 
legitimate postsecondary options.  Additionally, it can be 
argued that such a system will be fairer to schools that serve 
large proportions of students who do not have postsecondary 
education aspirations, at least immediately after high school.  
Further, this system is so straightforward that it could be 
easily understood by essentially all stakeholders. 
 


v. Annual Meaningful Differentiation (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(C)) 
a. Describe the State’s system of annual meaningful 


differentiation of all public schools in the State, consistent with 
the requirements of section 1111(c)(4)(C) of the ESEA, 
including a description of (i) how the system is based on all 
indicators in the State’s accountability system, (ii) for all 
students and for each subgroup of students. Note that each 
State must comply with the requirements in 1111(c)(5) of the 
ESEA with respect to accountability for charter schools. 


 
The ways in which indicators are aggregated must be informed 
by both the plans for producing overall determinations and by 
the theory of action. For example, the achievement indicator 
will have scores from multiple grades for ELA and 
mathematics. The ways in which these measures are 
aggregated must support the overall classification scheme. The 
NH accountability system will be reporting indicators using a 
1–4 index scale. This allows for a relatively common scale 
across indicators that can be combined in very transparent 
ways. 
 
In order to be consistent with the theory of action for school 
support and improvement, a series of decision rules—based on 
the entry criteria for identification for supports and 
improvement—will be used to arrive at four distinct 
summative classifications for schools: 
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1.  Not identifiedGood Standing  
2.  Identified for Targeted Support and Improvement 


(TSI)for     
3.2. Consistently Underperforming Subgroups (TSI-CUS) 
4.3.  Identified for for Additional Targeted Support 


(ATS)and Improvement for Low Performing Subgroups 
(TSI-LPS) 


5.4.  Identified for Comprehensive Support and 
Improvement (CSI) 


 
The levels assigned to schools are therefore representative of 
performance on all of the indicators within the accountability 
system and exactly reflective of the entry and exit criteria used 
for school identification described in Section 4.vi. This type of 
reporting system privileges the robust information provided by 
the full dashboard of school indicators, while minimizing the 
role of an overall summative determination beyond its clear 
and necessary use for identifying schools in need of targeted or 
comprehensive support. Given the way the levels of support 
are operationalized within the NH system, all four levels are 
mutually exclusive (see table in Section 4.viii.c.). One of the 
main benefits of this system for making summative 
determinations is that it sends a clear and consistent message 
to schools and the public about the overall standing of the 
school. 
 


b. Describe the weighting of each indicator in the State’s system 
of annual meaningful differentiation, including how the 
Academic Achievement, Other Academic, Graduation Rate, 
and Progress in ELP indicators each receive substantial weight 
individually and, in the aggregate, much greater weight than 
the School Quality or Student Success indicator(s), in the 
aggregate.  
 
New Hampshire does not explicitly weight indicators, but 
rather uses a series of decision rules to differentiate between 
schools. These decision rules give the greatest weight to 
academic achievement and growth (in elementary and middle 
schools) and academic achievement and graduation rate (in 
high schools). Progress toward English language proficiency 
by English language learners is weighted more than the school 
quality and student success indicators.  
 
NH’s decision rules will differentiate school performance 
rather than computing an overall performance index that 
combines all indicators in a weighted composite total score. In 
order to determine the lowest-performing five percent of Title 
1 schools (schoolwide and targeted assistance schools as of the 
previous year) NH will rely on performance on all of the 
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indicators. The scores on all indicators will be reported and the 
methods used for combining the indicators for the purposes of 
identifying schools for comprehensive and targeted support are 
described below.  


Identification at the high school level relies on a conjunctive 
approach. Any NH high school with a graduation rate of less 
than 67 percent will be identified for CSI. Additionally, any 
Title I high school in the bottom five percent on the 
combination of the achievement and career and college 
readiness index will be identified for CSI.  


For elementary and middle schools, if the ELP or equity 
indicator is missing, CSI decisions will be based on the 
remaining indicators. If both the ELP and the equity indicators 
are missing, the CSI and TSI decisions will be based on 
achievement and growth. For high schools, the same approach 
is used by replacing graduation rate for growth when the rate 
fails to meet the minimum-n. 
 
If the growth/graduation rate indicator is also missing (fails to 
meet the minimum-n), a small school review will be employed. 
NH DOE has a long established process of conducting 
qualitative analysis and reviews of extremely small schools for 
accountability purposes that ensures student privacy privacy is 
protected. 
 


c. If the States uses a different methodology or methodologies for 
annual meaningful differentiation than the one described in 
4.v.a. above for schools for which an accountability 
determination cannot be made (e.g., P-2 schools), describe the 
different methodology or methodologies, indicating the type(s) 
of schools to which it applies.   
 
Not applicable. NH has schools without tested grades, example 
K-2 schools, the NH Accountability Task Force included 
feeder and receiver schools in the NH State Consolidated Plan. 
Feeder schools are included with the receiver school thatwhen 
65% or more of the students attend in the next grade level (i.e. 
grade 3). When fewer than 65% of the students in a feeder 
school go to the same receiver school then the feeder school is 
examined using a small school review process. 
 


vi. Identification of Schools (ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) 
a. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe 


the State’s methodology for identifying not less than the 
lowest-performing five percent of all schools receiving Title I, 
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Part A funds in the State for comprehensive support and 
improvement, including the year in which the State will first 
identify such schools.  
 
New Hampshire will identify schools for Comprehensive 
Support and Improvement (CSI), based on lowest performance 
and low high school graduation rates, beginning with the 2017-
18 school year results and every three years thereafter. Schools 
will be first identified in fall of the 2018-19 school year.  
The NH Accountability Task Force strongly recommended that 
schools identified for CSI should be those with exceptionally 
low achievement and exceptionally low growth.  The 
scatterplot below provides a visual example of this approach.  
However, in order to fully comply with the requirements of 
ESSA, NH will use all of the indicators in the system to 
identify schools for CSI as described below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
New Hampshire will identify at least five percent of the public 
elementary and middle schools in the State for Comprehensive 
Support and Improvement by using the following decision 
rules: 


1. Compute the average of a school’s ELA and math 
Achievement Indices and identify schools with a 
composite index score of 1. We expect this will 
correspond with approximately the lowest scoring 10 
percent of all Title I elementary and middle schools. 


2. Compute the average of the mean student growth 
percentiles (MGP) for ELA and math and classify the 
results according to the rubric presented in Section iv.b. 
Identify all schools in Level 1. We expect this will 
correspond with approximately the 10 percent of schools 
with the lowest growth.  


3. Use the table below to identify schools for CSI.  All Title 
I schools in the first row of schools will be identified for 
CSI.  If this row does not yield five percent of Title I 
schools, schools from the second row will be added to 
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this total.  If this results in more than five percent of Title 
I schools being identified, the schools in this row will be 
rank-ordered based on the combination of achievement 
and growth indices and schools will be added to the CSI 
category until five percent of Title I elementary and 
middle schools are identified for CSI. The same process 
will be repeated for subsequent rows as needed. 


 
Step Classification Composite 


Achievement 
Composite 


Growth 
ELP Equity Result 


1. CSI Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Identified* 


2. CSI Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 1 Identified* 


3. CSI Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Identified* 


4. CSI Level 1 Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Identified* 


5. CSI Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Identified* 


*New Hampshire will identify five percent of Title I elementary and middle schools for CSI, by 
progressively working through Rows 1-5.  
 
 


 


 


New Hampshire will identify public high schools in the State 
for Comprehensive Support and Improvement by using the 
following decision rules: 


NH will identify for CSI all NH high schools with a 4-year 
adjusted cohort graduation rate of 67 percent or less.  


Additionally, for all Title I high schools, the following steps 
will be applied to identify Title I high schools for 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement. 


1. Compute the weighted average of a school’s ELA and 
math Achievement Indices and identify all schools with an 
average index score of 1.  We expect this will correspond 
with approximately the lowest scoring 10 percent of all 
Title I elementary and middle schools. 
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2. Compute the average of the 4 and 5 year adjusted cohort 
graduation rates and classify the results according to the 
rubric presented in Section iv.c. and identify all schools in 
Levels 1 and 2.  


3. Use the table below to identify schools for CSI.  All Title I 
schools in the first row of schools will be identified for 
CSI.  If this row does not yield five percent of Title I 
schools, schools from the second row will be added to this 
total only until five percent of Title I high schools are 
identified. 


 


Step Classification Composite 
Achievement 


Graduation 
Rate 


ELP Post-
secondary 
readiness 


Result 


1. CSI Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Level 1 Identified 


2. CSI Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 1  Level 1 Identified* 


3. CSI Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 1 Identified* 


4. CSI Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 1 Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Identified* 


5. CSI Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Level 2 or 
Level 1 


Identified* 


*New Hampshire will identify 5 percent of Title I elementary and middle schools for CSI, by 
progressively working through Rows 1-5. 


 


 
 
 


b. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe 
the State’s methodology for identifying all public high schools 
in the State failing to graduate one third or more of their 
students for comprehensive support and improvement, 
including the year in which the State will first identify such 
schools.  
 
All Title 1 high schools that have a graduation rate below 67 
percent will be identified as CSI schools. The State will use 
data from the 2017–2018 school year to identify the initial set 
of CSI schools beginning in the 2018–2019 school year.   
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c. Comprehensive Support and Improvement Schools. Describe 
the methodology by which the State identifies public schools 
in the State receiving Title I, Part A funds that have received 
additional targeted support under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C) 
(based on identification as a school in which any subgroup of 
students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA 
section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology 
under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D)) and that have not satisfied 
the statewide exit criteria for such schools within a State-
determined number of years, including the year in which the 
State will first identify such schools.  
 
New Hampshire will identify schools with chronically low 
performing subgroups after a period of three years, if the 
subgroup(s) for which the school has been identified have not 
shown a specified level of improvement during that period.  
Schools in this category would have first been identified using 
the procedures described for identifying schools for “additional 
targeted  support” for the first time based on the results from 
the 2017-2018 school year.  Such schools will have four six 
school years to improve their performance and meet the exit 
criteria. This will align both the three year identification cycles 
for ATS and CSI. Such TSI ATS schools that do not meet the 
exit criteria by the end of the 2021-2022 school year will be 
identified for CSI at the beginning of the 2022-20213 school 
year. 
 


d. Frequency of Identification.  Provide, for each type of school 
identified for comprehensive support and improvement, the 
frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such 
schools.  Note that these schools must be identified at least 
once every three years.  


New Hampshire will identify schools for CSI based on the 
lowest performing five percent and low high school graduation 
rates beginning with 2017-18 school year results and every 
three years thereafter. 
 
 


e. Targeted Support and Improvement. Describe the State’s 
methodology for annually identifying any school with one or 
more “consistently underperforming” subgroups of students, 
based on all indicators in the statewide system of annual 
meaningful differentiation, including the definition used by the 
State to determine consistent underperformance. (ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(C)(iii)) 
 
For Targeted Support and Improvement Schools (TSI), New 
Hampshire will apply the same decision rules that are used for 
identification of CSI schools to identify the lowest five percent 
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of public schools, annually, for the following subgroups: 
English language learners, economically-disadvantaged 
students, racial/ethnic groups, and students with disabilities.   
 
If a school is identified as among the lowest five percent of 
public school for a subgroup for two consecutive years it will 
be identified for Targeted Support and Improvement Schools 
(TSI) with the first identification occurring in the fall of 2019 
for the 2019-2020 school. Subsequent determinations will be 
made annually following this initial identification. 
 
TSI schools will be required to work with their district 
leadership to establish an improvement plan that establishes 
strategies for improving the performance of underperforming 
subgroups. These plans will be reviewed and approved by the 
LEA. While the LEA is responsible for supporting identified 
schools, NH DOE will support districts with identified schools 
in developing personalized learning approaches that focus on 
maximizing the learning of each student. Such approaches 
could include the development of personalized learning plans, 
providing opportunities for extended learning, providing 
opportunities to demonstrate competence on assessment tied to 
the specific learning goals, and closely monitoring the progress 
of each student’s learning against his/her personalized learning 
plan. 
 


f. Additional Targeted Support. Describe the State’s 
methodology, for identifying schools in which any subgroup of 
students, on its own, would lead to identification under ESEA 
section 1111(c)(4)(D)(i)(I) using the State’s methodology 
under ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(D), including the year in 
which the State will first identify such schools and the 
frequency with which the State will, thereafter, identify such 
schools. (ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C)-(D)) 
 
Beginning in the fall of 2018, using the 2017-18 school year 
data, the State will identify for additional targeted support any 
school if, in the year in which the State identifies schools for 
CSI, the school has a subgroup whose performance on its own 
would have caused the school to be identified for CSI using the 
State’s method for identification of CSI schools.   


  
NH DOE will identify schools for additional targeted support 
every three years after the initial identification on the same 
schedule as CSI identification. 


g. Additional Statewide Categories of Schools. If the State 
chooses, at its discretion, to include additional statewide 
categories of schools, describe those categories. 
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Not applicable. 
 


vii. Annual Measurement of Achievement (ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(E)(iii)): Describe how the State factors the requirement 
for 95 percent student participation in statewide mathematics and 
reading/language arts assessments into the statewide accountability 
system.  
 
The State school report card will report student participation on the 
State assessments or on local and common PACE assessments, and 
will identify LEA’s where participation falls below 95 percent.  
 
In accordance with ESSA, “(E) Annual Measurement of 
Achievement,” the denominator in calculating the achievement 
index (Section 4.iv.a.) will be the number of students participating 
in the State or PACE assessments, or 95 percent of the full 
academic year enrollment, whichever is greater. 
 


viii. Continued Support for School and LEA Improvement (ESEA 
section 1111(d)(3)(A)) 
a. Exit Criteria for Comprehensive Support and Improvement 


Schools. Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by the 
State, for schools identified for comprehensive support and 
improvement, including the number of years (not to exceed 
four) over which schools are expected to meet such criteria.  
 
To ensure continued progress to improve student academic 
achievement and school success, schools have to demonstrate 
progress on the indicators that caused the school to be 
identified in the first place. Therefore, schools will exit from 
CSI status when they do not meet the same CSI entrance 
criteria that caused the identification for two years in a row. 
The demonstration of progress is examined annually and the 
NH DOE will provide ongoing technical assistance and 
reviews of resource allocations to support school improvement 
in each school to help ensure continued progress. 
 
If a school is not on the new list of schools that are created 
every third year, as a consequence of the school having 
improved performance on the measures used to identify the 
school, the school will be removed from identification.  
 
Thus, for example, if a school is identified based on 2017-18 
school year results, the school could first be exited if it is 
above the cut points for identification based on 2018-19 and 
2019-20 school year results. The school could next be exited if 
the school is not identified when a new list of schools is 
promulgated based on 2020-21 school year results.   
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b. Exit Criteria for Schools Receiving Additional Targeted 
Support.  Describe the statewide exit criteria, established by 
the State, for schools receiving additional targeted support 
under ESEA section 1111(d)(2)(C), including the number of 
years over which schools are expected to meet such criteria.  
 
To ensure continued progress to improve student academic 
achievement and school success, schools have to demonstrate 
progress for two consecutive years on the performance of the 
subgroups that caused the school to be identified in the first 
place.  The demonstration of progress is examined annually 
and the NH DOE will provide ongoing technical assistance and 
reviews of resource allocations to support school improvement 
in each school to help ensure continued progress.  
 


c. More Rigorous Interventions.  Describe the more rigorous 
interventions required for schools identified for comprehensive 
support and improvement that fail to meet the State’s exit 
criteria within a State-determined number of years consistent 
with section 1111(d)(3)(A)(i)(I) of the ESEA.   
 
Before we answer the question being asked in this section, we 
first recognize that the State has a total of 35 Priority and 
Focus Schools that have remained in our system since the 
ESEA Flexibly Waiver was approved in 2013. Last year, that 
number was 40, however, five Focus Schools met the exit 
criteria this year laid out in NH’s ESEA Flexibility Waiver. All 
remaining Priority and Focus Schools will continue in their 
current status for the remainder of this school year and the NH 
DOE will work closely those schools.  
 
Also during this time, the NH DOE is committed to starting a 
partnership with an organization that has evidence of school 
turnaround expertise. This organization will expand the NH 
DOE’s capacity by working directly with the NH DOE, LEAs, 
and CSI/TSI school leadership teams to provide guidance for 
their problems of practice, technical assistance in reviewing 
and using data, and monitoring of improvement efforts. This 
partnership will provide greater access to knowledge, 
including evidence-based practices for personalized learning; 
access to experts that have a history of known turnaround 
experience; and access to resources to support implementation 
of improvement plans. 
 
In the fall of the 2018–19 school year, the State will identify its 
new CSI and TSI ATS schools using the methodology in 
Section iv above. At that time, 
Iif any Priority and Focus School becomes a CSI or TSI 
School fails to meet the State’s exit criteria within three years 
that it was of being identified, they school will be selected for 
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more rigorous interventions. Theise will align to those actions 
required in NH law, RSA 193-H. and would include a progress 
diagnostic review team assigned by the NH DOE to evaluate 
the implementation of the school’s past improvement plan and 
process progress toward State performance targets. .The 
progress diagnostic review team will provide the 
Commissioner a report on this evaluation which will then be 
delivered to the State Board of Education. This report shall 
include evidence of satisfactory implementation and progress 
towards State performance targets, or lack thereof, and 
recommendations regarding future actions.  
 
The LEAs with schools that were previously Priority and 
Focus Schools that become CSI or TSI Schools will then need 
to use the information provided in the progress report and, with 
the guidance and technical assistance of the State’s turnaround 
partner, conduct a comprehensive needs assessment that 
engages the families, educators, and students in its 
development. This process must include an environmental scan 
and gap analysis in the domains of leadership, talent 
development, instructional transformation, and school 
culture13. The process will also include an initiative mapping 
that can be correlated to school level data in order to make 
decisions about programs that do and do not lead to increased 
student achievement. Once it is determined what programs and 
initiatives are not leading to improved student outcomes, the 
updated needs assessment will inform the creation of an 
amended improvement plan that includes: 
 
1. The implementation of a multi-tiered instructional 
model; and 
2. The addition of at least one strong or moderate evidence-
based intervention. 


In addition, RSA 193-H:4, III, states that at a minimum, a 
school’s improvement planAlso, the report shall: 


a. Identify the area in which the school needs to meet the 
annual statewide performance targets.  


b. Identify and describe the strategy the school intends to 
implement to improve its performance. This strategy 
must be evidence-based. 


c. Establish and explain a strategy designed to promote 
family and community involvement.  


                                                           
13 The Center on School Turnaround. (2017). Four domains for rapid school improvement: A systems framework [The Center for 
School Turnaround at WestEd]. San Francisco, CA: WestEd. 
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d. Detail how the school district budget reflects the goals 
of the improvement plan.  


 
The LEA with the CSI School will be required to provide the 
Commissioner and State Board of Education with its plans to 
improve and/or implement: law also states that each 
improvement plan may include the following elements:  
 


a. A strategy designed to promote family and community 
involvement.  


b. A school budget that reflects the goals of the 
improvement plan.  


a.c. The school's curriculum including curricular priorities 
and instructional materials.  


b.d. Instructional models that incorporate research-based 
practices that have been proven to be effective in 
improving student achievement.  


c.e. Formal and informal opportunities to assess and 
monitor each child's progress.  


d.f. Evidence of data-based decisions.  
e.g. Structural reform strategies that may include schedule, 


organization, support mechanisms, and resources.  
f.h. Shared leadership structure to support school 


improvement.  
g.i. Professional development that is aligned with school 


improvement goals.  
h.j. External support and resources based on their 


effectiveness and alignment with the school 
improvement plan.  


i.k. Extended learning activities for students. 
 
The NH DOE does not have the authority (per RSA 193-H:5) 
to take control of the daily operations of any local public 
school. Therefore, we will work alongside the LEA’s with CSI 
and TSI Schools to provide technical assistance and school 
improvement resources as available, necessary and with 
sustainability in mind (ESSA only allows four years of 
improvement funds for CSI/TSI Schools). We will also ensure 
the continuous monitoring of the improvement plan. 
  
This process will be followed for every CSI School that has 
not met the exit criteria after three years.  
 
 
 


d. Resource Allocation Review.  Describe how the State will 
periodically review resource allocation to support school 
improvement in each LEA in the State serving a significant 
number or percentage of schools identified for comprehensive 
or targeted support and improvement. 
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The NH DOE is committed to starting a partnership with an 
organization that has evidence of school turnaround expertise. 
This organization will expand the NH DOE’s capacity by 
working directly with the NH DOE, LEAs, and CSI school 
leadership teams to provide guidance for their problems of 
practice, technical assistance in reviewing and using data, and 
monitoring of improvement efforts. This partnership will 
provide greater access to knowledge, including evidence-based 
practices for personalized learning; access to experts that have 
a history of known turnaround experience; and access to 
resources to support implementation of improvement plans. 
 
Pursuant with Section 1003 of ESSA, the NH DOE will award 
school improvement funds to LEAs using a formula that 
ensures equitable distribution focus on documented needs by 
the LEA and school(s). This will allow viable, high leverage, 
evidence-based practices, strategies, programs, and services to 
be implemented in a thoughtful approach. CSI and TSI 
Schools will only have access to school improvement funds for 
up to four years, per ESSA, and will be expected, each year, to 
identify sustainability efforts in continuous improvement. 
 
NH is a small State; however, it does have over 175 LEAs. 
Therefore, there is a low chance that we will have many LEAs 
that have multiple schools identified as CSI or TSI schools. 
During the ESEA Flexibility Waiver years, only six LEAs in 
the State had multiple Priority and/or Focus Schools.  
 
However, where that does occur, the NH DOE expects the 
LEA to document how it will review, identify needs, allocate 
its State and local resources, and implement systemic 
improvements that will positively impact the CSI and/or TSI 
School. Additionally, as discussed in the previous section, the 
expectation is that the LEA and CSI/TSI School will document 
for its families and community how it will focus improvement 
efforts on domains of leadership, talent development, 
instructional transformation, and school culture to ensure all of 
their students are meeting (or exceeding) their educational 
expectations. This can be accomplished in partnership with not 
only the Title I office within the NH DOE, but also within the 
Bureaus of Instructional Support, Special EducationStudent 
Support and the Bureau of Student Wellness. 
 
The NH DOE utilizes an online Grant Management System 
that allows the LEA to apply for funds and create a budget that 
will support their CSI improvement plan. LEAs and the NH 
DOE staff will utilize this tool, along with other online 
resources, to monitor the use of school improvement funds. All 
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plans will be required to address a whole school framework 
that includes coordination of other Federal funding sources. 
 
The NH DOE allocates resources, both financial and 
personnel, to provide maximum support for LEAs that serve 
multiple schools identified for CSI and/or TSI. We will 
provide a desk audit upon the request of an LEA seeking to 
assess its resource allocation and receive technical assistance 
on implementing programs and supports in accordance with 
their improvement plan(s). In addition, the NH DOE will 
provide annual onsite monitoring of the CSI and TSI Schools 
and their use of the 1003 school improvement funds.  For those 
LEAs that serve multiple CSI and/or TSI schools, the NH 
DOE will provide monitoring and technical assistance of the 
local allocation of Federal funds to ensure the dollars are being 
used to effectively impact the work described in the schools 
improvement plan. 
 
 


e. Technical Assistance.  Describe the technical assistance the 
State will provide to each LEA in the State serving a 
significant number or percentage of schools identified for 
comprehensive or targeted support and improvement.  
 
It is understood that LEAs with multiple schools identified as 
CSI and/or TSI have great needs that require a comprehensive 
systemic review of resources and actions. The NH DOE will 
intentionally and thoughtfully take additional technical 
assistance to these LEAs with the support of expert providers 
that have a strong history of turning around low-performing 
schools. This level of engagement is focused on building local 
capacity for change and to value the belief that “people will 
support what they help to create.” In LEAs where multiple 
schools are identified, the entire community must be brought 
into the continuous improvement conversation and action 
planning for the sustainably of efforts. The NH DOE will 
ensure its technical assistance prioritizes that approach. 
 
The NH DOE also will provide resources from the Office of 
Student Wellness, such as the NH Student Wellness Toolkit and 
technical supports, the NH Universal Design for Learning 
Academy, and a comprehensive environmental scan, needs 
assessment, and gaps analysis tools. In addition, the NH DOE 
will work with schools to help provide online resources on the 
identification of evidence-based practices. Similar to US ED’s 
Office of State Support, the NH DOE works as a team to offer 
written, verbal, online, and in-person technical assistance to 
LEAs, especially those with multiple CSI and TSI Schools.     
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The NH DOE will provide several resources for evidence-
based practices. However; as a State, NH is proud of its “first 
in the nation,” local innovations. As such, it is expected, many 
of the evidence based practices used by schools identified for 
comprehensive and targeted support will be considered 
“promising practices,” and as such will be based on 
correlational studies rather than experimental or quasi-
experimental studies. Schools choosing to implement evidence 
based practices based on promising evidence will be required 
to demonstrate validity and effectiveness in increasing student 
achievement.    
 


f. Additional Optional Action. If applicable, describe the action 
the State will take to initiate additional improvement in any 
LEA with a significant number or percentage of schools that 
are consistently identified by the State for comprehensive 
support and improvement and are not meeting exit criteria 
established by the State or in any LEA with a significant 
number or percentage of schools implementing targeted 
support and improvement plans.  
 
The early results from NH’s Performance Assessment of 
Competency Education (PACE) pilot program indicate that 
PACE has been effective for students typically at risk for 
subpar performance. PACE is built on a “reciprocal” approach 
to accountability where the State is a full partner with districts 
to provide the training and support necessary to help the 
districts shift to competency-based educational approaches 
focused on deeper learning for students. PACE training and 
support may be a solution and will be considered for districts 
with a high percentage of schools identified for CSI and/or 
TSI. 
 
NH has great opportunities to work collaboratively together on 
our local issues. NH DOE will reach out to our educational 
membership organizations, such as the NHASP (principals), 
NHSAA (superintendents and other district leaders), NEA NH, 
NHSBA (school boards), ASCD NH, Learning Forward NH  
and others regarding professional learning for policymakers, 
educational leaders, and educators, that will support 
improvement efforts in our LEAs with multiple CSI/TSI 
Schools. This information will be share on a continual basis 
with local leaders in our LEAs with CSI and TSI Schools. 
 


5. Disproportionate Rates of Access to Educators (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B)): 
Describe how low-income and minority children enrolled in schools assisted 
under Title I, Part A are not served at disproportionate rates by ineffective, out-
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of-field, or inexperienced teachers, and the measures the SEA will use to evaluate 
and publicly report the progress of the SEA with respect to such description.14  
 
Although NH has the lowest percentage of school-aged children living in poverty 
in the United States, there are still many areas in our State where poverty, 
language barriers, and lack of resources challenge our families and schools. It is 
in these areas where we find out most vulnerable students; the student who truly 
need exposure to the best teachers possible to achieve academic success and thus 
break the cycle of poverty. The NH Equity Plan was established to focus on this 
challenge. What can be done statewide to support and aid schools and districts in 
recruiting and retaining excellent educators15? NH wants and needs effective 
teachers in every classroom in the State, especially those in high poverty regions. 
The NH Ensuring Equitable Access for all Students to Excellent Educators Plan 
is an opportunity for the entire NH community to understand a systems-approach 
that analyzes, revises and expands on current initiatives to assure that the focus 
remains on providing equitable access to excellent educators for all students in in 
the State. The approved Equity Plan (by the US ED) and other resources can be 
found on the NH DOE’s website at education.nh.gov/teaching/ensuring-
equity.htm. 
 
Equity Gap Analysis 
 
As part of the NH Equity Plan, data comparing student poverty and beginning 
teacher status at both the district and school levels for the years 2013, 2014 
and 2015, identified equity gaps as shown in the following table. 
 


Equity Gaps From Comparing Highest and Lowest Quartiles of Beginning Educators When Districts 
and Schools Are Ranked From Highest to Lowest Based on Student Poverty for Years 2015, 2014, and 
2013 (N=40 for Districts in Each Quartile and N = 111 for Schools in Each Quartile) 


Year Average Percentage of 
Beginning Teachers in 


Highest Quartile 


Average Percentage of 
Beginning Teachers in 


Lowest Quartile 


Equity Gaps 


 District School District School District School 
2015 16.67 17.05 10.99 11.84 5.68 5.21 
2014 15.45 14.83 10.50 9.84 4.95 4.99 
2013 14.55 13.29 7.93 7.87 6.62 5.42 


 
Statistical tests of significance were computed to determine whether the 
equity gaps are significant. Results from the ensuing t-tests, designed to 
measure the difference in mean percentage of beginning teachers in the 
highest and lowest quartiles sorted by poverty and computed as two-tailed 
tests at alpha=.05, are identified in the table below. 


 
Results of Tests of Significance on Equity Gaps for 2013, 2014, and 2015 District and School Data 


Year Equity Gaps P-Value Significant (Yes or No) 


                                                           
14 Consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), this description should not be construed as requiring a State to develop or 
implement a teacher, principal or other school leader evaluation system.    
15 Educator is defined as teachers, principals, and other school leaders. (34 C.F.R. § 200.37(b)(3)). 







  
63 


 


 District School District School District School 
2015 5.68 5.21 .007 .000 Yes Yes 
2014 4.95 4.99 .036 .000 Yes Yes 
2013 6.62 5.42 .000 .000 Yes Yes 


 
Although, the overall correlation coefficient at the school level between 
student poverty and percentage of beginning teachers in 2015 was 0.19 the 
above table provides us with a sharper image of the extent to which students 
in poverty are being taught by beginning teachers. When we look at the 
contrast between the highest and lowest quartiles of beginning teachers when 
districts and schools are sorted and ranked by their poverty data. In all 
instances, for both school and district, the results are statistically significant 
when contrasting the mean percentage of beginning teachers at the highest 
and lowest quartile levels in the state. Thus, it appears that when ranked on 
poverty, students in the highest quartile of schools and districts over the years 
in question appear to be served by a larger percentage of beginning teachers 
than do students in the lowest quartile and that these differences are 
statistically meaningful. 
 
As part of the Equity Plan, a similar analysis was done for minority students.  
The correlation coefficient between the percentage of minority students in New 
Hampshire schools and the percentage of beginning teachers in those schools was 
-.11. This is an inverse, negative relationship, indicating that, overall, minority 
students are more often than not being taught by experienced teachers.  In each of 
the three years under analysis, schools and districts with the lowest percentages 
of minority students (lowest quartile) had a higher percentage of beginning 
teachers than did schools with the highest percentages of minority students 
(highest quartile). The findings with respect to the relationship between minority 
students and beginning teachers suggest that minority students are not currently 
being disproportionately taught by beginning teachers. In fact, the opposite 
appears to be true. Thus, the focus of the NH Equity Plan is on the equity across 
poverty. 
 
Additional Analysis 
 
The Department has conducted additional analysis using 2016-17 data to provide 
a further description of teacher equity*. 
 


 Low 
Poverty 


High 
Poverty 


Low 
Minority 


High 
Minority 


Title I Schools 
Percent of Class Taught by Educator Certified in Area 84% 72% 76% 80% 
Percent of Classes Taught by Beginner Educators 10% 18% 21% 16% 
Percent of Classes Taught By Educators on Intern Path** 0.5% 0.9% 0.9% 0.7% 
Average Teacher Salary 62k 52k 50k 58k 
Educator Effectiveness Rating***           3.3              3.2              3.2                3.2 
Non-Title I Schools 
Percent of Class Taught by Educator Certified in Area 79% 75% 74% 78% 
Percent of Classes Taught by Beginner Educators 13% 14% 15% 12% 
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Average Teacher Salary 58k 52k 52k 59k 
Educator Effectiveness Rating*** 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.3 


*The measures above will be used to evaluate and publicly report progress with respect 
to how low-income and minority children are not served at disproportionate rates by 
ineffective, out-of-field and inexperienced teachers.   
** Note that for student taught by educators on an intern license, the data was collapsed 
into one school category, so there was no analysis separate for Title I schools.  This was 
done because of the small number of schools with these Intern educators.   
*** The NH DOE has collected self-reported effectiveness data for the last few few years. 
However, it should be noted that because evaluations in NH schools are unique to the 
local context, the results should be considered recognizing the variability.   
 
 
This analysis reinforces the prior finding that identifies an inverse relationship 
for high concentrations of minority students.  Schools with a high concentration 
of minorities have more certified educators, fewer beginning educators, fewer 
educators on an Intern path and a higher average salary.  Additionally, educator 
effectiveness data showed no significant variation between upper and lower 
quartiles. This was true for both Title I schools and non-Title I schools.  
 
The analysis also supported the focus on high poverty schools that was written 
into the NH Equity Plan.  For both Title I schools and non-Title I schools, 
students in high poverty schools, are less likely to be taught by a certified 
educator, more likely to be taught be a beginning educator, more likely to be 
taught be an educator on in Intern path, and more likely to be taught by an 
educator with a lower average salary. 
 
Through the Equity Plan, NH has developed a multi-faceted model or approach 
to talent management that is being implemented to support schools and districts 
in the recruitment, development, and retention of effective educators. Its focus is 
to help ensure all students have equitable access to excellent teachers and leaders 
enabling students to develop the skills to achieve their highest potential in school 
and in life. The focus as described above is to support schools with high poverty. 
 
NH has identified schools that have high percentages of beginning educators and 
students in poverty and began to outreach to them in the 2016–17 school year to 
offer support and technical assistance. The protocol used by the NH DOE 
engages local stakeholders in focus groups to determine any equity gaps and then 
potential root causes. This was only the first step as just because these are 
statewide equity gaps and root causes, every school and district has its own story 
to tell.  
 
As a result of local focus groups, the schools and districts identified priority areas 
for consideration and planning in their local schools and districts. To support 
schools districts, the stakeholders identified possible strategies to address the root 
causes statewide from three perspectives: (1) NH-based strategies; (2) nationally 
recognized strategies; and (3) potential innovative strategies for schools and 
districts to use as they determine gaps and root causes. Teams are now looking at 
these strategies from the frame of evidence-based practices using the Identifying 
and Implementing Educational Practices Supported by Rigorous Evidence: A 
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User Friendly Guide found at 
ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/evidence_based/evidence_based.asp. 
 
The State will use the indicator of teacher experience and teacher certification to 
ensure an equitable distribution of experience (and beginner) teachers. The 
evaluation will take place on an annual basis. This information will be publically 
reported to help hold schools accountable. In addition, LEA superintendents are 
required to sign assurances every year to receive federal funds. In those 
assurances is included the following clause: 
 
 
 
“Ensure that all Title I teachers and paraprofessionals meet State certification 
and licensure requirements. Ensure, through incentives for voluntary transfers, 
the provision of professional development, recruitment programs, or other 
effective strategies, that students from low-income families and minority students 
are not taught at higher rates than other students by unqualified, out-of-field, or 
beginning educators.” 
 
Additionally, each school or district participating is provided with the following 
steps to assist them in determining what interventions will meet their local needs 
and support their comprehensive innovation plan:  
 


• Step 1: Identify local needs by consulting with stakeholders, including 
parents, collecting and analyzing data, and identifying root causes.    


• Step 2: Select interventions that are supported by evidence relevant to 
local needs and that can be implemented successfully. At least one study 
on an intervention should provide strong evidence, moderate evidence or 
promising evidence.  


• Step 3:  Develop a plan for implementation that includes measurable 
goals and outcomes 


• Step 4:  Implement the intervention and monitor quality  
• Step 5:  Examine outcomes and reflect on goals, then use what is learned 


to make decisions.  


All of the strategies that are identified in the NH Equity Plan are available 
resources for local schools and districts based on their unique needs.   


NH has the following definitions for ineffective, out-of-field, and inexperienced 
teachers: 


Ineffective Ineffective educators performing at the ineffective level may advance some student 
growth and achievement, but frequently fail to improve most students’ growth. They 
are unable to establish ambitious and reasonable expectations for student learning 
for most students and may be unable to engage students in appropriate learning 
opportunities. Educators performing at the ineffective level may have a limited 
knowledge of content, standards, and competencies, but these teachers do not use 
their knowledge and skills to engage their students in accessible and meaningful 
learning opportunities aligned to the content, standards, and perhaps competencies. 
Educators performing at the ineffective level may attempt to facilitate personalized 
learning using a mix of research-based and other strategies but cannot prove 



https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/pubs/evidence_based/evidence_based.asp
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consistent improvement in instruction. Finally educators performing at the 
ineffective level participate in learning communities, but do not attend to their own 
self-directed professional growth and/or support the growth of their colleagues. 
These educators generally uphold professional standards of practice. 


Out-of-Field An educator not certified in area per NH certification standards, but with sufficient 
content knowledge as determined by the school principal, may be given a minor 
assignment to teach in a program area in which he or she is not certified. A minor 
assignment shall be less than fifty percent of the individual’s weekly work time and 
be reviewed on an annual basis to insure that the individual has the appropriate level 
of content knowledge. 


Inexperienced 
(Beginner)  


To qualify for a beginning educator credential, an individual shall have less than 
three years of teaching experience to include teaching experience at the elementary 
and secondary levels of education. 


 


6. School Conditions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(C)):  Describe how the SEA agency 
will support LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A to improve school 
conditions for student learning, including through reducing: (i) incidences of 
bullying and harassment; (ii) the overuse of discipline practices that remove 
students from the classroom; and (iii) the use of aversive behavioral interventions 
that compromise student health and safety. 
 
The State of NH is committed to supporting school communities’ actions in 
developing programs and policies that improve school conditions for student 
learning. This includes in the areas identified in this section, such as reducing: (1) 
bullying and harassment; (2) the overuse of discipline practices that take students 
away from their learning environment; and (3) the use of aversive behavior 
interventions that compromise student health and safety (details provided below).  
 
In addition, the NH DOE goes beyond just those important efforts and has been 
actively engaged in and supportive of evidence-based practices that focus on 
parents, families/caregivers and whole-child student wellness. This is driven by a 
fundamental understanding that healthy family and parent/caregiver involvement 
is an essential component of child-student wellness.  


 
Student wellness is the recognition by schools, districts, and educational 
professionals that there are many factors that impact a student’s academic 
attainment. It is an approach that focuses on supporting the whole child. The 
dimensions of wellness include: emotional, personal, intellectual, physical, 
environmental, occupational, and social factors.  
 
As such, physical education and health programs are school-based curricular 
areas that provide direct support for attaining locally determined student wellness 
goals. Years of evidence-based research point to the benefits of strong, healthy 
minds and bodies; school-based programs in physical education and health are 
the touchstones for establishing foundational skills, knowledge, and dispositions 
associated with student wellness. The NH DOE will encourage local decision-
makers to include physical education and health teachers as local experts in 
student wellness and to engage them in determining and fulfilling school-based 
wellness goals by aligning their curricular and program goals to locally 
determined student wellness goals. 
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In addition, the NH DOE recognizes the contributions that the arts provide in 
creating and sustaining positive school conditions. Depending on student needs 


and parental input, a school 
may identify the arts as an 
intervention or program that 
contributes to positive school 
conditions and provide 
supports for students to so 
that they may thrive within 
the school and/or after-school 
environments.  
Although decisions about 
student wellness programs 
are made in conjunction with 
parents/caregivers within 
local school districts, the NH 
DOE Office of Student 
Wellness encourages the use 
of a common framework. 
Pictured to the left, this 
framework identifies the core 
components of a student 
wellness program, as well as 
the guiding principles and 
strategic approaches that 
must be used to ensure 
success and sustainability. 
This framework, based on the 
Safe Schools/Healthy 
Students framework 
developed by the Federal 
Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services 
Administration (SAMHSA) 
in 1999, is a multi-tiered 
system of support framework 
for behavior and wellness and 
has been used by countless 
states, school districts, and 
programs. 
 
The work of the framework is 
demonstrated in three specific 
initiatives in NH; all of which 
are being implemented with 


sustainability in mind and a focus on scaling the evidenced-based and promising practices 
throughout the State.  
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• The NH DOE was awarded the Safe Schools and Healthy Students State 
Planning Project from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Office of Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service Administration 
(SAMHSA). This project is in partnership with three Local Education 
Agencies (LEAs): Concord, Laconia, and Rochester School Districts. The 
four-year grant is designed to improve the climate and safety of schools 
while promoting the emotional well-being of students by enhancing 
behavioral health supports in the school and at home with linkages to 
community resources.  
 


• The NH DOE was awarded Project AWARE (Advancing Wellness and 
Resilience in Education) from the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Office of Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service 
Administration. Project AWARE encourages the creation and sustainability 
of local resources that can address mental health and substance abuse issues. 
It creates lines of communication and organizational relationships that 
greatly increase the likelihood that mental health and substance abuse issues 
will be dealt with appropriately, and in a way that will result in the most 
positive possible outcomes. Project AWARE takes place in partnership with 
parents/caregivers in three LEAs: Berlin Public Schools, Franklin School 
District, and SAU #7.  


 
• NH DOE has also received the expansion and sustainability of a State-level 


system of care (SOC) for children, youth, and their families grant from the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Service Administration. System of care is a term used to 
describe a coordinated approach for supporting children, youth, and their 
families. This infrastructure will expand the array of supports for all children 
including those with diagnosable serious mental and behavioral health 
disorders. The grant will create regional systems of care, build strong 
collaboration between schools, families and youth, and community-based 
behavioral health providers, and use an evidence-based framework to deliver 
high quality support and services. This grant works in partnership with 
Laconia, Franklin, Winnisquam Regional, Berlin, White Mountain Regional 
School Districts and SAU #7. 


 
More information about this work can be found at: nhstudentwellness.org. 
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UNIVERSAL DESIGN FOR LEARNING 
The NH DOE is deeply committed to the use of Universal Design for Learning 
(UDL) as a means to realize goals for personalized learning. Effective 
deployment of UDL retains the goal of high academic achievement while 
implementing multiple pathways for students to achieve those goals.16 The NH 
UDL State Plan, in consultation with local education agencies, will: 
1. Underscore the use of UDL as a framework for creating and sustaining 


educational environments that are responsive to the needs of each learner, 
including those with disabilities, limited English proficiency, or those with 
accelerated learning needs.  


2. Take advantage of advances in two fields: (1) the cognitive neuroscience of 
learning and individual differences and (2) the universal design of 
educational technologies and multimedia to strengthen NH schools. 


3. Identify ways that the three core principles of UDL influence the 
interconnected networks involved in learning. 


4. Outline the ways in which each network addresses variability in learning. 
5. Provide evidence of how the UDL framework connects neuroscience to 


evidence-based practice including engagement as options for choice, 
relevance, and self-regulation; Multiple Means of Representation options for 
perception, language, mathematical expressions, and comprehension, and 
Action and Expression as options for physical action, expression and 
communication, and executive (metacognitive) functions found 
at udlcenter.org/aboutudl/udlguidelines. 


6. Address the implications of a diverse classroom and learner variability 
including math, reading, memory, creativity vocabulary, goal-setting, 
organized, focus, purpose, and technology.    


7. Update the definition of comprehensive literacy instruction to include UDL 
principles and to support developmentally appropriate, contextually explicit, 
and systematic instruction, and frequent practice, in reading and writing 
across content areas.  


8. Provide requested support to local educational agencies as they work to 
increase access to personalized, rigorous learning experiences by providing 
technical assistance on the use of technology that embraces Accessible 
Educational Materials (NIMAS ) in IDEA; Assistive Technology (IDEA’s 
regulations for considering these special factors appear at §300.324(a)(2)(i)-
(v)assistive technology); Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 2, Level 
AA (WCAG2.0AA) and the National Education Technology Plan of 2010; 
Education Technology Developer’s Guide of 2015.  


9. Align and coordinate with the NH ESSA Consolidated State Plan to 
highlight the importance of addressing UDL in State and district level plans, 
not just for accountability purposes, but as a reflection of an 
acknowledgement of and commitment to addressing the diversity inherent 
in all learners.  


10. Identify a plan to inform the public of the importance of UDL and its role in 
several Federal policies including the Statutes Higher Education 
Opportunity Act (2008); National Education Technology Plan of 2010; 


                                                           
16 https://www.eschoolnews.com/2015/05/19/udl-personalized-939 
 



http://www.udlcenter.org/aboutudl/udlguidelines

https://www.eschoolnews.com/2015/05/19/udl-personalized-939
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Education Technology Developer’s Guide of 2015; Every Student Succeeds 
Act of 2015; and the National Education Technology Act of 2016.   


11. Develop coordinated agreements that link ESSA, the Higher Education 
Opportunity Act, and the National Education Technology Plan to build the 
skills of teacher candidates to support technology-rich instruction, 
assessment, and learning management in all content areas, technology 
literacy, an understanding of the principles of universal design, and the 
development of other skills for entering the workforce. 


12. Support personalized learning by offering an evidence-based framework for 
instruction that includes access to multiple means of representation, multiple 
means of engagement, and multiple means of action and expression. The 
framework will also embrace personalized learning to allow educators to 
adjust the pace of learning and to optimize instructional approaches for the 
needs of each learner as they strive to meet rigorous expectations for career 
and college readiness. Learning objectives, instructional approaches, and 
instructional content (and its sequencing) all may vary based on learner 
needs. Learning activities are meant to be meaningful and relevant to 
learners, driven by their interests and self-initiated according to non-
regulatory guidance, school support, and academic enrichment grants.  


13. Use the UDL framework as the base for the design and implementation of a 
set of high-quality student academic assessments in mathematics, reading or 
language arts, and science to support the learning needs of all students, 
including children with disabilities, English language learners, and those 
with accelerated learning needs.  


14. Partner with the Bureau of Credentialing and Bureau of Educator 
Preparation to create a NH UDL Content & Credentialing Initiative in 
partnership with the UDL–IRN and CAST. This partnership will develop 
credentials and certifications to qualify competence in and alignment with 
UDL best practices. These credentials and certifications will reflect the 
language found in the Higher Education Opportunity Act of 2008. This 
initiative will support partnership with the Bureau of Credentialing and 
Bureau of Educator Preparation to establish a voluntary recognition system 
for educational districts and institutions, personnel, practices, curriculum 
materials, and assessments.  


15. Promote a field-based and stakeholder-driven systemic solution UDL 
Council Model. 


 
In support of the unique needs of students, the NH Department of Education will: 
• Work directly with local districts, other State agencies, community 


organizations, and content experts to create an outline for a model approach 
to the use of a Multi-Tiered System of Support framework as well as 
identify the needed tools, templates, and resources to support 
implementation. 


• Address the implications of a diverse classroom and learner variability in the 
areas of math, reading, memory, creativity, vocabulary, goal-setting, 
organization, focus, purpose, and technology. 


• Develop the New Hampshire Quality Indicators for Assistive Technology: A 
Comprehensive Guide to Assistive Technology Services. 


• Design, coordinate, and sponsor a NH Assistive Technology Services in 
Education Initiative to provide technical assistance and training to schools 
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and families about Federal statues, policy guidance, and promising practices 
from the field of assistive technology based on the New Hampshire Quality 
Indicators for Assistive Technology, A Comprehensive Guide to Assistive 
Technology Services in Schools. 


 
REDUCING BULLYING AND HARASSMENT 
NH statute reaffirms that “one of the legislature’s highest priorities is to protect 
our children from physical, emotional, and psychological violence by addressing 
the harm caused by bullying and cyberbullying in our public schools.” (RSA 
193-F:2, 1). RSA 193-F, Public Safety and Violence Prevention, strengthens the 
need of schools to be mindful of real or perceived differences among children.  
 
The intent of the law is for schools to protect against and address 
bullying/cyberbullying. RSA 193-F:4, II, requires all school boards and boards of 
trustees of charter schools to adopt a written policy prohibiting bullying and 
cyberbullying. The State recommends this policy acknowledge that 
bullying/cyberbullying can occur both in the school setting and out of school if it 
interferes with a student’s educational opportunities or disrupts a school day or 
event. 
 
The law states: “All pupils have the right to attend public schools that are safe, 
secure, and respectful environments.” The NH Minimum Standards for Public 
School Approval also direct a district provide a safe and secure culture. The 
references to the State standards for school approval are Ed 306.04 Policy 
Development and Ed 306.06 Culture and Climate 
education.nh.gov/standards/documents/bullying-cyberbulling.pdf.   
 
To reduce bullying and harassment, the NH DOE will work directly with local 
districts, community organizations, and content experts to create an outline for a 
model approach using a Multi-Tiered System of Support framework; as well as 
identify the needed tools, templates, and resources to support implementation. In 
addition, NH DOE’s OPEN NH provides self-paced tutorials regarding bullying 
such as: Bullying Awareness and Prevention; The NH 3 Tiered Bullying 
Prevention and Intervention Model; and The NH Bullying Law: Policies and 
Procedures that Promote Positive School Climates. 


 
AVERSIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS THAT COMPROMISE 
STUDENT HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 
 In 2014, the legislature passed RSA 126-U, governing child restraint and 
seclusion practices. Subsequently, the State Board of Education passed rules, 
specifically Ed 1200, which further defines child restraint and seclusion practices 
and the reporting obligations of schools. It is important to note that the provisions 
of RSA 126-U and Ed 1200 apply to public schools, charter public schools, 
public academies, as well as approved nonpublic schools. 
 
The NH DOE provides technical assistance to schools throughout the State on 
this law. This support, in partnership with educators and families, is grounded in 
the belief that students must be educated in safe, respectful, and non-restrictive 



https://www.education.nh.gov/standards/documents/bullying-cyberbulling.pdf
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environment where they can receive the instruction and other supports they need 
to learn and be successful academically. 


  
More information can be found 
here: education.nh.gov/standards/documents/restraint.pdf  
 


7. School Transitions (ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(D)): Describe how the State will support 
LEAs receiving assistance under Title I, Part A in meeting the needs of students at all 
levels of schooling (particularly students in the middle grades and high school), including 
how the State will work with such LEAs to provide effective transitions of students to 
middle grades and high school to decrease the risk of students dropping out. 
 
The NH Department of Education recognizes that students and families experience many 
transitions as they move into, though, and out of the school setting. Transition refers to 
continuity across many different types of changes and movements students and families 
will make—from home environments or care settings to school; from school level to 
school level; program to program; from elementary, middle and high school to higher 
education and/or career and life. The State recognizes that ease and continuity during 
transitions play a significant role in a student’s learning and well-being and that learning 
and teaching are continuous processes. Therefore, planning to provide greater continuity 
and alignment to meet those needs is important for students’ academic and social and 
emotional success.  
 
While school transition is continuous, the NH DOE has identified the following key 
transition points to assist LEAs as they plan to meet the needs of students at all levels of 
schooling. First, schools are supported to consider the following key vertical transitions 
as they plan to support all students as they move from level to level: 
 


• From home or care setting to formal school (kindergarten or 1st grade) 
• From 2nd grade to 3rd grade 
• Elementary school to middle school  
• Middle school to high school   
• High school to college and/or career and life 


 
Second, schools consider horizontal transitions that occur for students, often not at key 
times, within the school context. For example, from Special Education to General 
Education and vice versa, from English language program to Dual or English only, from 
a “traditional” program to a theme-based or specialized curriculum, from a general course 
to a higher-level course (e.g., honors or AP), or to a different schools altogether whether 
in or out of district. 
 
NH is very engaged in transition-focused education that keeps the focus on the student’s 
journey to adulthood. “Transition” begins when students enter the public school from a 
home or child care setting and continue throughout the students’ educational career. 
Transition can mean moving from middle school to high school, from high school to 
college, from a residential program to home, from school to work, and more. Transition 
planning involves gathering student and family focused age-appropriate transition 
information that is used to a.) identify the student’s preferences, interests, choices, and 
needs; b) reflect a summary of student’s present level of academic achievement and 



https://www.education.nh.gov/standards/documents/restraint.pdf
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functional performance; and c) be used as a basis for the development of measureable 
postsecondary goals in the IEP. Once a student has an IEP, age-appropriate transition 
assessment information (e.g., academic, cognitive, career/occupational, adaptive 
behavior) is routinely collected and used to inform student-focused planning. 
 
Elements of transition planning include: 


• Age-appropriate transition assessment is a process. No one single instrument will 
provide all the information you need. 


• Career assessments (including curriculum-based and situational assessment) 
• Interest inventories 
• Academic, cognitive, and adaptive behavior assessments 


 
The NH DOE supports schools in the design and implementation of local transition 
strategies by leveraging and building upon several existing resources, tools, and 
partnerships to support student success, including NH Kindergarten Readiness Indicators, 
Schools Ready! NH Kindergarten Transition Self-Assessment, NH’s State-level 
partnerships with IDEA, Spark NH and Head Start Collaboration, New England League 
of Middle Schools, NH Next Steps, Project RENEW, Extended Learning Opportunities 
(ELO’s), and vocational rehabilitation.   
 
In support of early learning and to lessen any negative impact during the transition from 
the home or child care setting to formal school, the NH Department of Education will: 
 


• Work collaboratively with local school districts and community child-care and 
early learning organizations; 


• Support organizations (both school and early learning centers) in the use of 
universal screeners, parent engagement, and increasing parent voice, along with 
supporting professional development and technical assistance to community and 
school partners across NH; 


• Support the creation of a strategic approach for engaging diverse audiences 
including families, community members, and professionals in transitional 
strategies; 


• Support a multi-tiered approach to help early educators build skills for 
supporting, nurturing and responsive caregiving, building creative learning 
environments, providing targeted social-emotional skills, and supporting children 
with challenging behaviors. 
 


The support for transitions continues at the secondary level with a vision for high school 
redesign that encompasses the creation of learning communities in which every 
participant is actively involved in the process of learning. NH’s goal is that each student 
will receive a rigorous and personalized education. Every student deserves a course of 
study that allows him or her to learn in a deep, meaningful, and practical way. Not only 
do students need to know facts, they need to know how to apply those facts to new 
situations, how to solve problems, and how to expand their knowledge and opportunities. 
All students deserve a rigorous secondary education that prepares them for post-
secondary education and meaningful careers.  
 
NH priorities include: 


• Providing multiple pathways for students to experience their learning in a 
personalized environment; 
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• Supporting the development and implementation of high school course-level 
competencies;  


• Providing technical assistance and tools to implement Extended Learning 
Opportunities;  


• Connecting to drop-out prevention, recovery, and Adult Education initiatives; 
• Providing multi-state opportunities through the New England Secondary School 


Consortium;  
• Connecting to education technology for 21st century high schools;  
• Highlighting charter schools' promising practices; and   
• Supporting teacher/leader development initiatives.  


 
To further support student transition, NH has implemented the Next Steps program. Next 
Steps is a system of support that provides professional development and transition tools 
to school districts and families as they focus on strategies to increase student competency 
and ensure successful school transitions. Activities are conducted collaboratively with 
NH DOE partners at NH Parent Information Centers, NH Vocational Rehabilitation, and 
regional intermediaries with a goal of sustainability over time. 
 
Cohort schools receive professional development and coaching to support the 
implementation of evidenced-based transition practices for the purpose of increasing the 
number of students with disabilities, and students at risk of dropping out who are college 
and career ready in NH. Practices include family engagement strategies; the 
implementation of Project RENEW - Rehabilitation for Empowerment, Natural supports, 
Education, and Work; and increasing the use of Extended Learning Opportunities 
(ELOs). 
 
NH has legislation allowing for credit-bearing learning outside the classroom that dates 
back to 2005. In 2008, the NH DOE began a multi-year Extended Learning Opportunities 
(ELO) Initiative with funding from the Nellie Mae Education Foundation (NMEF). Since 
then, the initiative has provided financial support and technical assistance to ELO pilot 
sites, facilitating development of school-level systems to provide students of all types 
with the opportunity to experience an ELO project.  
 
Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) provides pre-employment transition services (work 
readiness training, work-based learning experience, self-advocacy, counseling on post-
secondary education and training, and job exploration counseling) to eligible and 
potentially eligible students with disabilities. The State has seven regional consortia, 
along with VR counselors, that provide these services in various formats (comprehensive 
and workshop/special event). Direct relationship coordination with businesses providing 
education, work-based learning opportunities, and specific services to meet business 
needs are also an important component to the VR program.     
 
As a component of schools’ Title I plan, they are required to include a process/strategies 
for ensuring smooth transitions between schools at all levels. The NH DOE assists LEAs 
and schools by reviewing school plans and providing feedback, training and technical 
assistance to ensure the plan meets the needs of students, and expectations of a 
comprehensive plan to assist in the improvement and implementation of school plans.  
 
Finally, in addition to specific program supports, NH has vertically aligned academic 
standards and competencies to meet and ease the transitional needs of students K–12. 
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B. Title I, Part C: Education of Migratory Children  
1. Supporting Needs of Migratory Children (ESEA section 1304(b)(1)): Describe how, in 


planning, implementing, and evaluating programs and projects assisted under Title I, Part 
C, the State and its local operating agencies will ensure that the unique educational needs 
of migratory children, including preschool migratory children and migratory children 
who have dropped out of school, are identified and addressed through: 
 


i. The full range of services that are available for migratory children from 
appropriate local, State, and Federal educational programs;  
 


The NH Migrant Education Program (NHMEP) conducts a year-round 
supplemental educational program. The funds received from Title I, Part C 
are designed to enable the NHMEP to provide opportunities for eligible 
students to acquire the knowledge and skills contained in challenging State 
content and student academic achievement standards developed for all 
children.   
 
The primary goal of the NHMEP in identification and recruitment (ID&R) 
is to find and enroll every migratory child and youth in NH who is under the 
age of 22 (unless they have received a diploma or its equivalency). That 
student must have moved (across school district lines) with a family 
member, a guardian or independently on their own. That worker must be a 
qualified migratory worker because they made an eligible move to do 
temporary or seasonal work in qualifying agricultural and fishing activities. 
A student’s eligibility in the Migrant Education Program (MEP) is good for 
36 months from the date of the move to a new school district with a 
qualified migratory worker or until another qualifying move is made by the 
family/student.     
 
ID&R is very important to the NHMEP. Without ID&R the students would 
not be found eligible for the program, funds would not be given to the State 
and services would not be given to this underserved population. It is the first 
step in helping these students.  
 
The experienced NHMEP staff finds eligible families using the schools, 
employers, other agencies, information from other States, and the national 
Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) database. We target certain 
schools to identify migrant students. We also rely on the homeless liaisons 
in each school district, who are trained each year regarding the homeless 
and migrant programs. Once the NHMEP staff learns of a potential student, 
a home visit is done. Upon the completion of the interview by the MEP 
recruiter, a Certificate of Eligibility (COE) is filled in for each family who 
qualifies for the NHMEP. The COE follows the same format as the National 
COE and changes to this form need to have the approval of the Office of 
Migrant Education (OME). A new National COE came out in July 2017, 
based on the changes to eligibility, and NH’s COE was updated to 
accommodate those changes. The full time staff reviews the filled out COE 
for accuracy and then assigns it to a different staff recruiter to verify the 
information using a standardized interview questionnaire. After approval the 
data from the COE is inputted into the NHMEP data base system called 
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MIS2000 by one of the MEP staff. This is then uploaded into the national 
MSIX data base. Every three years, the State completes an intensive 
external, independent re-interview process to determine the accuracy of our 
recruitment system.  
 
Once identified, students benefit from the provision of a comprehensive 
continuum of services through regular school programs and extended 
learning. With additional funds to address the unique learner needs of this 
population, the NHMEP staff can customize added services to help the 
students meet the State strategic goals, reach academic content and student 
achievement standards, and improve student performance. The NHMEP fills 
out an Out-of-School Youth (OSY) Profile to identify needs and plans for 
that population. Performance goals and expectations in reading and 
mathematics under the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) are targeted for 
improvement.   
 
NH does not sub-grant to local educational agencies (LEAs) since our 
program is so small, and we cannot guarantee from year to year where our 
students may be located. Migrant activities in NH focus in on helping those 
students who need additional academic help and support in the areas of 
reading, math, school readiness, and graduation from high school.  The 
NHMEP’s first goal with our in-school students is to ensure that they are 
getting all the services the school has to offer. Those services include Title I 
support, Title III and federally required ELL services, afterschool and 
summer learning programs, extracurricular activities, and other academic 
and social supports. 
 
Preschoolers are given services to help prepare them for school, and 
migratory students who have dropped out are given instruction and 
counseling on ways to meet their Learning Plans.  All students receive 
educational materials, home visits, one-on-one tutoring, if interested, and 
referrals to appropriate educational and social services. Students eligible for 
the NHMEP program also receive free school meals through the School 
Lunch Program.  
 
The NHMEP staff believes family literacy is important and that parents play 
a significant role in the academic success of their children. As such, parent 
input into the design and implementation of the program is extremely 
important. Mentors/teachers are in frequent contact with students’ parents to 
ascertain both a student’s needs and to determine if the supports provided 
are helpful to the student. Parents are asked to complete a parent survey (in 
English or Spanish) in which they are able to comment on the services they 
have received and suggest improvements to the program.  
 
Since NH is a small State the two full-time NHMEP staff personally meet 
and interact with the families/students to gain insight into their thoughts on 
the program and improvements the NHMEP can incorporate. These two full 
time staff members are also the ones who are responsible for implementing 
all aspects of the program. The NHMEP staff also conducts surveys with 
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parents and migratory students who have dropped out to consult with them 
regarding planning and services of the NHMEP. 
 


ii. Joint planning among local, State, and Federal educational programs serving 
migratory children, including language instruction educational programs 
under Title III, Part A;  
 
As stated above, the NHMEP’s first step, as a supplemental program, is to 
be sure that all of the other educational opportunities that the other programs 
have to offer are utilized first. The NHMEP program is very small and has 
to rely on the assistance of other programs in planning for all of our students 
(in-school, dropouts and preschoolers). The NH Title III, Part A and the NH 
Homeless Program staff work very closely with the NHMEP program to 
coordinate services for our migratory students (in-school, dropouts and 
preschoolers). These programs organize trainings together and share many 
common committees. The NHMEP utilizes their staff and vice versa to 
accomplish shared objectives. The Food and Nutrition Program and the 
NHMEP frequently send out joint letters to ensure that Migrant Students get 
the free school meals to which they are entitled. The NHMEP works with 
the Adult Basic Education Programs and High School Equivalency 
Program, when appropriate, for our migratory students who have dropped 
out of school. The NHMEP also works with Head Start and local preschools 
to meet the unique needs of our migratory preschool students.  
 


iii. The integration of services available under Title I, Part C with services 
provided by those other programs; and  
 
The NHMEP works with many communities as well as State and Federal 
programs that help with other aspects of our students’ lives, including 
community organizations that provide legal assistance and health/dental 
care. The NHMEP works with other State agencies like the Department of 
Health and Human Services, the Department of Agriculture, the Department 
of Labor and the Office of Refugee Resettlement. The NHMEP depends on 
other agencies like Catholic Charities, International Institute of NH, 
Ascentria Care Alliance, Organization for Refugee and Immigrant Success, 
and others to identify or connect students with services.  
 


iv. Measurable program objectives and outcomes.  
 
The OME requires under Section 1306 [20 U.S.C. 6395] that all States have 
a Comprehensive Needs Assessment (CNA) and a Service Delivery Plan 
(SDP) as part of the program implementation process. An external 
consultant firm assists the NHMEP with these processes.  


 
NH’s measurable program objectives (MPO’s) were developed through the 
CNA and SDP process. These MPO’s are externally evaluated, and the 
results are used for program improvement. NH’s service delivery strategies 
and MPOs in the areas of reading and mathematics. Also, high school 
graduation/services to migratory students who have dropped out were 
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designed to guide the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the NH 
MEP.  


 
NH’s migratory students who have dropped out of school and preschool 
migratory students present the hardest challenges. Most students who have 
left school for financial reasons were disengaged from school when they last 
attended. Especially with preschool students it is difficult to determine 
whether gaps in their knowledge are due to environmental reasons or 
intellectual ability. The NHMEP staff first assesses all student’s (in-school, 
dropouts and preschoolers) academic needs and English language 
acquisition needs. Then they create an educational plan and determine ways 
to implement the plan. If needed, migrant staff will arrange for 
transportation for the family to the school to register the child. This is 
especially important for students experiencing homelessness. If a student or 
their family informs us that they plan to move, NHMEP staff tries to obtain 
as much specific information as possible including the State, the area within 
the State, and what job are they moving to pursue. 


 
Evaluation of the NHMEP is conducted on an ongoing basis. The last 
evaluation was done by META Associates, a consultant firm out of Santa 
Fe, New Mexico. Data for evaluation is provided for the annual report based 
on the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR), the Needs 
Assessment Surveys, Staff Surveys, Parent Surveys, and Student Surveys. 
Data come from the NH Department of Education (NHDOE), assessment 
results, and any other sources of data that the NHMEP staff can provide.  


 
The key strategies and MPOs in reading follow. The objectives reflect that 
the MEP is a supplementary program that coordinates with other Federal, 
State, local school, and community resources in reading available to migrant 
children in NH.  
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The key strategies and MPOs in mathematics are listed below, reflecting that the 
MEP is a supplementary program that coordinates with other Federal, State, 
local, school, and community programs/resources in mathematics available to 
NH migrant students.  


1.0  READING 
Key Strategies Measurable Program Outcomes  


1.1   Assist all migratory students 
(including in-school dropouts, and 
preschoolers) to obtain tutoring and/or NH 
DOE staff to provide tutoring to support 
migrant student reading achievement. 


1a  Five percent more migrant students 
enrolled in grades 3–8 and 11 receiving at 
least 20 hours of migrant-supported 
supplemental instruction will improve their 
reading and/or English language proficiency 
scores by five percent on a State-approved 
reading assessment.* 
 
1aa. Preschool migratory students and 
migratory students that have dropped out that 
receive at least 20 hours of reading 
instruction will improve their reading and/or 
English language scores on pre and post 
assessments given with each lesson.*  
 


*The n is very small for preschool, regular school a  
dropped out migratory students making this difficul   
assess; however, the MPO is in place in case the n  
calculable. It is important to note that we are not 
comparing the same students year to year.     


1.2   Provide instruction, materials, and 
curriculum-embedded assessment through 
the Migrant Literacy MiraCORE 
consortium materials. 


 


1.3   Assist families to obtain temporary 
library cards and purchase low-cost books 
for children to support their literacy. 


1b  75 percent of migrant parents that 
received 20 or more hours of migrant services 
will report being involved with their 
children’s reading. 1.4   Conduct home visits to support 


family literacy. 
1.5   Provide migrant parents with verbal 
and/or written/pictorial instructions and 
strategies for reading with their child. 
1.6   Encourage migrant families to attend 
school-based Family Reading Literacy 
nights. 
1.7   MEP staff to participate in targeted 
professional development that provides 
strategies, materials, and resources to 
support migrant students’ reading 
achievement. 


1c  80 percent of MEP staff that participate in 
in professional development in reading will 
respond on a survey that they are better 
prepared to deliver reading instruction.   
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2.0  MATHEMATICS 


Key Strategies Measurable Program Outcomes  


2.1   Assist migrant students to obtain 
tutoring and/or NH DOE staff to provide 
tutoring to support migrant student math 
achievement. 


2a  At least five percent more migrant 
students enrolled in grades 3-8 and 11 
receiving at least 20 hours of migrant-
supported supplemental instruction will 
improve their math scores by five 
percent* on a State-approved math 
assessment.  


2 aa. Preschool migratory students and 
migratory students that have dropped 
out that receive at least 20 hours of math 
instruction will improve their math 
scores on pre and post assessments 
given with each lesson. 


*The n is very small for preschool, regular 
school and dropped out migratory students 
making this difficult to assess; however, the 
MPO is in place in case the n is calculable. 
It is important to note that we are not 
comparing the same students year to year.   


2.2   Facilitate home-based tutoring 
programs for all migratory children and 
youth (including in-school, dropouts and 
preschoolers) in mathematics. 


2.3   Assist families to obtain temporary 
library cards and purchase low-cost 
books, manipulatives, and math materials 
to support math proficiency. 


2b  75 percent of migrant parents that 
received 20+ hours of supplemental 
services will report being involved 
with their children’s math. 


2.4   Conduct home visits to support 
family math skills. 


2.5   Provide migrant parents with verbal 
and/or written/pictorial instructions and 
strategies for doing math activities with 
their child. 


2.6   Provide math books, manipulatives, 
and instructional materials for migrant 
parents to facilitate working with their 
children in math in the home. 


2.7   MEP staff to participate in targeted 
professional development that provides 
strategies, materials, and resources to 
support migrant students’ math 
achievement. 


2c    80 percent of MEP staff that 
participate in professional development 
in math will respond on a survey that 
they are better prepared to deliver math 
instruction.   
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The key strategies and MPOs for migrant secondary students, including those who have 
dropped out of school in the area of graduation from high school and services to 
students who have dropped out are listed below. The objectives reflect that the MEP 
is a supplementary program that coordinates with other Federal, State, local school, and 
community programs/services available to NH migrant students to assist them to 
graduate and prepare them for postsecondary education or career readiness.  


3.0 HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION  
Services to Students Who Have Dropped Out of School 


Key Strategies Measurable Program Outcomes 
3.1   Coordinate with school staff and 
service groups to provide them with 
information about migrant student needs 
and to leverage resources to support 
migrant student graduation and career 
planning.  


3a  80 percent of migrant secondary 
students and dropouts will receive 
services that support their educational 
and/or career goals.   
  


  
3.2   Assist migrant secondary students 
(including dropouts) to obtain tutoring 
and/or provide tutoring to support migrant 
secondary student credit accrual and 
graduation. 
3.3  Provide access to computers and 
technology. 
3.4  Provide instruction, materials, and 
curriculum-embedded assessment through 
the Migrant Literacy MiraCore and 
GOSOSY Consortium materials. 
3.5  Use the OSY consortium materials to 
provide services to eligible migrant 
secondary students (including dropouts). 
3.6   Provide migrant home visits, 
materials, and resources to support 
students’ education and career goals. 


3b  70 percent of migrant secondary 
students and dropouts that received 
20 or more hours of supplemental 
services (or parents of migrant youth) 
will report being better able to 
support their (or their child’s) 
education and career goals. 


3.7   MEP staff to participate in targeted 
professional development that provides 
strategies, materials, and resources to 
support migrant secondary students and 
dropouts to reach their educational and/or 
career goals. 


3c   80 percent of MEP staff that 
participate in professional 
development will respond on a survey 
that they learned about strategies, 
materials, and resources to support 
migrant secondary students and 
dropouts to reach their educational 
and/or career goals.   
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2. Promote Coordination of Services (ESEA section 1304(b)(3)): Describe how the State 
will use Title I, Part C funds received under this part to promote interstate and intrastate 
coordination of services for migratory children, including how the State will provide for 
educational continuity through the timely transfer of pertinent school records, including 
information on health, when children move from one school to another, whether or not 
such move occurs during the regular school year.  
 
Inter/intrastate collaboration is an MEP requirement focused on data collection and the 
timely transfer and maintenance of migrant student records. This is accomplished through 
activities such as year round ID&R, coordinating secondary credit recovery with 
counselors and educators in schools where MEP students are enrolled, participating in 
MEP consortium arrangements, and transferring educational data. These activities are 
coordinated by the NHMEP staff who play a key role in the collection, transfer, and 
maintenance of data. Interstate and intrastate collaboration activities in which NHMEP 
staff participate are listed below. 
 
• Participation in the Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX) data 


transfer/training. 
• Counseling students and parents on the importance of education and completing 


course credits toward graduation. Translating transcripts ensures that credits from 
foreign high schools transfer and count toward U.S. graduation requirements, and this 
also helps identify the correct placement for students.  


• Providing advance notification to other States of migrant students and families who 
are moving ensures that education and support services are in place when they arrive. 


• Participation in the MEP consortium focused on reading: Migrant Reading 
Achievement: Comprehensive Online Reading Education (MiraCORE).  


• Participation in the MEP consortium focused on OSY: Graduation and Outcomes for 
Success for Out-of-School Youth (GOSOSY). 


• Participation in the New England High School Equivalency Program (NEHEP) grant. 
• Participation in the National Association of State Directors of Migrant Education 


(NASDME). 
 
The NH uses the Migrant Education Data Base which is called MIS2000. Information on 
student eligibility is inputted regularly by the NHMEP Staff into MIS2000. Also nightly, 
MIS2000 transfers migrant student records to the national migrant database called the 
Migrant Student Information Exchange (MSIX). MSIX is used nationally by all States to 
facilitate interstate collaboration of migrant data. 


 
NH currently participates in the MiraCORE consortium along with 12 other States. 
MiraCORE’s goal is to help migrant students improve their reading proficiency to 
become successful students and lifelong learners. This consortium addresses the reading 
needs of migrant students through online student tutorials aligned with the Migrant 
Literacy NET (MLN) reading lessons, screening assessments, and an online electronic 
student portfolio to document student learning and progress. 


 
NH currently participates in the Graduation and Outcomes for Success for Out of School 
Youth (GOSOSY) consortium along with 16 other States. The goal of GOSOSY is to 
design, develop, and disseminate a system to identify and recruit, assess, and 
develop/deliver services to migratory students who have dropped out, provide 
professional development to support these activities, and institutionalize GOSOSY 
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services into State plans to elevate the quantity and quality of services to this large, 
underserved population.  


 
The consortiums change every three years but NH will participate in the Office of 
Migrant Education’s consortium programs in order to benefit from the interstate 
coordination. 


 
NH is currently one of the States in the New England High School Equivalency Program 
(NEHEP) grant, along with Massachusetts, Vermont, and Maine. The goal of NEHEP is 
to help migrant and seasonal farm workers and members of their immediate family: (1) 
obtain a general education diploma that meets the guidelines for high school equivalency 
(HSE) established by the State in which the HEP project is conducted; and (2) gain 
employment or be placed in an institution of higher education (IHE) or other 
postsecondary education or training.  


 
The NH State Director participates in the National Association of State Directors of 
Migrant Education, bringing a focus to the State’s involvement on the national level.   


 
 


3. Use of Funds (ESEA section 1304(b)(4)): Describe the State’s priorities for the use of 
Title I, Part C funds, and how such priorities relate to the State’s assessment of needs for 
services in the State. 
 
ESSA §1304(d) defines students who have made a qualifying move within the previous 
one year period and who are failing, or most at-risk of failing, to meet the challenging 
State academic standards or who have dropped out of school are considered, “priority for 
service,” (PFS) students. 


 
PFS students are those students who fall into this category and who became eligible for 
the program within the last 12 months and whose proficiency level is below or 
approaching in reading and/or mathematics. All other migrant students are served based 
upon their academic needs.  


 
The NHMEP does not sub-grant so it is the responsibility of the two NHMEP staff 
to input their MEP student data for those eligible migrant students into a worksheet. The 
worksheet is based on the information that is provided by the MEP staff, school 
personnel, and migrant families in the following areas: the time of the disruption of 
education, reading and math levels, and other pertinent data that helps to determine the 
priority for service of each student. Currently, the NHMEP provides services to most 
MEP eligible students but more services/supplies are offered to PFS students, who are 
willing to receive them. PFS is an ongoing determination throughout the school year as 
students are assessed to determine the needs of the student in the areas of reading and/or 
mathematics.  
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C. Title I, Part D: Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and 
Youth who are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk 


 
1. Transitions Between Correctional Facilities and Local Programs (ESEA section 


1414(a)(1)(B)): Provide a plan for assisting in the transition of children and youth 
between correctional facilities and locally operated programs.  
 
The NH Title I, Part D, Subpart 1 eligible agencies Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS) and Department of Corrections (DOC), provide transition services to 
eligible students. Staff providing transition services at DHHS and DOC work with youth 
and the education and support personnel in each specific agency to develop and compile 
employment documents and education transcripts, communicate with parole/probation 
officers, and coordinate intake and release of eligible students. The coordinators 
communicate and build relationships with NH public schools (locally operated 
programs), higher education, job training providers such as NH Career and Technical 
Education and NH VR services, and other local/State agencies as appropriate based on 
needs of the individual eligible student. Title I, Part D, Subpart 2 facilities either have a 
designated transition coordinator or incorporate transition services into other roles of 
personnel within the facility (dependent on funding, number of eligible students, and staff 
available). The roles of Subpart 2 transition coordinators are similar to the roles of the 
Subpart 1 transition coordinators. The following goal is identified as a statewide goal to 
assist in the coordination and standardization of transition services in NH for eligible 
children and youth between correctional facilities and locally operated programs:  


GOAL: Improve the coordination of transition services for children and youth to and 
from the juvenile justice system to locally operated programs in their community.  


Objective 1.1:  The NH Title I Part D coordinator will work with education 
program managers and transition coordinators at facilities and local programs to 
develop a timeline protocol for requesting/sending student documents upon a 
youth’s change of placement.  


Objective 1.2:  NH Title I Part D coordinator will assist education program 
managers and transition coordinators at facilities and local programs to develop 
follow-up processes and procedures if requested documents are not received in 
the specified timeline.  


Objective 1.3: NH Title I Part D coordinator will collaborate with facility and 
local program managers and transition coordinators to assess the transition 
timeline and follow-up procedures as part of the Title I Part D ongoing 
monitoring process.  
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2. Program Objectives and Outcomes (ESEA section 1414(a)(2)(A)): Describe the program 
objectives and outcomes established by the State that will be used to assess the 
effectiveness of the Title I, Part D program in improving the academic, career, and 
technical skills of children in the program.  
 
Facilities and programs serving neglected and delinquent students in NH conduct site-
specific assessments of student progress. However, selecting assessment tools and 
administering assessments may not happen in the same timeframes from one place to the 
next. The NH Coordinator for N & D will work with participating State agencies and 
LEAs to explore options for a common assessment protocol among facilities and 
programs that may assist in student transition, appropriate academic and career placement 
decisions, and better program evaluation. Due to the high mobility (in and out of 
programs/facilities) of eligible students, assuring completion of pretests and posttests 
needed to gauge effectiveness of the Title I Part D program is challenging. Students are 
generally assessed upon entry; however, posttests may not be completed due an abrupt 
change of placement and/or due to State restrictions that do not permit academic follow-
up once a student has left the facility or program. 
 
Goal I: Improve the assessment process for all Title I Part D neglected and delinquent 
facilities and programs.  
 


Objective 1.1: The NH Title I Part D coordinator will facilitate the collaboration 
of neglected and delinquent facilities and programs to identify if common 
assessments may be an option for Title I Part D pre-post testing purposes.  
Identification of online assessments would eliminate delays between sending and 
receiving facilities and facilitate timely instructional placement and interventions.  
 
Objective 1.2: The NH Title I Part D coordinator will facilitate the collaboration 
of neglected and delinquent facilities and programs to establish a timeline for 
administering intake assessments and timeline for assessments at determined 
intervals (i.e., 30 days) to benchmark progress in reading and mathematics and 
career and technical skills of students in the program.  
 
Objective 1.3: Data obtained will be used to evaluate student achievement, the 
effectiveness of the Title I Part D program and to complete the CSPR for Title I 
Part D Subparts 1 and 2. 
 
Performance Measures 


1.1.1: Meeting agendas, meeting minutes, electronic conversations, and summary 
reports document review and discussion of available common assessments, 
including online assessments as appropriate for Title I Part D pre-post testing 
purposes for neglected and delinquent facilities and programs.  


1.1.2: Meeting agendas, meeting minutes, electronic conversations, and summary 
reports document the development and implementation of timeline(s) for 
administering intake assessments and interval assessments to benchmark progress 
in reading and mathematics and career and technical skills of participating 
students. 
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1.1.3: Evaluation data documents student achievement/growth, guides program 
evaluation and improvement, and provides data required for completion of the 
CSPR for Title I Part D Subparts 1 and 2.  


GOAL II:  Assess the effectiveness of the Title I Part D program in improving the 
academic, career, and technical skills of children participating in the program 


Objective 2.1: NH Title I Part D Coordinator will monitor and evaluate 
participating State agencies and LEAs with neglected and delinquent facilities for 
compliance with the ESSA statutes. 


Objective 2.2: Participating State agencies and LEAs with neglected and 
delinquent facilities will track number of youth; enrolled in school, enrolled in 
alternative high school completion programs  (i.e. HiSET) , enrolled in 
postsecondary courses or programs, and preparing to enter the workforce (exiting 
program) 


Objective 2.3: Participating State agencies and LEAs with neglected and 
delinquent facilities will submit yearly program applications for approval in a 
timely manner to ensure full implementation of the program in a timely manner. 


Objective 2.4: Participating State agencies and LEAs with neglected and 
delinquent facilities will conduct and submit a program evaluation to the NH 
Title I Part D Coordinator at least once every three years. 


Performance Measures 


2.2.1 The NH Title I Coordinator will monitor participating State agencies and 
LEAs with neglected and delinquent facilities are monitored at least once every 
three years.  Monitoring may include onsite visits, virtual/phone monitoring, desk 
reviews of required documentation and program components or any combination 
thereof. 


2.2.2 Participating State agencies and LEAs with  neglected and delinquent 
facilities submit the number of youth enrolled in school, alternative high school 
completion (i.e.GED), enrolled in postsecondary courses or programs, and 
preparing to enter the workforce (exiting program)  to the NH Title I Part D 
Coordinator at each year. 


2.2.3 Yearly program applications are submitted to the NH Title I Part D 
Coordinator within an appropriate timeline to ensure timely review and program 
implementation to meet student needs 


2.2.4 Participating State agencies and LEAs with neglected and delinquent 
facilities submit a program evaluation to the NH Title I Part D Coordinator at 
least once every three years.  Program evaluations are used to guide technical 
assistance, target resources, and as part of program monitoring and evaluation 
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D. Title II, Part A: Supporting Effective Instruction 
1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(A) and (D)): Describe how the State educational 


agency will use Title II, Part A funds received under Title II, Part A for State-level 
activities described in section 2101(c), including how the activities are expected to 
improve student achievement. 
 
NH is committed to improving student performance by building a system of integrated 
support across the continuum of an educator’s career.   
 


Goal 1: The State and local education agencies encourage continuous high-
quality and evidence-based17 professional learning to ensure that educators are 
effective and learner-responsive, based on NH’s definition of Educator 
Effectiveness18. Areas of focus include:   


a. Mentoring, induction and on-going coaching   
b. Content and pedagogy  
c. Meeting the needs of diverse learners 


 
Goal 2: The State and local education agencies encourage continuous high-
quality and evidence-based19 professional learning to ensure that leaders are 
effective20 and school-ready. Areas of focus include:   


a. Mentoring, induction and on-going coaching  
b. Leadership competencies  
c. Leadership pathways       


 
Goal 3: The State, in collaboration with teacher and leader preparation programs 
and local education agencies, will continuously improve preparation programs to 
graduate certified, learner-responsive educators whose skills meet the diverse 
needs of schools and the communities they serve. These relationships provide a 
solid framework upon which to advance needed policy changes for educator 
certification and preparation requirements. Areas of focus include:  


a. Developing strong, evidence-based clinical experiences  
b. Strong partnerships with schools, districts, and institutes of higher 
education  
c. Relevant content and pedagogy  
d. Data-based decision-making   
e. Assessment literacy          


 
2. Use of Funds to Improve Equitable Access to Teachers in Title I, Part A Schools (ESEA 


section 2101(d)(2)(E)): If an SEA plans to use Title II, Part A funds to improve equitable 
access to effective teachers, consistent with ESEA section 1111(g)(1)(B), describe how 
such funds will be used for this purpose. 
 
NH receives the minimum amount allowed in Federal law with respect to Title II, Part A 
allocation, and therefore does not have enough funds to retain at the State level for this 
purpose without impacting LEA allocations. Therefore, the State will not be reserving 


                                                           
17 “Evidence-based” is defined in Non-Regulatory Guidance: Using Evidence to Strengthen Education Investments, September 16, 2016. 
18  New Hampshire’s definition of “effective educator”  is found in the Phase I Taskforce on Educator Effectiveness, October 2011 
19 “Evidence-based” is defined in Non-Regulatory Guidance: Using Evidence to Strengthen Education Investments, September 16, 2016. 
20  New Hampshire’s definition of “effective principal” is found in the Principals’ Taskforce Report, April 2012. 



https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/guidanceuseseinvestment.pdf

http://www.education.nh.gov/teaching/documents/phase1report.pdf

https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/guidanceuseseinvestment.pdf

http://education.nh.gov/teaching/documents/principal-report.pdf
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funds for the purposes of direct initiatives to improve equitable access to effective 
teachers. However, the NH DOE is deeply dedicated in policy and practice to ensuring 
school and district leadership have access to technical assistance and resources on ways 
to ensure low-income and minority students are not served at disproportionate rates by 
ineffective, out-of-field, or inexperienced teachers (per ESSA 1111(g)(1)(B).    
 


3. System of Certification and Licensing (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(B)): Describe the State’s 
system of certification and licensing of teachers, principals, or other school leaders. 
 
The NH DOE administers State rules that have been established to evaluate the 
qualifications of candidates applying an educator licenses. Recommended by the NH 
Professional Standards Board and approved by the NH State Board of Education, these 
rules govern educator certification. All professionals employed in NH public schools 
must possess the appropriate certificate or license for their assignment; except in 
Chartered Public Schools where NH Statute, RSA 194-B:14 (IV) requires that a 
minimum of 50 percent of teachers have either a NH certification or at least three years of 
teaching experience. The Bureau of Credentialing is responsible for the initial 
certification and recertification of all educators including teachers, specialists, and 
administrators.  
 
NH offers multiple pathways to licensure. These pathways include (1) completion of an 
educator preparation program approved in NH; (2) completion of an educator preparation 
program approved in another State; (3) transcript review, competency-based assessment 
or national certificate or examination as approved for particular endorsement areas; (4) 
on-the-job training in critical shortage areas; and (5) a site-based certification option for 
those candidates possessing content knowledge but needing to learn the skills of an 
educator.  
 
NH uses the Praxis series for both basic skills assessments and for subject area specific 
testing requirements. An additional assessment, The NH Foundations of Reading is used 
for several endorsement areas in additional to the basic skills and subject area testing 
from the Praxis series.  
 
NH uses a two-tiered licensure system plus an intern license for educators pursuing 
certain alternative pathways. Beginning Educator Certificates are issued for three years. 
Educators become eligible for an Experienced Educator Certificate after three years of 
teaching with two consecutive years of a summative evaluation indicating effective or 
highly effective teaching performance. All certificates are issued for three years. They are 
renewed when educators meet the professional learning requirements as outlined in NH 
Rule Ed 512, Professional Development Master Plan and Recertification. 
 


4. Improving Skills of Educators (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(J)): Describe how the SEA will 
improve the skills of teachers, principals, or other school leaders in order to enable them 
to identify students with specific learning needs, particularly children with disabilities, 
English learners, students who are gifted and talented, and students with low literacy 
levels, and provide instruction based on the needs of such students. 
 
The NH DOE is committed to helping students, parents, educators (including teachers, 
principals, and superintendents), and school communities meet the educational needs of 
each student. To that end, the NH DOE offers a wide variety of programs and services in 
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support of these stakeholders. These programs include, but are not limited to: online 
training through NH E-learning and the NH Networks (which offer courses in specialized 
reading instruction and assisting English learners, resource sharing through the website 
and via newsletters and mailing, online or face-to-face trainings by various bureaus or 
divisions within the NH DOE, including the Bureau of Special Education (which offers 
intensive trainings in Universal Design for Learning, and building trauma-sensitive 
schools), and the Bureau of Assessment and Instructional Support (with offerings and 
assistance in building STEM and Arts programs), the Office of Title III (English 
Learners), and partnership trainings with NEA-NH and professional development 
organizations like Learning Forward New Hampshire and ASCD, for example.  These 
trainings and partnerships are communicated to all educators via a monthly professional 
learning newsletter and serve to assist teachers in identifying and supporting students 
with specific learning needs.  
 
Additionally, the NH DOE will work within its financial capacity and with its partners to 
provide personalized learning options, resources, and information on training 
opportunities for educators (teachers, principals and other school leaders) for not only 
academically supporting students with disabilities and English learners, but also students 
who are gifted and talented and students with low-literacy and math levels. 
 
In addition to the many opportunities referenced there are policies and rules supported by 
the NH DOE that serve to improve the skills of teachers, principals, and other school 
leaders. Several Ed Rules under the Certification Standards for Educational Personnel 
focus on student learning and educator support. For example: Ed 512.02, the Criteria for 
State Approval of Local Professional Development Master Plans requires districts to 
provide evidence of activities that foster collective responsibility for improved student 
performance. (Ed 512.02(c)(7)(c)). This policy, and others, provides a standard upon 
which local education agencies can build systems that meet the needs of their 
communities.      
 
Opportunities in ESSA will assist NH in building on the strengths of work that continues 
to grow and develop in the State:  Network for Transforming Educator Preparation 
(NTEP), Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability, and Reform 
(CEEDAR), which is a joint project with the Bureau of Special Education, Program 
Approval and Certification, the State’s Institutions of Higher Education (IHE) Network, 
the NH Student Wellness State Management Team, the Universal Design for Learning 
Leadership Council, the Family and Youth Engagement Collaborative Team, and current 
local initiatives including a regional partnership with Keene State College (through the 
State Education Agency for Higher Education grant), the National Institute of School 
Leaders (NISL) in the North country, as well as the strong partnerships with NH-NEA, 
NH-AFT and State professional organizations. These relationships provide a solid 
framework upon which to advance the needed policy changes and practice opportunities 
for creating a leadership pipeline and ensuring that all educators are learner-ready.  
 
Current leadership opportunities in NH begin with the NH IHE Network, whose members 
bring significant knowledge, experiences, and resources and have convened a Leadership 
Preparation Programs Committee to assure that programs in the State prepare educational 
leaders with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to lead school communities. This 
group’s purpose is to: understand the emerging demands on school leaders in greater 
depth; identify the signature approaches of leadership preparation programs in the State 
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related to becoming a principal; specifically as a means of identifying and studying 
effective practices; identify and study effective change leadership principals in NH in 
order to describe their skills, practices, and challenges; as well as to organize the IHE 
Network with partner organizations in ways that will enable shared learning and 
improvement. The IHE Network believes that this will lay the groundwork for new 
collective and institutional approaches preparing the leaders that have the knowledge 
base including a level of understanding and proficiency that supports competency-based 
and personalized learning that allows them to strongly support the developing talents of 
teachers as they engage in this model of learning and assessment practices. 
 
Local initiatives also serve as examples for innovative and promising work.   
Collaborations between colleges and/or leadership organizations and school districts to 
grow leadership talent from within the district have been working to meet the pressing 
need for quality leadership. Models like this help develop local capacity and provide 
training that translates into certification for emerging leaders, while accommodating 
differences in local needs. 
 
These examples of leadership initiatives lay the foundation for the development of a 
leadership pipeline that will develop the skills and talents of our educational leaders. The 
Every Student Succeeds Act will support this work with increased possibilities at a State 
and local level for innovative leadership initiatives. 
 
The NH DOE will continue to support all learners and educators, and the Every Student 
Succeeds Act will serve to assist in its efforts. 
 


5. Data and Consultation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(K)): Describe how the State will use 
data and ongoing consultation as described in ESEA section 2101(d)(3) to continually 
update and improve the activities supported under Title II, Part A. 
 
The NH DOE relies on its stakeholders for feedback and input. Regional superintendent, 
curriculum director, and principal meetings; superintendent association meetings; regular 
communication with the State’s teachers’ unions (which also represent 
paraprofessionals); engagement from our Parent Information Center and NHPTA;  
attendance for feedback at monthly meetings with charter schools, private school leaders; 
and association representatives for specialized instructional support personnel, will help 
guide activities and determine updates and improvements. We will also gather feedback 
from community partners to ensure we are effectively collaborating on important projects 
that will update and improve the activities supported under Title II, Part A. 
 
Projects funded with Title IIA dollars will be required to submit written evaluations 
based on performance measures and outcomes and will be subject to monitoring. These 
evaluations will prompt adjustments in programming and training in a cycle of 
continuous improvement.     
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6. Teacher Preparation (ESEA section 2101(d)(2)(M)): Describe the actions the State may 
take to improve preparation programs and strengthen support for teachers, principals, or 
other school leaders based on the needs of the State, as identified by the SEA. 
 
In NH, a highly collaborative relationship exists across the NH DOE and institutions of 
higher education. This well-nurtured relationship has deeply rooted mutual respect and 
honesty informing policy, procedure, and practice in the stewardship of PreK-12 learning. 
The NH DOE is committed to supporting the States institutions of higher education that 
offer educator preparation programs. Together, all stakeholders work to develop well-
designed programming that meets the current and future needs of the State’s educational 
ecosystem. The department and the State’s institutions have agreed to support candidates 
during their pre-service years and follow them into employment ensuring that they have 
the necessary resources to be “learner responsive” educators. NH’s “learner responsive” 
definition is the State’s aspiration for all beginning educators.   
 
NH’s Learner-Responsive Definition for Beginning Educators (developed in concert 
with CCSSO’s Network for Transforming Educator Preparation – NTEP) 
 
A learner-responsive educator is one who is ready on day one of his or her career to 
model and develop in students the knowledge, work-study practices and skills they need 
to be life-long learners. This includes the ability to think critically and creatively, to 
apply content to solving real world problems, to foster an interdisciplinary perspective, 
to collaborate and work in teams, and to take ownership of their own learning.  
 
More specifically, learner-responsive educators care deeply about the whole child and 
share responsibility in the development and growth of all learners. They have deep 
knowledge of their content and how to teach it, meeting the differing needs of their 
students. They hold students to high expectations and personalize learning to ensure each 
learner is supported. They motivate and actively engage students in learning; they 
design, interpret, and use multiple forms of student assessment and data to monitor 
progress and inform instruction. Learner-responsive educators reflect, continuously 
improve, collaboratively and individually problem solve, and they demonstrate a capacity 
for leadership.  


Adapted from, Our Responsibility, Our Promise: Transforming Educator 
Preparation and Entry into the Profession (2012). 


NH will accomplish this aspiration through a series of goals and strategies: 
 
Goal 1 – Educator Continuum  
Foster the vision of building a system of integrated support across the continuum of a 
teacher’s career. Truly impacting P-20 and economic outcomes for the State requires a 
deep and ongoing commitment to supporting all educators, regardless of where they are 
within their careers. While the work of NTEP focuses on pre-service educator candidates 
and beginning educators, NH is developing a model that supports all educators. To design 
and execute ongoing systems of support, relationships among higher education, the NH 
DOE, and K–12 schools must be strong. Strong efforts are already underway to build new 
P-20 relationships and enhance those that already exist. This goal area sets NH apart from 
all other NTEP States.   
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Goal 2 – Assessment System  
Design and develop a broader assessment system for teacher learning and program 
improvement based on multiple measures that are valid and reliable. NH is pursuing a 
comprehensive assessment process for examining the quality and growth of teacher 
candidates during both their pre-service and in-service years. This goal requires the 
development and integration of multiple endeavors so that higher education can follow 
their graduates into their first few years of teaching (in-service).   
 
Goal 3 – Program Approval 
Define and develop collaborative systems for continuous improvement enhancing 
supports to institutions in designing such systems. In collaboration with higher education 
and the Professional Standards Board (PSB), NH revised their rules for program approval 
in 2013. This goal is designed to accelerate that work by creating supports for higher 
education in addressing the State’s enhanced standards.   
 
Goal 4 – Program Approval  
Ensure all educators meet the same standards regardless of the pathway toward 
certification. NH offers alternative pathways to certification outside the traditional model 
of programming offered by higher education. At present, there is system of oversight and 
support within the alternative pathways. NH is seeking to ensure the system of support 
and oversight has outcomes that are comparable to traditional pathways.  
 
Goal 5 – Career Lattice  
Consistent with national developments, NH has identified the need to create leadership 
opportunities for educators in addition to the typical trajectory of school and/or district 
administration. Furthermore, there is a commitment to creating opportunities to develop 
areas of expertise, particularly in high need content and skill areas, such as elementary 
mathematics, STEM, teacher leadership, mentoring, cooperating teaching, coaching, and 
facilitation.     
 
Goal 6 – Clinical Practice   
Develop robust models of clinical practice. National and international research strongly 
points to the impact of long-term clinical models on the outcomes and growth of teacher 
candidates. The NH DOE will work closely with higher education to design and test 
models of clinical experience that expand the time and quality of clinical partnerships 
enhancing outcomes for future teachers and K–12 students.   
 
Goal 7 – Data  
Develop a system for the collection and analysis of data that is used for continuous 
improvement by IHE’s and the NH DOE. At this time, NH has limited data and 
collection capability on data relating to educator preparation programs in the State’s 
fourteen institutions of higher education. Both higher education and the NH DOE 
recognize the need to deeply commit time and resources to this endeavor. The collection 
of data and subsequent analysis and reporting provide a foundation supporting all other 
goal areas. 
 
NH educators understand the second most important factor positively impacting student 
learning in the State’s educational system is the quality of building-level leadership (with 
the teacher being the most important factor). Strong leaders hire high-quality teachers, 
support them along the career trajectory, and retain them advancing student learning. NH 
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seeks to deepen their support and development of highly effective building-level 
leadership through multiple strategies: 


 
• Enhance the effectiveness of preparation programs/pathways (traditional and 


alternative) to school-level leadership. 
• Reflect upon and revise the current State standards for school leader certification 


more closely reflecting the realities of contemporary expectations, including the 
integration of transformative skills that impact all aspects of a school ecosystem.  
Within standards development, NH will closely explore the continuum for school 
leader development, starting with the accomplished beginner and moving along the 
scale to exemplar. Clear, coherent, and rigorous standards for school leaders underpin 
the full body of the State’s work in this area. 


• Deeply explore State level data (quantitative and qualitative elements) unearthing the 
strengths and weakness of the school leader pipeline in NH (certified, employed, 
attractiveness, distribution, etc.). This effort grounds the work underway providing 
evidence supporting the State’s claims concerned with the school leader pipeline 
across all geographic areas of the State.   
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E. Title III, Part A, Subpart 1: English Language Acquisition and 
Language Enhancement 


1. Entrance and Exit Procedures (ESEA section 3113(b)(2)): Describe how the SEA will 
establish and implement, with timely and meaningful consultation with LEAs 
representing the geographic diversity of the State, standardized, statewide entrance and 
exit procedures, including an assurance that all students who may be English learners are 
assessed for such status within 30 days of enrollment in a school in the State. 
 
The NH DOE will continue to publish its State ESOL Guidance on its website to inform 
LEAs of the official process for identifying whether a student is an English learner. In its 
process of review and revision of the Guidance, the NH DOE will bring together its 
English Learner (EL) Advisory Team (made up of geographically diverse EL Directors 
and educators in the State, parents, community leaders and higher education 
representatives). 
 
The current process for identifying whether a student is an English learner includes the 
following: 
   


• LEAs must ensure all families complete the current NH Home Language Survey 
(HLS) and follow the State’s guidance on incorporating the HLS into an 
electronic registration format. 


• The LEA must provide an interpreter if a parent requests one, or if the need is 
obvious.  


• If the HLS indicates that a language other than English exists in the student’s 
home environment, an ESOL certified teacher must conduct an initial assessment 
(or “screening”) of the student using a State-approved assessment (currently 
WIDA screeners are W-APT or the MODEL, in 2017–18 the screener will be 
phased).  


• If scores from the screener indicate the student has not met the minimum 
proficiency benchmark, the student must be added to the LEA’s ESOL Roster, 
and the EL’s parents/guardians must be notified that their child is eligible for 
ESOL services.  


• LEAs must notify parents/guardians of the screener results and eligibility status 
within 30 days of the beginning of the school year, or within 14 days if the 
student enrolls later in the year.  


 
The NH DOE will continue to publish its State ESOL Guidance on its website to inform 
LEAs of the official process for exiting English Learners.   
 


• The NH DOE requires all LEAs to administer statewide common English 
language proficiency (ELP) assessment, currently ACCESS 2.0 for ELLs, to all 
English learners who are eligible for services in their district.   


• After the English Learner attains the State determined English language 
proficiency benchmark on the statewide ELP assessment, then the learner will be 
considered a “former English learner” and be placed in Monitor status for 4 
years.   


• During Monitor status, LEAs will not offer direct services to the former English 
learners, but will conduct quarterly progress checks.   
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• If a former English learner student experiences academic difficulties due to 
linguistic barriers, the LEA may request a return to ESOL services through the 
NHDOE Title III and ESOL Office.   


• The LEA must consult the former English learner student’s parents/guardians 
before submitting the request.  
 


2. SEA Support for English Learner Progress (ESEA section 3113(b)(6)): Describe how the 
SEA will assist eligible entities in meeting:  


i. The State-designed long-term goals established under ESEA section 
1111(c)(4)(A)(ii), including measurements of interim progress towards 
meeting such goals, based on the State’s English language proficiency 
assessments under ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(G); and 


ii. The challenging State academic standards.  
 
The NH DOE will continue to work closely with LEAs in analyzing 
English learner performance data on the ELP and academic assessments.  
Also, the NH DOE will collaborate with LEAs and utilize data in designing 
evidence-based professional development opportunities for educators, 
administrators, and support staff. 
 


3. Monitoring and Technical Assistance (ESEA section 3113(b)(8)): Describe: 
i. How the SEA will monitor the progress of each eligible entity receiving a 


Title III, Part A subgrant in helping English learners achieve English 
proficiency; and  


ii. The steps the SEA will take to further assist eligible entities if the 
strategies funded under Title III, Part A are not effective, such as providing 
technical assistance and modifying such strategies. 
 
The NH DOE will continue to maintain its ESOL Database, which stores 
English learner performance data down to the school level. The NH DOE 
will hold Title III project manager meetings at the beginning of the school 
year and at the mid-year to discuss issues regarding program policies and 
fiscal responsibilities, as well as to offer targeted professional 
development.   
 
In the fall of 2017, the NH DOE will ask Title III districts to complete an 
ESOL Program Needs Assessment, including program improvements, 
where the district gathers its teaching faculty and administrators together to 
analyze the previous EL performance data. Each district will be asked to 
write a summative analysis describing how the district has met the State’s 
benchmark for EL making progress toward proficiency. The districts are 
asked to write a one-paragraph analysis of their ESOL program’s perceived 
strengths and how they can leverage these to continue success or enhance 
capabilities.  
 
After they are asked to write a one-paragraph analysis of their ESOL 
program’s perceived weaknesses and how they may overcome these 
challenges. These needs assessments will be due in February, and the NH 
DOE will follow-up with each district with one-to-one consultations in late 
May to early June 2017. These individual consultations provide a district-
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focused context for the NH DOE and LEA to collaborate, specifically to 
cover areas of program improvement and to discuss areas of coordination 
for sustaining successful activities and improving ineffective ones. After 
these consultations, the NH DOE will use a rubric to determine risk for 
each district (criteria to include: EL performance, EL, teacher turnover, 
fiscal responsibility, and more). Finally, the NH DOE will use a formal 
onsite monitoring process, where it visits each district once every two 
years, scheduling on site visits from the risk analysis. The Title III 
Monitoring Rubric and State Monitoring Self-Assessment tools are being 
revised to meet all reporting requirements and regulations in the ESSA. 
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F. Title IV, Part A: Student Support and Academic Enrichment Grants 
1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(A)): Describe how the SEA will use funds 


received under Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 for State-level activities.  
 
The NH DOE has been allocated $1,940,000 for its Student Support and Academic 
Enrichment Grant for FY17. Ninety-five percent of those funds ($1,843,000) will be 
available to LEAs (see #2 below) through a competitive process, as allowed in the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2017 (Pub. L 115-31). One percent of the funds 
($19,400) will be used by the NH DOE to support the administration and monitoring of 
the grant. Four percent of the funds ($77,600) will be used by the NH DOE to support 
LEAs in their efforts to improve personalized learning environments and teaching 
conditions and ensuring learning experiences are augmented with technology and rich in 
digital literacy.  
 
Specifically, the NH DOE will use the State-level funds to gather stakeholder feedback 
regarding the activities and initiatives supported under this grant. Additionally, the NH 
DOE will use these funds to prepare resources and materials that schools can use in their 
initiatives to support evidenced-based practices that support personalized educational 
experiences in the following areas: 


• Robotics and STEM initiatives 
• Arts-based learning strategies 
• Civics education 
• Personalized educational experiences 
• Career pathways 
• Dual-enrollment programs 
• Multi-tiered system of support for behavior and wellness 
• Integration of digital tools and technology 


 
2. Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4103(c)(2)(B)): Describe how the SEA will ensure 


that awards made to LEAs under Title IV, Part A, Subpart 1 are in amounts that are 
consistent with ESEA section 4105(a)(2). 
 
As allowed in the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2017 (Pub. L 115-31), the NH DOE 
will implement a competitive grant opportunity for its LEAs in SFY 2017–18. Through 
the RFP process the State will ensure that at least 20 percent of the total LEA set-aside 
(95 percent of the State’s total allocation) is distributed for well-rounded educational 
opportunities (per ESEA section 4107), at least 20 percent for safe and healthy students 
(per ESEA section 4108), and a portion for developing or using effective or innovative 
strategies for the delivery of specialized or rigorous academic courses and curricula 
through the use of technology, including digital learning technologies and assistive 
technology (per ESEA section 4109). Additionally, no grant provided will be less than 
$10,000 per the Appropriations Act. Through the competitive grant process, the NH DOE 
will provide non-regulatory guidance to LEAs regarding the use of funds and allowable 
expenditures. 
 
The NH DOE will review its plans to continue using a competitive grant process with 
Title IV, Part A funds after the 2017–18 school year, once it is known if Congress will 
allocate funds in those years and, if funded, the amount of the grant. 
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G. Title IV, Part B: 21st Century Community Learning Centers 
1. Use of Funds (ESEA section 4203(a)(2)): Describe how the SEA will use funds received 


under the 21st Century Community Learning Centers program, including funds reserved 
for State-level activities. 


The purpose of NH’s 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) is to 
provide programs focused on helping children in high-need schools to succeed 
academically through the use of evidence-based practices and extended learning time 
outside of regular school hours and periods when school is not in session (such as before 
and after school or during summer/vacation recess).  


Programs are designed to meet high academic standards through quality after school 
staffing and strong collaboration between school-day and after-school personnel. Careful 
attention is given to safety, health, and nutrition needs. Programs provide opportunities 
for academic enrichment, including mandatory homework help and tutorial services to 
students using project-based learning and performance-based evaluation to ensure 
students are fully engaged in their learning. Programs are focused on student academic 
and social competency and facilitating a sense of confidence through programs that are 
personalized to each student’s learning needs.  


NH’s 21st CCLC programs offer students a broad array of enrichment services, programs, 
and activities, such as youth development activities, college and career readiness 
activities, including mentoring programs; credit and recovery programs; drug and 
violence prevention programs; counseling programs; health and wellness activities; 
expanded library hours; art, music, and recreation programs; and technology education 
programs and community service opportunities that are designed to reinforce and 
complement the regular academic program of participating students. Families of students 
served by community learning centers are provided opportunities for literacy, strategies 
for learning at home, and individualized needs related to development. All programs are 
designed to promote parent engagement and collaboration between home, school, and 
community. 


21st CCLC programs in NH are designed to support meaningful learning that is age 
appropriate and supports a strong collaboration between educators and parents to ensure 
students are assisted in meeting State and local academic achievement standards. NH’s 
21st CCLC is designed to support mastery of academic subjects and provide students with 
a well-rounded education through support for learning and expanded learning 
opportunities.   


Goals, Data, and Evaluation 
Clear, focused, and concise goals and outcomes provide a roadmap for program 
development and implementation; guide activities and initiatives, help direct resources in 
the pursuit of meaningful and attainable impacts; and lead to data that are both easily 
understood and tells a clear story of a program’s progress and impact. Over the past few 
years, 21st CCLC programs have been working to review and refine their goals to more 
clearly reflect the needs and opportunities central to their program design.   


Efforts have also been made to streamline data collection, reduce data burden, and 
increase accessibility of both program level and statewide data. Programs review their 
current data collection efforts to ensure alignment with program goals and maximize the 
quality and meaningfulness of data being collected. In addition, data collected for 
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statewide evaluation has been made available at the local level via the i4see system.  
These reports and data are used by programs to support progress towards local goals and 
impacts, as well as gains on established statewide quality benchmarks for annual 
performance reporting, grant applications, and presentations to key stakeholders and 
potential funders. Below is the timeline followed for the monitoring process:   


5-YEAR MONITORING SCHEDULE: 
Year 1:  NHDOE Site Visit 
Year 2:  Continuous Improvement Process for Afterschool/Peer Visit 
Year 3:  Continuous Improvement Process for Afterschool/Peer Visit 
Year 4:  NHDOE Site Visit 
Year 5:  Service to the Field 


 
Continuous Improvement Process   
Years Two and Three Continuous Improvement Process for Afterschool (CIPAS) 
A team of several external reviewers visit afterschool programs in years two and three. 
The CIPAS uses a tool that provides an in-depth quality improvement process. The CIPAS tool 
incorporates a set of strategies that allows programs to continually assess, plan, improve, and 
sustain a program. 
 
The National Community Education Association (NCEA) designed the CIPAS tool to assist 
programs in their afterschool work by providing a system for continually improving afterschool 
programs. Their full and robust approach combines the latest knowledge and work in the field for 
community education. The NH DOE is committed to assisting its 21st Century Community 
Learning Center programs in continuous improvement and has adopted CIPAS as its annual 
evaluation tool for afterschool programs.   
 
After the team reviews the final CIPAS report and provides their recommendations for 
improvement, the program selects three to five top priority areas for their program to 
address in the next two years with specific action steps. 
 
The following criteria are used when selecting the priority areas:   
• Level of impact on the overall program  
• Resources needed to accomplish the action steps 
• Level of importance to the overall success of the program 
• Urgent or imperative nature of the recommendation for the optimal functioning of the 


program 
 
NH DOE Site Monitoring 
Year One and Four - NH DOE Site Visits 
A member from the NH DOE 21st Century Community Learning Center Program visits 21st 
Century sites during year one and four and informally each year. During the visit, the 
member will observe afterschool enrichment programs, homework club, etc., and interview 
both staff and students, using the NH 21st Century Community Learning Center Site Visit 
Observation Form. The member provides technical assistance and guidance based upon 
their observations as well as noting any other concerns. Following the visit, the member 
will complete the Checklist of Program Operations and submit the completed document to 
the Program Director following the visit date. The Program Director must address any areas 
of concern and submit a plan for improvement. 
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Year Two and Three - Peer Visits 
Peer visits provide an opportunity for Program Directors to observe a program using a 
standard form to share ideas, give feedback, and provide any recommendations for 
program improvement. This feedback is forwarded to the State Director and sent to the 
host site Program Director.  
 
Year Five Service to the Field 
Program Directors in the fifth year give back to the field by assisting with conference 
planning, facilitating meetings, sharing any research or program development, and 
mentoring new Program Directors.  
 
Data Collection and Reporting 
CAYEN is an online data collection system utilized by NH 21st CCLC programs. It 
collects and organizes information regarding program enrollment and attendance, 
program offerings, academic performance, teacher surveys, as well as the goals and 
performance information required for the 21st CCLC Federal report (APR 21). In addition 
to facilitating the collection of data required for State and Federal reports, CAYEN has 
many features that support daily program function including the ability to create sign 
in/out sheets, bus lists, and mailing labels as well as track fees, record payments, and 
generate invoices. 


CAYEN trainings are offered throughout the year and are tailored to the needs and 
familiarity level of the participants. Additional support is offered through the CAYEN 
Helpdesk and a preset allowance of phone support directly through CAYEN.   


Teacher Surveys 
Teacher surveys are annual paper-based surveys distributed at the end of the school year 
to school day teachers. They are designed to measure the impact the afterschool program 
had on homework completion, class participation, and behavior for youth who regularly 
attend the program (regular attendees—youth who attend 30 or more days per year).  
The data from this survey is entered into the CAYEN database and included in the 
Federal report via APR21.   
 
Youth Surveys 
During the month of March youth currently participating in the programs engage in a 
survey process aimed at gathering information about their perceptions of the program, 
academic engagement, social skills, and ambitions. The surveys are conducted online, 
and results are available to programs via the i4see workbench. 


Program Director, Site Coordinator, and Principal Surveys 
In May, program directors, site coordinators, and principals participate in a survey to 
collect information regarding the programming, operation, and partnerships of each 
program. The surveys are conducted online through the ESS System via myNHDOE 
Single Sign-On system with state-level aggregate results available on the i4see 
workbench. 
 
I4SEE is the State data collection system used by the NH DOE. This system houses all of 
the information reported by school districts, including enrollment, demographics, and 
standardized test scores. The 21st CCLC program uploads data from CAYEN into i4see 
three times a year as part of the annual evaluation and reporting processes.  
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By uploading 21st CCLC data into i4see, 21st CCLC programs are able to access valuable 
data regarding participants, including sensitive demographics information regarding race, 
participation in the free and reduced lunch program, as well as special education and 
English language learner (ELL) designations. This information is reported to programs in 
aggregate form to protect confidentiality, and can be used to complete State and Federal 
performance reports as well as to support sustainability efforts.  


Federal Reporting 
Each 21st CCLC grantee completes triannual Federal reports (APR21). Data for these 
reports are uploaded to the Federal system by CAYEN for the summer, fall, and spring 
time periods. The report contains a summary of participant data and demographics as 
well as information regarding program goals, community partners, and staffing.  
 
Annual Performance Report (State Report) 
In addition to the Federal APR21 reports, 21st CCLC grantees complete an annual 
performance report for the State describing progress on project goals and performance 
measures. This report is due each year in June and must be completed in order to receive 
funding for the upcoming year.  


State-Wide Evaluation 
In 2012, NH 21st CCLC implemented a new process for statewide evaluation. This 
process includes the annual collection of surveys from Youth Participants, Site 
Coordinators, Program Directors, and Principals and is conducted online through State 
systems. Work is continuing on this process.  
 
Technical Assistance 
Program Director Meetings 
Program Director meetings are required professional development and networking 
opportunities designed to establish a strong community of support. These full day 
meetings are scheduled every other month and include a two-day conference in January.   


Site Director Meetings 
Bi-monthly Site Director meetings are held to provide site level administrators the 
opportunity to come together for targeted professional development, networking, and to 
share resources and collective support. These half-day interactive meeting agendas are 
developed based on current interests and identified needs in the field. Examination of a 
new structure for professional development is being examined.  
 
Summer Summit 
The summer summit is a required three day annual event for Program Directors to expand 
their knowledge to support academic achievement and socio-emotional learning for 
afterschool programs. The summer summit provides Program Directors an opportunity to 
attend as part of their school team and work on a problem of practice.              


Regional Conference 
The regional conference is a collaborative effort between the New England 21st CCLC 
programs and when offered is traditionally a spring event. If offered, grantees are 
required to attend.  
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National Conference (optional) 
Attending national conferences is an optional but is recommended that every program 
attend a national conference at least once in its five year grant cycle.   


CAYEN and i4See 
Trainings on the CAYEN and i4see databases are held periodically throughout the year to 
assist programs with data collection and reporting. Supplemental trainings may be added 
over the course of the year and are announced via email. 
 


2. Awarding Subgrants (ESEA section 4203(a)(4)): Describe the procedures and criteria the 
SEA will use for reviewing applications and awarding 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers funds to eligible entities on a competitive basis, which shall include procedures 
and criteria that take into consideration the likelihood that a proposed community 
learning center will help participating students meet the challenging State academic 
standards and any local academic standards. 
 
The 21st Century Community Learning Center Program’s Request for Proposal (RFP) is 
aligned with program statutes, and the application process is created to show alignment 
with State and local goals. 


 
The RFP is published in early January. Information regarding the application process is 
posted with a timeline and power point presentation and is accompanied by frequently 
asked questions and a blog. Applications are due in early March, and applicants for 21st 
Century funds must have a collaborative between a local education agency and one or 
more community-based organizations, faith-based organizations, or other public or 
private entities, and must primarily serve students who attend schools with economically 
disadvantaged students with a minimum of 30 percent of the student population identified 
as recipients of the free/reduced lunch program.  
 
After a school district or community based organization submits an RFP application to 
the NH DOE, the 21st CCLC staff review applications to assure all necessary 
requirements have been met.  
 
Reviewers are selected based on the ability to conceptualize the importance of a 21st 
Century Learning Programs in creating a balance between academic learning and socio-
emotional learning.  The readers are a group of individuals from educational and non-
educational organizations, non-profit organizations, principals, higher education, 21st 
Century directors, individuals from the private-sector who are involved in education, and 
State agency personnel with relevant experience. The reviewers participate in an online 
training provided by the 21st CCLC staff. During their training they receive an overview 
of the RFP and the scoring rubric. (see scoring rubric below)  
 
The reader’s roles and responsibilities consist of the following:   


• Participate in trainings to understand roles, expectations, and laws.  
• Reading, scoring, and providing comments on individual applications. 
• Participate in an onsite group meeting for final application decisions.  
• Deciding on whether to fund, not to fund, or fund with conditions. 
• Providing feedback and recommendations to the 21st CCLC staff.  
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Scores are documented and filed, and all applicants are notified of the results of the 
competition, based on available funding.  Also, scoring sheets with feedback are sent to 
all applicants. Grant Awards are for five years for no less than $50,000 and no more than 
$135,000. 


 
If awarded, the 21st Century office provides the district/organization with technical 
assistance as to the next required steps. The office reviews and monitors the budget and 
activities through the NH Grants Management System to ensure the activities are 
allowable, allocable, and reasonable under statutes and guidance. Assessment of the 
application process is done on a consistent basis. 


Please see the example Scoring Rubric below. 


Application/Scoring Review Rating Form 
 


 
Reader          
 
Applicant District   
 
Applicant Agency        
 
I certify that I do not have a conflict of interest in reading this proposal: ____________________ 
 
 
 
Reader Instructions: Give the proposal a score that best describes its attributes in each category.  Give the 
proposal a subtotal as indicated at the end of each section.  Total all the subsections in the final scoring 
chart below. 
 
Total Score of this proposal is   Maximum points: 100 
 
 


TOTAL SCORING CHART 
CATEGORY POINTS 
Complete Application                        (5)  
Priority Points                                   (5)  
a.  Need for Project                          (20)  
b.  Quality of Program Design        (25)  
c. Adequacy of Resources                (15)  
d. Quality of  Management Plan    (10)  
e. Quality of Program Evaluation   (10)  
f.  Budget/Budget Narrative             (10)  


TOTAL (100)  
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Example Rubric 
COMPLETE APPLICATION 
(max. 5 points) 
 


YES NO 


Application Cover Page is 
included with appropriate 
signatures. 


  


21st CCLC Program Assurances 
are included with the appropriate 
signature. 


  


The Application Checklist is 
included    


A one page Abstract is included.    
Table of Contents is included.   
The proposal is bound per 
directions in RFP.   


Narrative and attachments follow 
formatting and page limits as 
outlined in the RFP.   


  


Appendices are tabbed and 
labeled.    


Scoring:  
All elements complete—5pts. 
For each missing element, deduct 
one point. 


 
Total Possible:  5 pts. 


 
Total No’s:   _________ 


Points Calculation 
5 points - ____________ = _____________ 


                                                          Total No’s                           Final Score 


    Cannot be less than zero 
 


TOTAL SCORE (maximum 5 points):  _________ 
 
 
 


   Example Rubric 
 No 


 
Yes 


PRIORITY 
POINTS 
(max. 5 points) 


  


Title I Priority or 
Focus school is 
included in the 
application. 


0 5 


 
TOTAL SCORE (maximum 5 points) _________ 
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Example Rubric 
 WEAK 


 
(lacks 
sufficient 
information) 


 


MARGINAL 
 


(requires 
additional 


clarification) 


GOOD 
 


(clear and 
complete) 


EXCELLENT 
 


(well-
conceived and 


thoroughly 
developed) 


b.  QUALITY OF PROGRAM DESIGN  
(max. 25 points) 


    


The three attached goals*, program elements*, and 
outcomes* are clearly specified, measurable, and 
address the needs of the target population. 


1 2 3 4 


Describes program activities, how they link to 
identified needs in Need for Project section, 
academic achievement, and youth development.  
Scientifically-Based Research (SBR*) is utilized in 
decision making.   
HS application  refer to NH’s HS Redesign ELO 
guidelines and link to activities.  The menu offered 
includes credit bearing ELOs and non-credit 
programming. 


0 1 2 3 


Describes how the program will link to the school 
day, including homework. 


0 1 2 3 


A schedule for each proposed site is included and 
includes the minimum days and hours of operation, 
academic support and enrichment choices. 


0 1 2 3 


Describes how youth voice will inform the 
continued development of the program. 


0 1 2 3 


Describes Family Literacy programs based on SBR 
and how often they will be offered.  


0 1 1 2 


Describes how parent feedback will inform the 
continued development of the program. If needed, 
there is a plan for communicating with families with 
limited English skills. 


0 1 1 2 


Describes how the program will create a  
welcoming environment for families.  


0 1 1 2 


New Applicants - 
Describes how the program will attract youth and 
their families and maintain enrollment over time 
OR 
Current Grantees - Includes the numbers of youth 
and families that were served for each year of the 
original five-year grant.  Explains fluctuations in the 
numbers.  Describes strategies to increase 
enrollment and/or retain enrollment. 


0 1 2 3 


SUBTOTAL 
(max. 25 points) 


    


 
TOTAL SCORE b (maximum 25 points) _________ 
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H. Title V, Part B, Subpart 2:  Rural and Low-Income School Program 
1. Outcomes and Objectives (ESEA section 5223(b)(1)): Provide information on program 


objectives and outcomes for activities under Title V, Part B, Subpart 2, including how the 
SEA will use funds to help all students meet the challenging State academic standards.  
 
The NH DOE’s priority for the Rural and Low-Income School program is to help all 
students meet the challenging State academic standards and to assist LEAs in achieving 
this goal by providing high quality technical assistance.  LEAs who qualify for the Rural 
and Low-Income School Program (RLIS) will receive an allocation according to a 
formula, and will use their funds to increase student achievement, decrease drop-out 
rates, increase family and community engagement, provide support for educators to 
ensure equitable access, and provide increased access to technology to enhance learning 
opportunities, according to their needs. The SEA will use funds to support efficient 
administration of the grant and to ensure that LEAs implementing programs and activities 
with RLIS are helping all students meet challenging State academic standards.  LEAs will 
identify project outcomes and measurable objectives and report these to the SEA. 
 


2. Technical Assistance (ESEA section 5223(b)(3)): Describe how the SEA will provide 
technical assistance to eligible LEAs to help such agencies implement the activities 
described in ESEA section 5222. 
 
LEAs receiving formula grants for RLIS will receive communications about allocations, 
allowable activities, assurances, and other relevant program information via email and via 
the NH DOE’S website. The guidance and communication documents outline the 
priorities for the RLIS program (all of which serve to help students meet challenging 
academic standards): parental involvement activities, improving basic academic 
programs, supporting effective instruction, language instruction for English learners and 
immigrant students, and student support and academic enrichment.   Each grantee’s 
application will be reviewed for program components and financial components through 
the online grants management system and all activities must include performance 
measurements and outcomes. Technical assistance will be provided on the New 
Hampshire Department of Education’s website in the form of allocation lists, guidance 
documents for the online grants management system and for the RLIS program, and links 
to other resources for evidence-based programming.  The SEA will also provide technical 
assistance via direct communication, site visits, monitoring, or additional support tailored 
to the LEAs’ needs.   
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I. Education for Homeless Children and Youth program, McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Act, Title VII, Subtitle B 


1. Student Identification (722(g)(1)(B) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe the 
procedures the SEA will use to identify homeless children and youth in the State and to 
assess their needs. 
 
NH Department of education uses several procedures to identify and assess needs of 
homeless children and youths. These procedures include, but are not limited to, the 
analysis of cumulative end of year data submitted by all local education agencies (LEAs) 
of number and temporary living situations of homeless children and youths enrolled and 
attending school (including the subcategory of homeless unaccompanied youth), review 
and analysis of results of statewide educational assessments of homeless children and 
youths, review of graduation rates of homeless students, review of Title I applications 
identifying assessments and data used to determine needs of homeless children to be 
served and reservations of funds for comparable services, end of year data submitted by 
LEAs that receive Title I Part A funds on homeless students served, and use of 
reservation of funds for services provided to homeless children and youths.  
 
Title I Part A includes a brief McKinney-Vento interview protocol as part of Title I Part 
A compliance monitoring. Annual reports and project progress benchmarks and 
summaries submitted by McKinney-Vento sub-grant awardees will provide additional 
data to assist in the identification of and assessment of needs of homeless children and 
youths in NH. The State Coordinator collaborates with State agencies and task forces (i.e. 
NH Homeless Teen Task Force, NH Trafficking Task Force, Early Childhood Task 
Force), Housing Action, Governor’s Interagency Council to End Homelessness, and State 
the Coordinating Committee (Special Education) to assist in the identification and needs 
assessment of homeless children and youths.  
 
The NH Adolescent Health Risk Assessment (2017) included the two optional (CDC) 
questions on homelessness. Results from the health risk survey will be utilized to target 
supports and resources to better identify and meet needs of NH’s homeless youth. Results 
of the HRA will be analyzed to compare numbers of self-identified homeless youth with 
numbers of homeless youth reported to the State by LEAs. Discrepancies will guide the 
State Coordinator and LEAs in targeting outreach and technical assistance to more 
accurately identify eligible (homeless) youth. Results of self-reported risk behaviors 
connected with self-reported homeless status will also be analyzed to assist in targeting 
State and LEA activities and resources to provide appropriate interventions and services. 
 


2. Dispute Resolution (722(g)(1)(C) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures for 
the prompt resolution of disputes regarding the educational placement of homeless 
children and youth.  
 
To ensure disputes regarding the educational placement of homeless children and youths 
are promptly resolved, NH DOE requires all LEAs to have a local dispute process 
available to homeless families and homeless unaccompanied youths and that pending the 
final outcome of the dispute process homeless children and youths attend the desired 
school with transportation provided upon request and with all appropriate educational 
services. Local homeless dispute processes are required to meet McKinney-Vento dispute 
requirements and are part of monitoring process for LEA compliance. The 
parent/guardian of a homeless child or a homeless unaccompanied youth may initiate the 
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LEA homeless resolution dispute process at the time of notification from the LEA 
regarding eligibility, school selection, or enrollment.  Further, a parent/guardian of a 
homeless child or youth, or homeless unaccompanied youth, and/or an LEA may access 
the NH DOE Homeless Education Dispute Process (available on the NH DOE website 
under Homeless Education) at the conclusion of the local dispute process if either party is 
not satisfied with the local process outcome. Per the State homeless education dispute 
resolution process The Commissioner of the NH DOE will make a temporary order 
within 14 days of receipt of the dispute request pending the decision by the NH State 
Board of Education. As with the local homeless dispute process, pending the final 
outcome of the State dispute process, homeless children and youths attend the desired 
school with transportation provided upon request, and with provisions of all appropriate 
educational services.   
 


3. Support for School Personnel (722(g)(1)(D) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe 
programs for school personnel (including the LEA liaisons for homeless children and 
youth, principals and other school leaders, attendance officers, teachers, enrollment 
personnel, and specialized instructional support personnel) to heighten the awareness of 
such school personnel of the specific needs of homeless children and youth, including 
runaway and homeless children and youth. 
 
NH DOE office of homeless education, through the State Coordinator, provides programs 
for school personnel, principals, other school leaders, as well as State and local homeless 
providers and outreach workers (including youth street outreach, healthcare 
agencies/providers, NH Job Corps, law enforcement and county meetings) through 
technical assistance and professional development provided through a new homeless 
liaison training meeting held each fall, regional meetings of homeless education liaisons 
(held two to three times during the school year), webinars, dissemination of resources and 
information such as fact briefs, and online learning opportunities provided by EDs 
homeless education technical assistance center, the National Center for Homeless 
Education (NCHE) as well as periodic email transmittals of resources, updates, and 
promising practices. Resources and information are posted on the NH DOE website, 
provided through liaison list serve transmissions, webinars, etc. A statewide meeting 
including liaisons, school leaders/administrators, specialized instructional support 
personnel, school nurses, school social workers, and guidance counselors is held once a 
year. The NH DOE State Coordinator provides additional opportunities to heighten 
awareness of the specific needs of homeless children and youths, including children and 
youths who are runaway and homeless youths through presentations/training sessions at 
State and local meetings and conferences.    
 


4. Access to Services (722(g)(1)(F) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Describe procedures that 
ensure that: 


i. Homeless children have access to public preschool programs, administered 
by the SEA or LEA, as provided to other children in the State; 


ii. Homeless youth and youth separated from public schools are identified and 
accorded equal access to appropriate secondary education and support 
services, including by identifying and removing barriers that prevent youth 
described in this clause from receiving appropriate credit for full or partial 
coursework satisfactorily completed while attending a prior school, in 
accordance with State, local, and school policies; and  
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iii. Homeless children and youth who meet the relevant eligibility criteria do 
not face barriers to accessing academic and extracurricular activities, 
including magnet school, summer school, career and technical education, 
advanced placement, online learning, and charter school programs, if such 
programs are available at the State and local levels.  
 
NH DOE Homeless Education through the State Coordinator ensures 
technical assistance and professional development provided to LEA 
liaisons and school leaders includes information on the requirement to 
ensure homeless children have access to public preschool programs. At this 
writing, the NH DOE does not administer public preschools and at this 
time LEAs are not required to provide public pre-school. LEAs that do 
provide public preschool will ensure that homeless children and youth have 
access to preschool programs and provide evidence to the State 
Coordinator during monitoring that information on the educational right to 
access public preschools in LEAs that offer them is provided to 
parents/guardians or youth and disseminated broadly in the community and 
evidence is provided that LEAs have conducted outreach and have enrolled 
eligible children. The State Coordinator is appointed to the Interagency 
Coordinating Council (ICC), collaborates with the NH Head Start State 
Coordinator and the Early Childhood Advisory Committee and is a 
member of the Child Care Block Grant (CCBG) Homeless Task Force.    
 
NH DOE Homeless Education through the State Coordinator provides 
technical assistance and professional development and works to ensure 
opportunities for homeless children and youths to fully participate in all 
academic and extra-curricular activities for which they are eligible 
including programs and services offered by charter schools, online learning 
(when offered by the LEA and/or charter school), career and technical 
education, advanced placement (when offered by LEAs), and summer 
school programming (when offered by the LEAs/charter schools. NH does 
not currently have Magnet Schools. Homeless children and youth have 
access to programs offered by Title I Part A, IDEA, other programs offered 
by the LEA and/or charter school, and 21st Century after School Programs.  
 
Through collaboration with the NH School Nurses’ Association, the State 
Coordinator will work with LEA liaisons and school nurses to ensure 
homeless children and youth do not face barriers related to missing health 
related documentation. LEA liaisons in collaboration with school nurses 
ensure immediate school enrollment of homeless children and youth even 
if the child or youth is unable to produce records usually required for 
school enrollment such as immunization records and/or other health 
records. As Specialized Instructional Support Personnel (SISP) school 
nurses are an integral part of student support and uniquely qualified and 
trained to assist the parent/guardian or youth in obtaining the 
immunization, screenings, or other required health records. LEA liaison 
and school nurse partnerships will ensure homeless students are provided 
access to health care services and the social, emotional, and behavioral 
supports necessary to achieve academic and personal success. Technical 
assistance is provided to LEA liaisons and school leadership to ensure 
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extra curricula activities such as, but not limited to, the arts (music, drama, 
etc.), sports, and other activities are accessible to homeless children and 
youths and that fees are waived or supported through local and/or 
community funds.    
 
NH DOE Homeless Education State Coordinator works with local 
homeless education liaisons, public school officials, State and local 
agencies and providers serving homeless youth, including but not limited 
to the Runaway Homeless Youth Program provider to ensure homeless 
youth, including youth separated from schools are identified and connected 
to all educational and support services they are entitled to receive.  
 
Professional development opportunities and technical assistance are 
provided to homeless liaisons, school personnel, State and local providers 
to identify homeless youth and share promising strategies to 
identify/remove barriers to accessing public education. The NH State 
Coordinator will facilitate the collaboration between LEAs to identify 
strategies to ensure homeless youth are provided appropriate credit for full 
or partial coursework while attending a previous school. NH secondary 
schools operate on differing coursework schedules (i.e. semesters, or 
trimesters) that present challenges in determining appropriate credit for 
partial course completion. The State Coordinator will work with LEAs to 
develop a pilot project to examine and recommend an NH DOE protocol to 
assist in determining partial school credit criteria, including processes to 
evaluate credit status between schools operating coursework on different 
sessions. The State Coordinator will also work with LEAs to identify 
through a pilot project, strategies that LEAs can use to award course credit 
and or partial course credit for coursework completion through competency 
based assessment practices.     
 
NH DOE Homeless Education State Coordinator provides technical 
assistance and professional development and works with LEAs and Charter 
Schools to promote opportunities for homeless children and youths to fully 
participate in all academic and extra-curricular activities for which they are 
eligible. Technical assistance is provided to LEA liaisons and school 
leadership to ensure extra curricula activities such as, but not limited to, the 
arts (music, drama, etc.), sports, and other activities are accessible to 
homeless children and youths and that fees are waived or supported 
through local and/or community funds. The State Coordinator will 
facilitate collaboration with State agencies, LEAs, and community 
providers to identify and remove barriers homeless children and youth may 
face in accessing academic and extra-curricular activities for which they 
are eligible and develop processes and timeline to remove identified 
barriers. Provisions of evidence that homeless children and youth have full 
participation in academic and available extra-curricular activities at the 
LEA and/or charter school will be examined for compliance as part of 
monitoring.   
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5. Strategies to Address Other Problems (722(g)(1)(H) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Provide 


strategies to address other problems with respect to the education of homeless children 
and youth, including problems resulting from enrollment delays that are caused by— 


i. requirements of immunization and other required health records; 
ii. residency requirements; 


iii. lack of birth certificates, school records, or other documentation; 
iv. guardianship issues; or 
v. uniform or dress code requirements. 


 
Children and youth in homeless situations that lack documentation usually required for 
school enrollment such as immunization records, and/or other health records, proof of 
guardianship or residency documentation are immediately enrolled in the desired 
public/charter school while the liaison works with the parent/guardian or youth to obtain 
any necessary documentation. The NH DOE is committed to provide a high quality 
education to all children and youth. Part of this innovation is to provide personalized 
learning opportunities for all students.  
 
The unique educational and emotional needs of homeless children and youth, including 
homeless youth not in the physical custody of a parent or guardian (unaccompanied 
homeless youth) present challenges to LEAs and service providers. The State 
Coordinator’s work is to continually safeguard the provisions of the McKinney-Vento 
Act, Education for Homeless Children and Youths Program. This includes regular 
professional development opportunities, dissemination of resources and providing 
technical assistance, development of regional homeless education liaison networks, and 
monitoring of State and local policies and practices that may be barriers to the enrollment 
of homeless children and youth to education and related services such as extracurricular 
activities. Technical assistance provided to LEAs, local providers, and families and youth 
living in homeless situations help to identity any State and local policies or practices that 
present education barriers.  
 
The State Coordinator works to introduce remedial measures or provide policy 
recommendations to remove barriers or limitations that impede immediate enrollment in 
school of homeless children and youths; including any barriers associated with missing 
academic or health records, immunizations, residency, or guardianship issues. Dress code 
or uniform requirements have not been identified as barriers to school enrollment and 
attendance of homeless students in NH. If, in the future, uniform or dress code 
requirements arise that present barriers to school enrollment or attendance, the State 
Coordinator will work with LEA liaisons, school administrators, and other student 
support personnel to mitigate the barriers.   
    


6. Policies to Remove Barriers (722(g)(1)(I) of the McKinney-Vento Act): Demonstrate that 
the SEA and LEAs in the State have developed, and shall review and revise, policies to 
remove barriers to the identification of homeless children and youth, and the enrollment 
and retention of homeless children and youth in schools in the State, including barriers to 
enrollment and retention due to outstanding fees or fines, or absences. 
 
NH DOE Office of Homeless Education initiated the development of regional homeless 
education liaison networks. The Networks represent the State of NH in five regions. The 
intent of Networks is to facilitate on-going professional development and technical 
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assistance that targets the specific needs of each region while at the same time working 
region by region to assist LEAs in identifying barriers to the identification of homeless 
children and youth, and the enrollment and retention of homeless children and youth in 
schools in NH. Networks provide a forum for the NH DOE to identify State level policies 
or practices that impede identification and enrollment of homeless students at the local 
level and opportunities to work with local liaisons and school officials to clarify or 
mediate policies or practices that present barriers to homeless children and youth. Input 
from the local level including review of public and community inquiries are is used to 
review and revise polices/practices at the State level. Currently two Networks meet 
regularly, two others are building capacity under mentorship of the two active Networks, 
and plans have been initiated to provide technical assistance and leadership to the fifth 
region to establish the final region. Regions (and all homeless liaisons) are brought 
together for an annual statewide meeting. 
 


7. Assistance from Counselors (722(g)(1)(K)): A description of how youths described in 
section 725(2) will receive assistance from counselors to advise such youths, and prepare 
and improve the readiness of such youths for college. 
 
LEA homeless education liaisons have responsibility at the local level for the 
identification and enrolment of homeless children and youths. The NH State Coordinator 
provides technical assistance, professional development, and monitoring to LEAs to 
assure LEA compliance to all requirements of the McKinney-Vento Act Education for 
Homeless Children and Youth Program. The State Coordinator will work with local 
homeless education liaisons through the Networks to identify promising strategies and 
resources to share to facilitate communication with school counselors to provide services 
to youths in order to improve readiness for college and post-secondary training 
opportunities. Local liaisons refer eligible youth (identified in section 725(2) to school 
counselors and include referral for services as part of record keeping of services provided 
to homeless students. School counselors are invited to attend liaison professional 
development and training opportunities with their LEA liaison as well as the regional 
Network and statewide meetings. The NH DOE Office of Homeless Education has also 
developed a network of SPOCs (single points of contact) with higher education 
institutions and providers in the State. The intent of a State SPOC network is to partner 
with local homeless education liaisons and school counselors in order to become familiar 
with higher education requirements and expectations and provide a framework to connect 
incoming homeless college students to available supports and services on campus and in 
the local community. SPOCs are invited to attend liaison Network meetings, and the 
statewide liaison meetings. 
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Appendix A: Measurements of interim progress 
 
Instructions: Each SEA must include the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term 
goals for academic achievement, graduation rates, and English language proficiency, set forth in the 
State’s response to Title I, Part A question 4.iii, for all students and separately for each subgroup of 
students, including those listed in response to question 4.i.a. of this document. For academic achievement 
and graduation rates, the State’s measurements of interim progress must take into account the 
improvement necessary on such measures to make significant progress in closing statewide proficiency 
and graduation rate gaps. 
 
A. Academic Achievement 
 
The measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals are provided along with the 
long-term goals in the tables under Sections 4.iii.a.1 and in 4.iii.a.3. 


B. Graduation Rates 
 
The measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals are provided along with the 
long-term goals in the tables under sections 4.iii.b.1 and in 4.iii.b.3. 
 
C. Progress in Achieving English Language Proficiency  
 
The measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-term goals are provided along with the 
long-term goals in the table under section 4.iii.c.1.  
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Appendix B  
      OMB Control No. 1894-0005 (Exp. 03/31/2017)  


NOTICE TO ALL APPLICANTS 


The purpose of this enclosure is to inform you about 
a new provision in the Department of Education's 
General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) that applies 
to applicants for new grant awards under 
Department programs.  This provision is Section 427 
of GEPA, enacted as part of the Improving America's 
Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law (P.L.) 103-382). 


To Whom Does This Provision Apply? 


Section 427 of GEPA affects applicants for new grant 
awards under this program.  ALL APPLICANTS FOR 
NEW AWARDS MUST INCLUDE INFORMATION IN 
THEIR APPLICATIONS TO ADDRESS THIS NEW 
PROVISION IN ORDER TO RECEIVE FUNDING UNDER 
THIS PROGRAM. 


(If this program is a State-formula grant program, a 
State needs to provide this description only for 
projects or activities that it carries out with funds 
reserved for State-level uses.  In addition, local 
school districts or other eligible applicants that apply 
to the State for funding need to provide this 
description in their applications to the State for 
funding.  The State would be responsible for 
ensuring that the school district or other local entity 
has submitted a sufficient section 427 statement as 
described below.) 


What Does This Provision Require? 


Section 427 requires each applicant for funds (other 
than an individual person) to include in its 
application a description of the steps the applicant 
proposes to take to ensure equitable access to, and 
participation in, its Federally-assisted program for 
students, teachers, and other program beneficiaries 
with special needs.  This provision allows applicants 
discretion in developing the required description.  
The statute highlights six types of barriers that can 
impede equitable access or participation: gender, 
race, national origin, color, disability, or age.  Based 
on local circumstances, you should determine 
whether these or other barriers may prevent your 
students, teachers, etc. from such access or 
participation in, the Federally-funded project or 
activity.  The description in your application of steps 


to be taken to overcome these barriers need not be 
lengthy; you may provide a clear and succinct 
description of how you plan to address those 
barriers that are applicable to your circumstances.  
In addition, the information may be provided in a 
single narrative, or, if appropriate, may be discussed 
in connection with related topics in the application. 


Section 427 is not intended to duplicate the 
requirements of civil rights statutes, but rather to 
ensure that, in designing their projects, applicants 
for Federal funds address equity concerns that may 
affect the ability of certain potential beneficiaries to 
fully participate in the project and to achieve to high 
standards.  Consistent with program requirements 
and its approved application, an applicant may use 
the Federal funds awarded to it to eliminate barriers 
it identifies. 


What are Examples of How an Applicant Might 
Satisfy the Requirement of This Provision? 


The following examples may help illustrate how an 
applicant may comply with Section 427. 


(1) An applicant that proposes to carry out an 
adult literacy project serving, among others, 
adults with limited English proficiency, might 
describe in its application how it intends to 
distribute a brochure about the proposed 
project to such potential participants in their 
native language. 


(2) An applicant that proposes to develop 
instructional materials for classroom use might 
describe how it will make the materials available 
on audio tape or in braille for students who are 
blind. 


(3) An applicant that proposes to carry out a 
model science program for secondary students 
and is concerned that girls may be less likely 
than boys to enroll in the course, might indicate 
how it intends to conduct "outreach" efforts to 
girls, to encourage their enrollment. 
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(4) An applicant that proposes a project to 
increase school safety might describe the special 
efforts it will take to address concern of lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, and transgender students, and 
efforts to reach out to and involve the families 
of LGBT students 


We recognize that many applicants may already be 
implementing effective steps to ensure equity of 
access and participation in their grant programs, and 
we appreciate your cooperation in responding to the 
requirements of this provision.
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		Appendix A: Measurements of interim progress
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Frank Edelblut                      Christine M. Brennan  
Commissioner               Deputy Commissioner 
                                      


STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


101 Pleasant Street 
Concord, N.H. 03301 
TEL. (603) 271-3495 
FAX (603) 271-1953 


  
February 26, 2019 
 
 
 
The Honorable Betsy DeVos. Secretary  
U.S. Department of Education  
400 Maryland Ave, SW  
Washington, D.C. 20202.  
 
Dear Secretary DeVos: 
 


The New Hampshire Department of Education (NH DOE) is submitting the attached proposed revisions 
to our approved ESSA Consolidated State Plan. At this time, we are primarily focused on revising the 
accountability sections of our plan (see table below). After a full school year of implementing our 
programmatic areas in the plan, we will submit further amendments, if needed. 
 
On February 5, 2019, the NH DOE posted the red-lined version of the plan and this letter to the NH 
DOE’s website to solicit public input. We also used our Facebook and Twitter accounts to promote this 
feedback loop. Finally, the NH DOE informed all LEAs of the public input timeframe and encouraged 
their feedback as well. This opportunity was open until February 22, 2019.   
 
The following amendments are proposed to our plan: 
 


Amendments to NH’s ESSA State Consolidated Plan 


Page # Amendment Reason for Amendment 


15 Updated Computer Science 
standards information 


Prior to November 2018, NH did not have separate computer 
science standards.  State Legislature added computer science to 
the minimum requirements. 


18-19 Updated information regarding 
the New Hampshire Statewide 
Assessment System, including 
translations available 


NH changed assessments from the Smarter Balanced Assessment 
to the New Hampshire Statewide Assessment System. This 
section was updated to reflect the foreign language translations 
available in the new assessment system. 


20 Changed the selection option 
for recently arrived English 
learners in the state 


There was an error in the plan in that our intention did not match 
the box we checked (the wrong box was checked). 


24 Adjusted the goals for English 
Language Arts to reflect 
updated data.  


The transition from the Smarter Balanced to the NH Statewide 
Assessment System necessitated updating the long-term goals 
and interim targets slightly in English language arts from a long-
term goal of 74% proficient and above to 71%.  The mathematics 
long-term goal and interim targets did not need to be updated. 
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25 Table 1- updated with new 
data 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


26 Figure 1 – updated with new 
data 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


27 Table 2 - updated with new 
data 
 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


28 Figure 2 - updated with new 
data 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


29 Table 3 - updated with new 
data 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


30 Figure 3 - updated with new 
data 


As described in footers (which are now redlined/deleted) 
throughout the originally approved plan, once standard setting on 
the new Statewide Assessment System (NH SAS) was completed, 
standard targets and goals were updated accordingly.  


35 Updated language regarding 
the necessary English Learner 
proficiency composite score 
based on the most recent data 
from the WIDA assessment. 
Also edited are the students 
expected to make adequate 
progress toward English 
language proficiency based on 
the new data 


After WIDA created new, more rigorous achievement cut scores 
for the 2016 ACCESS test, New Hampshire took the 
recommendation of WIDA to set the exit criteria at a 5.0 
composite score and then revisit after two complete test 
administrations. After looking at the data for the past two years 
(2017 & 2018), we saw that this criteria was significantly 
impacting our EL students in a very negative way, and was not an 
accurate reflection of their English Language acquisition. 
Therefore, New Hampshire joined other WIDA consortium states 
to bring the exit criteria more in line with our student’s 
performance (4.5 composite score). 


37 Table 6 – updated with new 
data 


Table 6 portrays the updated long-term goals and interim targets, 
based on the updated fluency cut-score of 4.5, for the proportion 
of English language learners expecting to reach the fluency cut-
score in each year through 2025.   


38 Added an average index value 
table to reflect the 
achievement indicator ranges 


NH DOE used the 2018 NH SAS achievement results to update the 
cut-scores for the index used as the Achievement Indicator in 
NH’s ESSA accountability systems.  These update index values are 
presented on page 38. 


40 Adjusted the rubric for 
achievement levels based on 
updated data 


The updated “value table” used to convert PACE achievement 
level determinations across multiple years into the Growth 
Indicator is found on page 40.  This table was updated based on 
the results of additional analyses. 
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41 Updated the English Language 
Proficiency indicators based on 
new data 


The cut-scores for determining values for the English language 
proficiency indicator have been updated and made more 
rigorous. The new values are presented on page 41. 


43 Updated/edited the college- 
and career-ready indicators 


New Hampshire’s Accountability Task Force and the Department 
of Education will continue to explore extended learning 
opportunities and internships as possible CCR indicators to our 
criteria.  


 Completion of a NH Scholars program of study 
(Standard, STEM, or Arts) – Indicator updated to focus on 
all potential areas of study 


 A grade of C or better in a dual- or concurrent -
enrollment course – Indicator updated to clarify language 
regarding dual or concurrent enrolled students 


 Earning a CTE or other industry-recognized credential -  
Indicator updated to focus on all potential areas of study 


 Completion of NH career pathway program of study –
Indicator updated to focus on all potential career 
pathways of study and not only New Hampshire focused 
programs 


 Completion of an approved apprenticeship program per 
NH RSA 278 – Indicator added after discussion with the 
NH Accountability Task Force  


48 Updated the summative 
classifications for school 
identification 


Classifications were updated to more clearly explain a school’s 
identification. 


49 Included information on feeder 
and receiver school process for 
accountability  


The federal regulations outlined in ESSA require that state 
accountability plans include all schools. Because NH has schools 
without tested grades, example K-2 schools, the NH 
Accountability Task Force included feeder and receiver schools in 
the NH State Consolidated Plan. 


51 Comprehensive Support and 
Improvement School step 
process for identification was 
updated 


Slight technical corrections were made to the decision table on 
page 51 to fix an error that inadvertently excluded schools from 
certain steps. 
 


53 Adjusted the Additional 
Targeted School identification 
cycle from four to six years 


This new cycle will align to the three-year identification cycle of 
CSI. 


56-58 Revised all of the “More 
Rigorous Intervention” section 
required for schools identified 
for comprehensive support and 
improvement that fail to meet 
the State’s exit criteria 


New Hampshire believes that in order for schools to be successful 
in school turnaround, family and community must play an 
important role in the development of school improvement plans. 
Further, it is critical that local school budgets support the local 
improvement efforts.   


59 Added information regarding 
our partnership with a new 
vendor to provide diagnostic 


New Hampshire feels strongly that in order to support CSI schools 
we needed expertise in school turnaround. To meet this end, New 
Hampshire put out an RFP which included the particular needs of 
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reviews of Comprehensive 
Support and Improvement 
Schools 


our schools. We are confident that this partnership will result in 
more significant student outcomes. 


15-62 Minor edits to typos and sentence structures 


 
 
Please contact either Heather Gage (heather.gage@doe.nh.gov) or Caitlin Davis 
(caitlin.davis@doe.nh.gov) if you have any questions regarding our proposed amendments. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Frank Edelblut 
Commissioner of Education 
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