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General Supervision System:

The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

New Hampshire has a responsibility, under federal law, to have a system of general supervision that monitors the
implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) by school districts. The general supervision
system is accountable for identifying and correcting noncompliance with IDEA, the New Hampshire Education Laws
and the New Hampshire Standards for the Education of Children with Disabilities, as well as for promoting continuous
improvement. As stated in section 616 of 2004 amendments to the IDEA, “The primary focus of Federal and State
monitoring activities described in paragraph (1) shall be on

a. Improving educational results and functional outcomes for all children with disabilities; and

b. Ensuring that States meet the program requirements under this part, with a particular emphasis on those
requirements that are most closely related to improving educational results for children with disabilities.”

There are eight components that comprise NH’s general supervision system. It is important to note that although the
components are presented separately here, they each connect, interact and articulate requirements to form a
comprehensive system. The general supervision system for NH has the following components.

« State Performance Plan (SPP)

- Integrated Monitoring Activities

- Policies, Procedures, and Effective Implementation

- Data on Processes and Results

« Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development
« Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions

« Effective Dispute Resolution

» Fiscal Management

State Performance Plan: The State Performance Plan (SPP) is a blueprint for system change for special education in
New Hampshire. It is a six year plan and annual report submitted to the USDOE, Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP) in February of each year. The plan spans FFY 2013-FFY 2018. It is comprised of 17 indicators and is developed
with broad, ongoing stakeholder input. Baseline data and targets for performance are established for each indicator
and performance is reported in each year. It incorporates a variety of methods including the use of desk audits,
on-site monitoring and data collection to determine performance and compliance. Throughout the plan, please note
the change in the name of the Bureau. New Hampshire's Bureau is now called the Bureau of Student Support
(formerly known as the Bureau of Special Education). The new name is the result of our new Commissioner working
with the NH legislature to reorganize the NH Department of Educataion. Throughout the State Performance Plan, the
Bureau seeks to align across the NH Department of Education and across other agencies and organizations to
maximize results. The new Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), is part of OSEP’s Results Driven
Accountability (RDA). All the components of the general supervision system are woven together in the SPP. For
example, Targeted Technical Assistance is provided to districts when the review of Data on Processes and Results
indicates that there are concerns with local Policies, Procedures, and Effective Implementation. This can result in
Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 and as laid out in IDEA and
New Hampshire laws.

Integrated Monitoring Activities: New Hampshire integrates monitoring activities across several key components of the
New Hampshire general supervision system through its Compliance & Improvement Monitoring Review process. Key
components that are integrated in this monitoring approach include:

« Special Education Procedures and Effective Implementation, including a review of special education personnel,
district Special Education forms and monitoring of the Special Education process
- Data on Processes and Results
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« Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

« Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions
The intent of the special education compliance & improvement monitoring review is to:

« Improve student outcomes for students with IEPs

« Determine compliance

« Ensure districts understand and are implementing special education requirements in accordance with IDEA and
New Hampshire Standards for Education of Children with Disabilities

« Improve special education, procedures and practices

The Bureau of Student Support followed a standard process to select districts to participate in the special education
compliance & improvement monitoring review. This process was described in FY' 15 Memo #18. The report template
summarized the selection process with the following paragraph: Each district was sorted into one of six cohort
groups based on size using the current October 1st fall enrollment. The Bureau of Student Support utilized a
multi-data approach which aligns with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) differentiated monitoring
approach to determine the district in each cohort group with the highest need based on the District Determinations;
the State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicators: (4B) Suspension/Expulsion, (5A) Education Environments, (6A)
Preschool Environments, (11) Child Find, and (12) Early Childhood Transition; and State special education complaints.

Once a district was selected, the Bureau of Student Support contacted the district to discuss the special education
compliance monitoring review with the school administration. A summary of the district makeup was developed
(number of schools, fall enrollment and child count data, and grade span).

The Bureau of Student Support provided targeted technical assistance regarding the special education compliance
review process and completion of the self-assessment data collection form. The district was provided with a list of
students with disabilities representative of the school based on grade level, disability, gender, program and case
manager. Students residing in the district who attended a charter school, and students placed by the district in out of
state placements were also included in the representative sample. During the on-site visit, the monitoring team
selected a subset of the student files to review.

The monitoring visit consisted of NHDOE team members and special education administrator(s) from other districts.
The NHDOE team verified district identified evidence on the self-assessment data collection form. While the district
completed the entire self-assessment, each file was reviewed using half of the self-assessment items. The
self-assessment was divided into two sections, and on the day(s) of the monitoring visit, each of the files that were
selected was assigned a section to be reviewed by the monitoring team. Half of the files are reviewed for one part of
the self-assessment, and the other half are reviewed using the second part of the self-assessment. The districts
were encouraged to invite their special education staff as well as related service providers and regular education
staff to attend the review which provided another targeted professional development opportunity. Staff members
were provided the opportunity to learn about implementing IDEA, New Hampshire Education Laws and the New
Hampshire Standards for the Education of Children with Disabilities and to engage in a professional discussion of
best practices for ensuring improved outcomes for students with disabilities.

Each district must have special education procedures, and effective implementation of practices that are aligned and
support the implementation of IDEA, New Hampshire Education Laws and the New Hampshire Standards for the
Education of Children with Disabilities. As part of the special education compliance monitoring review, the monitoring
team reviewed the district’s policies and procedures manual for compliance.

Based on the review of the district’s special education procedures manual, the monitoring team, as necessary, made
written findings of noncompliance. The findings had to be corrected as soon as possible, but no later than 6 months
from the date of the report. This allowed the district to update the district’s special education procedures manual to
ensure it aligns with Federal and State requirements, if needed.

As part of the review of district’s forms implementing the special education process, the Bureau of Student Support
also looked for evidence that special education procedures were effectively being implemented. The NHDOE notified
the district, in writing, of any findings of noncompliance regarding the effective implementation of practices that must
be corrected as soon as possible but no later than 3 months from the date of the report.

During the monitoring visit, the NHDOE identified practices that have the potential to become noncompliant and
possible remedies to these practices. Whereas these practices did not rise to the standard of nhoncompliance, and
therefore required no corrective action, the NHDOE believed that the practices were noteworthy and should be
addressed.

The Bureau of Student Support reviewed the district special education staff certifications using the New Hampshire
Educator Information System. The review process was for special education staff employed during current school
year.

The data were generated and reviewed prior to the visit for each school being monitored. Each special education
staff member’s endorsement was compared to the subject/assignment. This process was used for special educators
who hold Education Intern License 4 (INT4), Beginning Educator Certification (BEC) and Experienced Educator
Certification (EEC). If the endorsement was appropriate to the subject/assignment then the renewal date of the
endorsement was verified to ensure that the endorsement was current.
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If there was a discrepancy between endorsement and the subject/assignment the district was given an opportunity

to verify the data. If the discrepancy could not be resolved, a finding of honcompliance was made based on
Personnel Standards pursuant to 34 CFR 300.156.

Districts are responsible for implementing the special education process in accordance with IDEA, New Hampshire
Education Laws and the New Hampshire Standards for the Education of Children with Disabilities. The
self-assessment data collection form highlighted the district’s understanding of the requirements of IDEA, New
Hampshire Education Laws and the New Hampshire Standards for the Education of Children with Disabilities and was
reviewed during the monitoring visit. Each area of compliance on the self-assessment data collection form clearly
outlined whether the compliance was either a requirement of IDEA or was specific to the New Hampshire Standards
for the Education of Children with Disabilities. During the monitoring visit, the monitoring team verified the evidence
of compliance based on review of the student file, using the district’s self-assessment as a resource.

Based on the review of the district’s special education programs (district program description, observation &
interviews), the monitoring team determine any findings of noncompliance that must be corrected as soon as
possible but no later than 30 days from the date of the report. Per Ed 1126.03(d)(1), all district special education
programs “shall remain approved unless disapproved. In the event that standards are not met, the Bureau of Special
Education shall monitor and enforce a corrective action plan and apply appropriate sanctions as necessary to ensure
compliance.”

Based on this review, the Bureau of Student Support identified findings of noncompliance with IDEA, and the New
Hampshire Standards for the Education of Children with Disabilities. The findings included the compliance citation, the
area of compliance, the specific component of the regulation, and the required corrective action(s), which included
timelines for demonstrating correction of noncompliance. Student specific information was not included in the report
but was provided to the district’s Special Education Director.

There are two main components to the corrective actions entitled, “Corrective Action of Student Specific Instance(s)
of Noncompliance” and “Corrective Action Regarding the Implementation of the Regulations.” The NHDOE timelines
and process are designed to ensure verification of correction of noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case
more than one year from the written finding. The first component, “corrective action of individual instance of
noncompliance,” was for any noncompliance concerning a child-specific requirement. There must be evidence that the
district has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the
district. These areas must be corrected as soon as possible, with State timelines given in the report for each area.
The NHDOE will return to the district, typically within 3 months from the date of the report, to verify compliance for
each individual instance identified in the report. The second component, “corrective action regarding the
implementation of the regulations” would typically involve the district providing professional development training to
appropriate staff with regards to areas found to be in noncompliance. The NHDOE reviewed updated data, collected
after the identification of noncompliance, to demonstrate that the district was correctly implementing the specific
requirement. This involved a follow-up on-site review of new files selected to ensure verification of correction of
noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case more than one year from the written finding.

Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation

In addition to monitoring policies, procedures and effective implementation through the SPP and the Compliance
Monitoring Review, the Bureau has authority under RSA 186-C:5 Il as follows: (d) On-site monitoring to further
evaluate noncompliance, verify accuracy of data, assess the adequacy of the corrective action plans and their
implementation, or other purposes as the Department may determine, which may include: (1) Regular or periodic
monitoring; (2) Special on-site monitoring required as part of the resolution or remediation of a complaint under 34
CFR sections 300.151-152, or based on reliable information received indicating that there is reason to believe that
there is noncompliance with standards; and (3) Random or targeted visits which may be unannounced when the
Department determines that an unannounced visit is needed.

Data on Processes and Results

Data on processes and results are intricately woven into all areas of general supervision. The Bureau coordinates
with the EDFacts stewards and other Bureaus in the Department to ensure fidelity of data and results. As part of the
SPP process, the Bureau annually reports to the public on district performance compared to the State and
established targets.

As required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 34 CFR 8300.600, the Bureau makes
determinations annually on the performance of each public school district regarding the implementation of IDEA.
These determinations are made in consideration of information obtained through the State's general supervision
system (such as on-site monitoring visits, desk audits and other public information made available) including any
audit findings and whether the data submitted by the local educational agency (LEA) is valid, reliable, and timely. The
Bureau considers compliance and may consider other performance indicators in relation to the State's targets for
improvement for these indicators. Based upon this information, this State must determine whether the district:

« meets the requirements and purposes of the IDEA;

« needs assistance in implementing the requirements of the IDEA;

« needs intervention in implementing the requirements of the IDEA; or

« Needs substantial intervention in implementing the requirements of the IDEA (300/603)
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Technical Assistance (TA) and Professional Development

The New Hampshire Department of Education, Bureau of Student Support provided a tiered approach to technical
assistance (TA) to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidence based technical assistance and support to
districts. The TA was closely paired with professional development (PD) to ensure that service providers had the skills
to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities. In alignment with OSEP's TA & PD
Conceptual Framework, New Hampshire defines TA activities and the levels as follows:

Technical Assistance Activities

TA activities provided expertise in response to a client's defined problem or need in order to increase their capacity.
Clients typically include local school district personnel and parents of children with disabilities but may also include
other people interested in special education. New Hampshire has specified three categories of technical assistance:
Universal, General TA; Targeted, Specialized TA and Intensive Sustained TA. Each category was important and
employed strategically to achieve the desired outcomes. The description below references New Hampshire
Department of Education (NHDOE), Bureau of Student Support (Bureau) staff, however this model also applies to key
initiatives funded with IDEA funds. Each of the levels of technical assistance included a variety of professional
development activities. These were designed to promote evidence-based practices, utilize the Participatory Adult
Learning Strategies (PALS) model and take into consideration implementation science for scale-up and sustainability.

Universal, General TA

Passive technical assistance (TA) and information provided to independent users through their own initiative
resulting in minimal interaction with NHDOE, Bureau of Student Support. This includes one-time, invited or offered
professional development presentations by Bureau staff such as trainings regarding: NHSEIS; application for
reimbursement under the high school fund (State Special Aid); IDEA Federal Funds Application; and presentations at
the various associations. This category of TA also included information or products, such as numbered memorandums,
guidebooks and manuals, and other resources downloaded from the Bureau’s website by independent users. Brief
communications by Bureau staff with recipients, either by telephone or e-mail were considered Universal, General TA.

In addition, dissemination activities were considered Universal, General TA. This included the distribution of
information and resources to specific audiences with or without a direct request for this information. The intent was
to collect, package and spread knowledge and the associated evidence-base in a way that could be accessed by
audiences on their own schedules and without the direct intervention of the Bureau staff.

Targeted, Specialized TA

Targeted or specialized technical assistance (TA) were services developed based on needs common to multiple
recipients and not extensively individualized. In this TA, a relationship was established between the TA recipient and
one or more Bureau staff or the Bureau’s designee. This category of TA could be one-time, labor-intensive events,
such as on-site training to selected districts regarding the completion of the self-assessment data collection form
prior to the compliance monitoring review. They could also be episodic, less labor-intensive events that extend over a
period of time, such as facilitating a series of meetings with new Special Education Administrators or Special
Education Coordinators or the Measurable Annual Goals trainings with a coaching component. Facilitating
communities of practice can also be considered Targeted, Specialized TA.

Targeted TA was also provided to districts with findings of noncompliance relative to indicators in the State
Performance Plan. Bureau staff offered TA and PD to district administrators and practitioners, as appropriate. This
could include a review of data, identification of root causes of noncompliance and support for district personnel with
understanding the intricacies of the area being addressed. This TA might have been mandated as part of the
correction of noncompliance.

Intensive, Sustained TA

The Intensive or Sustained technical assistance (TA) services were often provided on-site and required a stable,
ongoing relationship between the Bureau staff and the TA recipient. This category of TA is intended to have resulted
in changes to policy, program, practice, or operations that supported increased recipient capacity and/or improved
outcomes at one or more systems levels. Frequently these TA services were defined as negotiated series of activities
designed to reach a valued outcome. Many of the Bureau's initiatives provided intensive TA to districts that
demonstrate readiness and a desire to engage in significant work. A non-exhaustive list of current intensive TA
included the UDL Academy, iSocial and Parent Center for Authentic Family Voice. These generally had an application
process or some other selection criteria. Recipients’ of these types of intensive TA commit to a multi-year process that
included data collection and evaluation of implementation.

Mandatory intensive TA may be provided to districts that are determined to need substantial intervention with the
implementation of IDEA. Bureau staff and district leadership worked closely to identify root causes that impact the
determination and to develop and implement a long-term plan to remedy areas of concern.

Improvement, Correction, Incentives and Sanctions
By virtue of State Law and Regulation, the Bureau applied enforcement procedures subsequent to the issuance of

corrective actions specified in the orders resulting from a complaint investigated, a due process hearing, or a
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monitoring activity. The Bureau monitors the execution of the corrective actions. At the conclusion of the time limit

specified, the Bureau generates a written report indicating whether the issues were resolved, and if not, the extent
to which the agency had taken corrective action to achieve compliance with the IDEA and the NH Standards for the
Education of Children with Disabilities. In the event the written report shows that the agency has not complied with
orders issued by the Department, the Commissioner of Education gives written notice of the further enforcement
action to be taken. When taking enforcement action, the Commissioner considers:

1. Severity, length and/or the repetitive nature of the same or other noncompliance;
2. Whether good faith effort was made to correct the problem;

3. The impact on children who are entitled to FAPE; and

4. Whether the nature of the noncompliance is individual or systemic.

Enforcement actions include, but are not be limited to:

. Corrective action plan development, implementation, and monitoring;

. Voluntary and mandatory technical assistance as determined by the Department;

. Mandatory, targeted professional development as determined by the Department;

. Directives ordering specific corrective or remedial actions, including but not limited to withdrawing program

approval, pending an appeal;

. Targeting or redirecting the use of federal special education funds in the areas of concern;

6. Formal referral to the Bureau of Credentialing for review;

7. Order the cessation of operations of discrete programs operated by a school district, collaborative program,
private provider of special education, public academy, or state institution for the benefit of children with
disabilities;

8. Require redirection of federal funds to remediate noncompliance of more than one year;

9. Making no further payments of State or federal funds to the LEA or other public agency until the Department
determines that there is no longer any failure to comply with the orders;

10. Order, in accordance with a final State audit resolution determination, the repayment of misspent or misapplied
State and/or federal funds

u. In the case of an LEA or other public agency, refer the matter to the Department of Justice for further action; and

12. In the case of a private provider of special education or other non-LEA program, order all school districts with

students placed in the private provider of special education to relocate the students for whom each district is

responsible to other programs or facilities that are in compliance with the IDEA and Ed 1100.

A W N P

o

Effective Dispute Resolution

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) may take the form of a neutral conference as described in RSA 186-C:23-b and Ed
215.02, and mediation as described in RSA 186-C:24 and Ed 215.03. For over 20 years the New Hampshire State
Department of Education has actively promoted Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) as a timely, cost-effective and
confidential method of helping people to resolve disputes before going to an administrative hearing. Even before the
enactment of the RSA 186-C:23 in 1990, which established Neutral Conferences in New Hampshire, the Department
of Education had ADR in place and was offering Mediation to parties. In recent years both parties and their advocates
have increasingly chosen this alternative route toward resolving disputes.

In New Hampshire, ADR involves an independent third person, called a “neutral evaluator” or “mediator” depending
on the ADR process chosen, whose role is to assist the parties in either resolving the dispute or lessening the areas
of conflict. By using ADR early in a dispute, parties are empowered to reduce potentially protracted and repetitive
legal proceedings and make decisions that affect not only the issue(s) in dispute but also their future relationship.

Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) is available to any person aggrieved by a final decision at their school district
prior to filing an appeal at the State level. ADR is not mandatory for any party nor does entering into ADR impair
either party's right to an appeal. If an alternative dispute resolution option is selected by a party and resolution is
not achieved, the individual selected as a neutral evaluator or mediator will not be the same individual who is
subsequently appointed as a hearing officer to preside at an administrative due process hearing.

Due Process Hearing Complaints: Either a parent, a child, or the school district may file a due process hearing
complaint on any matter relating to a proposal or a refusal to initiate or change the identification, evaluation, or
educational placement of a child, or the provision of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) to the child. The time
period for the hearing procedures is 45 calendar days not including a 30 day resolution period. A school district must
offer a resolution meeting if a parent has requested the due process hearing. The due process complaint must allege
a violation that happened not more than two years before a parent or the school district knew or should have known
about the alleged action that forms the basis of the due process complaint. If a parent requests a due process
hearing to recover the cost of a unilateral placement, the parent must file the request within 90 days of the unilateral
placement. The above timeline does not apply to the parent if they could not file a due process complaint within the
timeline because the school district:

« specifically misrepresented that it had resolved the issues identified in the complaint; or
- withheld information from a parent that it was required to provide the parent under IDEA 2004

The school district must inform the parent of any free or low-cost legal and other relevant services available in the
area if the parent request the information, or if the parent or the school district file a due process complaint.For more

information on Special Education Due Process Hearings and Alternative Dispute Resolutions, go to:
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http://www.education.nh.gov/legislation/special_ed_due_process.htm

Special Education Complaint Procedures: The “Complaint Process” is one method parents or others have to resolve an
issue if they believe a public agency (LEA or SEA) has not complied with a special education law. Because most
differences are successfully resolved at the local level, parents may wish to notify their school district to give them
the opportunity to resolve the issue at the local level before filing a complaint. The “Complaint Process” is one of the
Procedural Safeguards afforded to parents under Federal and State laws. The New Hampshire Department of
Education is required to make available to parents and other individuals the ability to file formal complaints against a
school district if they believe the school district violated a federal or State special education law.

Any person, including students, or organization can file a complaint. The person filing the complaint does not need to
live in New Hampshire, but there are specific requirements that need to be met for filing. The person or organization
filing the complaint will be referred to as the “complainant.”

The complaint process is one of the rights parents, other individuals and organizations have if they believe the school
district has violated federal or State special education laws. The complaint is a formal request to the State agency
(New Hampshire Department of Education) to investigate the allegation(s) of noncompliance with the federal or State
laws. For more information about the NH Special Education Complaint Process, go to: http://www.education.nh.gov
/instruction/special_ed/complaint.htm

Fiscal Management

The ANNUAL REQUEST FOR FEDERAL FUNDS allows a local education agency (LEA) to apply for IDEA Part B Section
611 & Preschool Section 619 funds in one application. The application is a web-based online process, which requires
activities, assurances and when appropriate, a consolidated application option. Funds are distibuted based on a
reimbursement process after an extensive review by the Bureau to ensure activities are allowable costs under IDEA.
This application process walks districts through a process to ensure that required proportional share of funds are
spent on children with disabilities who are enrolled by their parents in private schools. Districts also specify if they
are using IDEA funds for CEIS, which allows the Bureau to monitor the appropriate use of CEIS dollars

As a “pass-through” entity for Federal funds, the New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE), Bureau of
Federal Compliance (BFC) completes annual fiscal compliance monitoring and single-audit reviews of its subrecipients
in accordance with 2 CFR 200.331. The selection of subrecipients to receive a fiscal compliance monitoring visit is
based on the results of fiscal risk assessments developed annually by the BFC. The management of the review of
subrecipient single-audits follows the requirements of 2 CFR 200.331, 2 CFR 200.501 and 2CFR 200.521. Where
compliance concerns are identified during a fiscal monitoring review, the BFC provides the subrecipient with a
monitoring report outlining the concern(s) and requiring corrective action(s) be implemented. Where the
subrecipient’s single-audit contains Findings related to Federal programs that pass through the NHDOE, the BFC
issues a Management Decision Letter (MDL) in accordance with 2 CFR 200.521. When either the fiscal monitoring
report or the single-audit identifies concerns related to Special Education Funds, a copy of the resulting monitoring
report and/or the MDL is provided to the State Director of Special Education. At all times the BFC works closely with
the State Director of Special Education and the subrecipient until the Finding has been resolved.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Technical Assistance System:

The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

The NH Department of Education, Bureau of Student Support General Supervision System (described above) includes
the description of the mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidence
based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Professional Development System:

The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.

The NH Department of Education, Bureau of Student Support General Supervision System (described above) includes
the decription of the mechanisms the State has in place to ensure service providers have the skills to effectively
provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.
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Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Stakeholder Involvement: r apply this to all Part B results indicators

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The New Hampshire Department of Education, Bureau of Student Support engages a broad range of stakeholders
who have interest and expertise in the various issues relative to improving outcomes for children with disabilities.
Stakeholders are seen as allies for change and are intentionally engaged in on-going, meaningful ways. The
mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP/APR and the development and implementation
of Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) are described in detail in each indicator of the SPP. The
State Director of Special Education participates in the meetings of the NH State Advisory Panel (the

NH State Advisory Committee on the Education of Students/Children with Disabilities or SAC), listening to the
concerns of the Committee directly and providing updates at each meeting on special education. Members of SAC are
invited to participate in stakeholder meetings that support the development of the SPP. The Bureau of Student
Support Preschool Special Education Coordinator is an active member of the NH Part C Interagency Coordinating
Council, which has a birth-age five focus. She also served as the past Chair of Spark-NH, the NH Early Childhood
Advisory Council. The Bureau also has a seat on the NH Developmental Disability Council.

The Bureau has a strong partnership with the NH Parent Information Center (PIC). PIC is New Hampshire’s Parent
Technical Assistance Center, funded by OSEP. The Executive Director of PIC meets monthly with the State Director for
the Bureau of Student Support. Representatives from PIC participate in stakeholder meetings. PIC and Bureau staff
work closely together to promote key initiatives across the State; including RACE2K which focuses on maximizing
results for preschool children with disabilities.

The Bureau seeks diverse representation from the field throughout the year to provide insights into what is working
well and what can be improved. The Bureau has involved both practitioners and administrators from across the State
in discussions about a variety of topics that expand beyond the SPP. The State Director attends the NH Association of
Special Education Administrators meetings. When invited, she attends regional meetings of local administrators. She
has also been appointed to the State Rehabilitation Council. The Bureau hosts a bi-monthly meeting of special
education administrators to address improvements to the State special education data system (NHSEIS). The NHSEIS
stakeholder group focuses on recommendations for guidance documents and trainings as well as enhancements to
the data system. A series of three meetings are held each year for both new special education coordinators and new
special education administrators. The Bureau also helps coordinate and participates in the Secondary Transition
Community of Practice. These are a few of the ways in which the Bureau and stakeholders work together to improve
outcomes for children with disabilities.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2016 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later
than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2016 APR, as required by 34 CFR 8300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of
the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2016 APR in 2018, is available.

The NH Department of Education reported to the public on the FFY 2016 performance of each LEA (district) located in
the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s
submission of its FFY 2016 APR, as required by 34 CFR 8300.602(b)(1)(i)(A). These reports (District Data Profiles) are
available on the NH Department of Education website at:

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/data_profiles/index.htm

A complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its
FFY 2016 APR in 2016, is available at:

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/spp.htm
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Actions required in FFY 2016 response

OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase Ill Year Three of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) by April 1, 2019. The State provided the required information.

Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SIMR). Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on
its progress in implementing the SSIP. Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase Il Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were
implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based
practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting
the State’s capacity to improve its SIMR data.
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 1: Graduation

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator:
Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2010

Target 2 83.00% 87.00% 87.00% 89.00% 75.00% 80.00% 85.00% 85.00% 95.00%

Data 72.00% 75.00% 71.00% 71.00% 91.11% 71.56% 69.46% 70.20% 71.03% 71.54%
FFY 2015 2016

Target 2 95.00% 95.00%

Data 72.67% 72.73%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 2 95.00% 95.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Aligning Graduation Rate Targets with Title | of ESEA: As required by OSEP, the NHDOE has aligned targets for SPP
Indicator 1: Graduation Rates for Youth with IEPs with the graduation rate targets for all students under Title | of the
ESEA. As identified in the NH Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Flexibility waiver the graduation rate
target for all students is 85% in FFY 2013 and 95% in subsequent years. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) Flexibility Waiver Renewal was approved August 6, 2015.

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate

. . i i i i a
(EDFacts file spec C151; Data group 9/28/2018 Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a reqular diploma 1,789
696)
SY 2016-17 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate 9/28/2018 Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 2,409 null

(EDFacts file spec C151; Data group
696)

SY 2016-17 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec 9/28/2018 2014-15 Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 74.26% Calculate I_
C150; Data group 695)

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs in the current year's Number of youth with IEPs in the current

adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma year's adjusted cohort eligible to graduate IRPY AT D IR M TGt AP AR D)

1,789 2,409 72.73% 95.00% 74.26%

Graduation Conditions

Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that
youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

Explanation of Calculation

Consistent with the OSEP instructions, the NHDOE has described the results of the examination of the data for the
year before the reporting year (e.g. for the FFY 2017 APR, used data from 2016-2017), and compared the results to
the target reported in the FFY 2017 State Performance Plan that aligns with the graduation rate target under Title |
of the ESEA.

When reporting graduation rates for the SPP/APR, OSEP permits States to use the same data as used for reporting
to the US Department of Education under Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). These data
are reported in the CSPR for all students. In order to calculate this for students with IEPs, the Bureau of Data
Management identified youth with IEPs in the overall data and performed the same calculation for this subgroup as
the calculation used for all youth. Beginning with 2009-2010, the Department reports the NH Annual Graduate Rate
based on a cohort model using US Department of Education established parameters. This report identifies the
number of students who graduated in four years with a regular high school diploma or an adult high school diploma
and the graduation rate by school and district.

For the FFY 2017 APR, NH calculated a five-year cohort graduation rate in addition to the four-year cohort graduation
rate. Students from the original incoming freshman class who were counted in the FFY 2017 four-year cohort group,
but who needed a fifth year to complete graduation requirements and who did so successfully are captured in the
five-year cohort graduation rate that was calculated for FFY 2017. The FFY 2017 APR five-year cohort graduation rate
was 2,020 of 2,555 or 79%.

Definition and Requirements for Graduation with a Regular Diploma

RSA 186-C:9 Education Required states that an educationally disabled child "shall be entitled to attend an approved
program which can implement the child's individualized education program. Such child shall be entitled to continue in
an approved program until such time as the child has acquired a regular high school diploma or has attained the age
of 21, whichever occurs first, or until the child's individualized education program team determines that the child no
longer requires special education in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.” New Hampshire does not
recognize alternative diplomas, IEP diplomas, the GED, certificates of attendance or any other form but a regular high
school diploma for the purposes of counting a child as fulfilling the diploma exiting requirement of RSA 186-C:9. To
earn a regular high school diploma, a child must, as specified in the Minimum Standards for Public School Approval
effective 7/1/05, Section Ed 306.27, earn "a minimum of 20 credits for a regular high school diploma, unless the local
school board has set a requirement of more than 20 credits for a regular high school diploma, in which case the local
credit requirement shall apply.” In NH, a regular high school diploma is conferred by the local school board.

Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? No

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions

1/3/2020 Page 11 of 73



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 2: Drop Out

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator:
Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2008

Target < 3.60% 3.50% 3.50% 3.40% 3.30% 3.20% 2.50% 0.76% 0.76%
3.90% 3.00% 3.90% 4.53% 2.30% 0.67% 0.85% 1.43% 0.76% 0.53%
FFY 2015 2016
Target < 0.76% 0.76%
Data 0.74% 0.87%

Key: D Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target < 0.76% 0.65%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE, Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting
with a variety of stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), the NH School
Administrators Association, and Special Education Administrators from diverse regions of the State. This meeting
focused on Indicators 2 (dropout), 4 (suspensions and expulsions) and 14 (Post School Outcomes). This format
allowed participants from across the State to engage in the discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel
constraints and busy schedules. These indicators were clustered together because of the interconnected nature of
suspensions/expulsions, dropouts and post school outcomes. The meeting included an overview of the SPP/APR and
these three indicators. Historical data and targets were shared with participants for the three indicators. FFY 2013
data was also presented. The two key questions posed for each indicator were: should we re-establish baseline
year for this indicator and why; and what does the group think about the NHDOE proposed targets for the new SPP?

For Indicator 2, the group felt that there was no compelling reason to change the baseline data year established in
FFY 2008. Regarding the targets, the group reflected on the fact that the current FFY 2013 data represents 72 out of
9,434 students with IEPs who dropped out of school. While one student dropping out is too many, this is a
remarkably low number which may be due in part to the NH State Law that prohibits students from dropping out until
they are at least 18 years old, which became effective in the summer of 2009. The data for all students is higher
(1.29% or 782 out of 60,284) than the dropout rate for students with IEPs for the same time period. Stakeholders
felt that the targets should remain stable at the FFY 2013 actual data level until the final year of the SPP. They
agreed to the final target being set at 0.65%, which represents a decrease from 72 to 62 students with IEPs who
drop out. The discussion centered around the struggles districts have with the most challenging students. The
NHDOE has a number of initiatives and priorities that focus on reducing the dropout rate for all children. In addition,
the goal of Next Steps NH (the NH SPDGQG) is to increase the number of students with disabilities and/or at risk of
dropping out of school that are college and career ready in NH through the implementation of evidenced based
transition practices. The need to focus on strategies that support students staying in school by increasing family,
student and school partnerships was also highlighted.

Please indicate whether you are reporting using Option 1 or Option 2.

c

2 Option 2

Option 1

Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2 when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010
SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? No
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs who met the NH Number of NH Youth with IEPs enrolled in high

Definition of drop out schools that met the criteria A7 208 T AP O ETREYER AP 207 T

94 8,953 0.87% 0.76% 1.05%

~ Use a different calculation methodology

F Change numerator description in data table

p Change denominator description in data table

Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above.

As permitted by OSEP, the NHDOE used the same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its
FFY 2010 APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012. The NHDOE exercised Option 2 from the Instructions: "Use
the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with
the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data." Data for this indicator are "lag" data. Describe

the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g. for the FFY 2017 APR,
use data from 2016-2017), and compare the results to the target.

Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth.

Consistent with the OSEP Part B Indicator Measurement Table, the NHDOE has described the results of the
examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g. for the FFY 2016 APR, use data from 2015-2016).
The results are compared to the target set for FFY 2017 in the State Performance Plan. Dropout numbers and rates
for all students, including students with IEPs, are reported by districts operating high schools and for the two public
academies. Beginning with 2009-2010, the Department has reported the NH Annual Dropout rate using the cohort
rate defined by the New England Secondary School Consortium (NESSC) in parallel with national definitions. The
cohort model includes all students during the past four years who were expected to graduate at the end of the
reported school year. This analysis results in a more accurate picture of students who were in NH schools during the

past four years. The calculation for the dropout rate for students with IEPs was the same calculation that the NHDOE
Bureau of Data Management used to determine rates for all students.

New Hampshire defines a student as having dropped out of public education based on a specific formula. This formula
identifies students enrolled in public school in grades 9 — 12 who:

« have completed the prior school year,

« did not return after the summer or dropped out during the current school year, and
« did not return by October 1st of the subsequent school year.

For example: a 2016-17 dropout is a public school student in grades 9-12 who completed the 2015-16 school year,

did not return after the summer of 2016 or dropped out during the 2016-17 school year, and did not return by
October 1, 2017.

Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPS? No

Reasons for Slippage

The NHDOE became aware of a practice employed by many NH districts to maintain special education eligibility for
students who were no longer accessing the curriculum based on the students decision to pursue Hi-Set. In these
cases, the districts did not consider the student a drop out and kept them enrolled in school and in special education.
The NHDOE provided technical assistance to districts to understand special education eligibilty as it relates to student

enrollment and access to the general curriculum. This slippage is believed to be the result of districts changing
practice to be consistent with the law.
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Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A -- Reserved

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

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

Historical Data

Group Baseline 2012 2013
Name Year
2 A Target > 96.18% 96.18% 96.18% 97.00% 97.00% 97.25% 97.35% 97.65% 91.10%
E 2014
©
& Overal Data - 97.24% 98.80% 97.80% 98.21% 97.71% 99.00% 98.00% 98.00% 97.65% 91.10%
< A Target > 96.18% 96.18% 96.18% 97.00% 97.00% 97.25% 97.35% 97.54% 91.14%
g 2014  f—
= Overal Data 96.64% 98.60% 97.60% 97.94% 97.81% 98.00% 98.00% 98.00% 97.54% 91.14%
Group Name FFY 2015 2016
2 Target 2 91.10% 91.10%
5 A
5]
& Overal Data 92.32% 91.78%
< A Target = 91.14% 91.14%
[]
= Overall Data 92.35% 91.85%

Key: I:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

o
f=
5 Az
=] 9
s Overall 91.10% 95.00%
o
= A=
s = o
< Overall 91.14% 95.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2014 APR, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting with a variety of
stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), Special Education Administrators, the NH
Association of School Administrators and the Bureau of Accountability and Assessment data person (invited). This format allowed
participants from across the State to engage in the discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel constraints and busy schedules.
The focus of the meeting was to determine if baseline year should be re-set and to establish targets for the life of the SPP for Indicator
3B and 3C. The NHDOE provided an overview of the SPP and the measurement for this indicator. The group reviewed historical data,
past targets and FFY 2014 data; looking at trends and comparisons of various data points. There was a rich discussion about the
changes to the assessment and the steep learning curve for districts and students, especially regarding the use of accommodations
and the online assessment. The group stressed the need to re-visit this after the SAT has been included in the process next year. This
past year the State of New Hampshire passed legislation allowing parents to opt out of the state assessment. While this has not yet
impacted us, it is being followed to see the impact this has on participation. The NHDOE has trainings available that support district
personnel understanding of DLM and Smarter Balanced accommodations. The group came to consensus that, given the FFY 2014
baseline, the targets should remain stable until the final year and then be more in line with results for all students.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

GroupiNamel | [ NUmberof Childreniwith Nz 6fF GirlErEn tid 1575 FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
IEPs Participating
A 16,806 15478 91.78% 91.10% 92.10%
Overall
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Number of Children with Number of Children with IEPs

Group Name IEPs Participating

FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data

A

16,817 15,615 91.85% 91.14% 92.85%
Overall

Public Reporting Information

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

To access the link to 2017-18 New Hampshire Statewide Assessment (NHSAS), NH Alternate Assessment (DLM) & Grade 11 (SAT) Reporting Results for ELA/Mathematics, please click on the following link
https:/mww.education.nh.gov/iportal/index.htm
Then click on iReport
Once on the landing page, search for the school or district you desire
When your school or district opens on the new page, select the IDEA Report tab
After the IDEA Report tab opens, scroll down to Indicator 3b and 3c to review the participation and proficiency data
This link https:/Aww.education.nh.gov/iportal/index.htm also includes, at the bottom of the page, link to the longitudinal comparison of results for grades 3-8 and 11 for Reading and Mathematics for both the State of New
Hampshire and for individual schools and school districts http:/my.doe.nh.qov/profiles/ There are options to view results by subgroups, including students with disabilities as well. Performance Assessment of Competency
Education (PACE) data is reported in combination with SAT, and PACE assessments.
To access these reports:
1) Under Search Options, select by District
2) Select a district to view
3) Click on the green Test Results tab at the top of the screen and select School Year 2016-17 in the upper right corner
of the screen
4) Scroll to the bottom of the screen under Longitudinal Reports and Subgroup Reporting and select a contentarea  (e.g.
Math or Reading)
5) Using the filters at the top of the screen, select IEP/SWD — IEP from the Subgroup dropdown

To access 2017-18 data regarding the number of those children with disabilities who were provided accommodations in order to participate in SAT and Smarter Balanced assessments and the number of those children with
disabilities who participated in alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards, visit https:/mww.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/index.htm Scroll down to the middle of the screen. Under 2017
Final Assessment Results for DLM, SAT and select 2017 Participation with Accommodations: Counts for Students with Disabilities and 2017 DLM Participation Counts.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

OSEP notes that there was a discrepancy in the number of students with disabilities the State reported, under Title | of ESEA and Section 618 of the IDEA, as participating in the regular reading assessment with and without
accommodations and the number of students with disabilities reported in the performance data for those assessments for grades 3-8.

Required Actions
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A -- Reserved

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

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

Historical Data

Group Baseline 2012 2013
Name Year
2 A Target > 40.84% 48.23% 55.62% 63.01% 70.40% 71.00% 70.40% 35.70% 19.31%
E 2014
©
& Overal Data - 21.49% 29.12% 31.90% 35.18% 38.45% 37.00% 37.00% 38.00% 35.70% 19.31%
< A Target > 50.74% 56.89% 63.04% 69.13% 69.19% 70.00% 70.20% 25.94% 13.29%
g 2014  f—
= Overal Data 31.81% 28.36% 26.90% 29.23% 33.96% 31.00% 28.00% 28.00% 25.94% 13.29%
Group Name FFY 2015 2016
2 Target 2 19.31% 19.31%
5 A
5]
& Overal Data 20.06% 18.99%
< A Target = 13.29% 13.29%
[]
= Overall Data 14.25% 14.17%

Key: I:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Az

19.31% 58.00%
Overall

=)
£
©
©
o}
o

13.29% 46.00%
Overall

Math

‘ Az

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2014 APR, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting
with a variety of stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), Special
Education Administrators, the NH Association of School Administrators and the Bureau of Accountability and
Assessment data person (invited). This format allowed participants from across the State to engage in the
discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel constraints and busy schedules. The focus of the meeting was to
determine if baseline year should be re-set and to establish targets for the life of the SPP for Indicator 3B and 3C.
The NHDOE provided an overview of the SPP and the measurement for this indicator. The group reviewed historical
data, past targets and FFY 2014 data; looking at trends and comparisons of various data points. There was a rich
discussion about the changes to the assessment and the steep learning curve for districts and students, especially
regarding the use of accommodations and the online assessment. The group stressed the need to re-visit this after
the SAT has been included in the process next year. This past year the State of New Hampshire passed legislation
allowing parents to opt out of the state assessment. While this has not yet impacted us, it is being followed to see
the impact this has on proficiency. The NHDOE has trainings available that support district personnel understanding
of DLM and Smarter Balanced accommodations. The group came to consensus that, given the FFY 2014 baseline, the
targets should remain stable until the final year and then be more in line with results for all students.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Children with IEPs who

Group Name received a valid scoreand Number of Children with IEPs Proficient FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
a proficiency was assigned
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Children with IEPs who

Group Name received a valid scoreand = Number of Children with IEPs Proficient FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
a proficiency was assigned

A 15478 2,911 18.99% 19.31% 18.81%
Overall

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Children with IEPs who

Group Name received avalid scoreand  Number of Children with IEPs Proficient FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
a proficiency was assigned

A 15,615 2,267 14.17% 13.29% 14.52%
Overall

Public Reporting Information

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

To access the link to 2017-18 New Hampshire Statewide Assessment (NHSAS), NH Alternate Assessment (DLM) & Grade 11 (SAT) Reporting Results for ELA/Mathematics, please click on the following link
https:/Avww.education.nh.gov/iportal/index.htm

Then click on iReport

Once on the landing page, search for the school or district you desire

When your school or district opens on the new page, select the IDEA Report tab

After the IDEA Report tab opens, scroll down to Indicator 3b and 3c to review the participation and proficiency data

This link https:/Avww.education.nh.gov/iportal/index.htm also includes, at the bottom of the page, link to the longitudinal comparison of results for grades 3-8 and 11 for Reading and Mathematics for both the State of New

Hampshire and for individual schools and school districts http:/my.doe.nh.gov/profiles/ There are options to view results by subgroups, including students with disabilities as well. Performance Assessment of Competency
Education (PACE) data is reported in combination with SAT, and PACE assessments.

To access these reports:

1) Under Search Options, select by District

2) Select a district to view

3) Click on the green Test Results tab at the top of the screen and select School Year 2016-17 in the upper right corner
of the screen

4)  Scroll to the bottom of the screen under Longitudinal Reports and Subgroup Reporting and select a content area  (e.g.
Math or Reading)

5) Using the filters at the top of the screen, select IEP/SWD — IEP from the Subgroup dropdown

To access 2017-18 data regarding the number of those children with disabilities who were provided accommodations in order to participate in SAT and Smarter Balanced assessments and the number of those children with

disabilities who participated in alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards, visit https:/Aww.education.nh.gov/instruction/assessment/index.htm Scroll down to the middle of the screen. Under 2017
Final Assessment Results for DLM, SAT and select 2017 Participation with Accommodations: Counts for Students with Disabilities and 2017 DLM Participation Counts.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

OSEP notes that there was a discrepancy in the number of students with disabilities the State reported, under Title | of ESEA and Section 618 of the IDEA, as participating in the regular reading assessment with and without
accommodations and the number of students with disabilities reported in the performance data for those assessments for grades 3-8.

Required Actions
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:
A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and
B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b)

policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

Target < 2.80% 2.20% 2.20% 2.87% 2.87% 2.75% 1.15% 1.15%
2.26% 3.70% 4.32% 4.32% 2.87% 3.45% 1.15% 0% 1.15% 1.71%
FFY 2015 2016
Target < 1.15% 1.15%
Data 0.57% 0.57%

Key: l:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target < 1.15% 1.15%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting
with a variety of stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), the NH School
Administrators Association, and Special Education Administrators from diverse regions of the State. This meeting
focused on Indicators 2 (dropout), 4 (suspensions and expulsions) and 14 (Post School Outcomes). This format
allowed participants from across the State to engage in the discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel
constraints and busy schedules. These indicators were clustered together because of the interconnected nature of
suspensions/expulsions, dropouts and post school outcomes. The meeting included an overview of the SPP/APR and
these three indicators. Historical data and targets were shared with participants for the three indicators. FFY 2013
data was also presented. The two key questions posed for each indicator were: should we re-establish baseline
year for this indicator and why; and what does the group think about the NHDOE proposed targets for the new SPP?

For the FFY 16 submission of the APR, the State changed the measurement for 4A to align with the new reporting
requirement that the denominator be the number of districts that met the State-established minimum n size for the
FFY 2016 SPP/APR. In the FFY 2015 SPP/APR and previous years, the denominator was the total number of districts in
the state. Because this is a baseline year, the State is not required to meet targets. The State will work with
stakeholders and IDC to assess targets for the remainder of the SPP/APR to be submitted with the FFY 17 report.

Update for the FFY 17 report: After a discussion with IDC, the NHDOE determined that the targets of 1.15% for FFY
2017 and FFY 2018 should remain in place. This was because these targets were appropriate based on the state's
results and other state targets. Changing the targets would be ineffective as these targets meet the intent.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
& Yes o No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement. 2

Has the State Established a minimum n-size requirement?

Number of districts that met the State’s minimum FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017

Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy n-size Data Target Data

0 173 0.57% 1.15% 0%
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR

Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CF& §300.170(a)):
ﬁ' Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State

r' The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Definition of Significant Discrepancy

The NHDOE defines a “significant discrepancy” as any district with a rate of suspensions and expulsions greater than
10 days in a school year for children with IEPs that is greater than 3% of students with IEPs enrolled in the district.

For any district that had greater than 3% students with IEPs suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days in a
school year, the State applied a minimum "n" size. Districts that did exceeded the threshold and did not meet the
following minimum “n” size requirements were removed from the count:

« A minimum of 11 children with IEPs in the district, consistent with the State Assessment, NECAP.
« At least 4 students with IEPs suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

Identification of Comparison Methodology

Discrepancies were computed by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among
LEAs within the State. The results of the NHDOE examination of the data are for the year before the reporting year
(e.g. for the FFY 2016 APR, data are from 2015-2016), including data disaggregated to determine if significant
discrepancies occurred in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs. If the NHDOE
determined that there were significant discrepancies in the suspension and expulsion rates, the NHDOE reviewed,
and if appropriate, revised (or required the district to revise) the district’s policies, practices, and procedures relating
to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of behavioral interventions, and procedural safeguards to
ensure that the policies, procedures and practices complied with Part B.

Minimum "n" size requirements

Report on the number of districts that did not meet the State-established minimum “n” size requirement in the FFY
2017 APR (using the 2016-2017 data).

Step 1: Of the 175 districts, the NHDOE determined that there were 2 district that had greater than 3%
suspension/expulsion of students with IEPs for more than 10 days in a school year.

Step 2: Of the 2 districts identified in Step 1, one (1) had more than 11 students with IEPs and so were considered
for the next step. One was removed because it did not meet the minimum "n" size.

Step 3: The 1 districts identified in Step 1 & 2, one (1) did not have four or more students with I1EPs suspended or
expelled for more than 10 days in the school year. The one (1) districts was removed because it did not meet the

minimum "n" size.

Therefore, two districts were removed because they did not meet the State-established minimum "n" size
requirement in the FFY2017 APR.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

FFY 2016 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2017 using 2016-2017 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

In FFY 2017, using the 2016-2017 data, there were no districts identified for this indicator. If there had been any districts identified, the
NHDOE would have reviewed policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of
positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures and practices
comply with IDEA for all identified districts.

The NHDOE review would have included the completion of a self-assessment by the identified district(s) which would be verified by the
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NHDOE. The self-assessment would specifically cover a review of the district(s) policies, procedures and practices relating to the

development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

Targeted technical assistance would be provided to assist with addressing and correcting the root cause.

{*  The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

{~  The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

Corrected Within One Year Corrected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

In the FFY 2016 APR, using the 2015-2016 data, there was 1 district identified with significant discrepancy for this indicator. The NHDOE
has verified that the LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 for this indicator has corrected the identified noncompliance,
consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as follows: The NHDOE verified that the district was correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.530, (i.e.
achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of data subsequently collected through onsite monitoring and desk audit process.
During the correction period, the NHDOE reviewed local policies and procedures using the State created rubric and assisted the LEA in
creating and analyzing the root causes of the identified noncompliance.

The NHDOE review included the completion of a self-assessment by the identified district which was verified by the NHDOE. The
district’s self-assessment specifically covered a review of policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. Root causes of
problematic practices and noncompliance were identified in the review process. Targeted technical assistance was provided to assist
with addressing and correcting the root causes.

Based on this review the NHDOE determined that the district did not need to revise its policies and procedures. However, a practice was
identified that was problematic. Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBAs) were not being conducted consistently. The NHDOE
provided onsite technical assistance to the district to support appropriate administration of FBAs, adherence to relative laws and rules
and accurate data collection and entry in order to ensure the district was compliant relative to the discipline process. Through a review of
updated data subsequently collected, the NHDOE determined that the district has corrected the problematic practice

regarding FBAs and is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The NHDOE reviewed subsequent data to ensure that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected. This involved updated data
on each child that was impacted by the noncompliance as well as other children with new discipline incidents. As a result of the process
described above, and within one year of the noncompliance being identified, the state verified that in the identified district they are (1)
correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such
as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) have corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

0%

0%

0% 0% 1.15% 0% 0.57% 0%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 0% 0%
Data 0% 0%

Key: l:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
&

* Yes c No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement. 12

Has the State Established a minimum n-size requirement?

Number of those districts that have
policies, procedures, or practices
Number of districts that have a that contribute to the significant

significant discrepancy, by race or discrepancy and do not comply with Number of districts that met the FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
ethnicity requirements State’s minimum n-size Data Target Data

0 0 163 0% 0% 0%

¥ All races and ethnicities were included in the review

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology
Definition of Significant Discrepancy

The NHDOE defines a “significant discrepancy” as any district with a rate of suspensions and expulsions greater than
10 days in a school year for children with IEPs that is greater than 3% of students with IEPs enrolled in the district.

For any district that had greater than 3% students with IEPs suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days in a

school year, the State applied a minimum "n" size. Districts that exceeded the threshold and did not meet the
following minimum “n” size requirements were removed from the count:

- A minimum of 11 children with IEPs in the district, consistent with the State Assessment, NECAP.
- At least 4 students with IEPs suspended or expelled for greater than 10 days.

For Indicator 4B, these minimum cell sizes are applied to the population of students with IEPs in each race and
ethnicity category.

Identification of Comparison Methodology

Discrepancies were computed by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among
LEAs (districts) within the State. The results of the NHDOE examination of the data are for the year before the
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reporting year (e.g. for the FFY 2016 APR, data are from 2015-2016 ), including data disaggregated to determine if

significant discrepancies by race or ethnicity occurred in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of
children with IEPs. If the NHDOE determined that there were significant discrepancies by race or ethnicity in the
suspension and expulsion rates, the NHDOE reviewed, and if appropriate, revised (or required the district to revise)
the district’s policies, practices, and procedures relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of
behavioral interventions, and procedural safeguards to ensure that the policies, procedures and practices comply
with Part B.

Minimum "'n" size requirements

Report on the number of districts that did not meet the State-established minimum “n” size requirement in the FFY
2017 APR (using the 2016-2017 data).

Step 1: Of the 175 districts, the NHDOE determined that there were twelve (12) district that had greater than 3%
suspension/expulsion of students with IEPs for more than 10 days in a school year.

Step 2: Of the 12 districts identified in Step 1, twelve (12) had more than 11 students with IEPs and so were
considered for the next step.

Step 3: The 12 districts identified in Step 1 & 2, zero (0) had four or more students with IEPs suspended or expelled
for more than 10 days in the school year. All twelve (12) were removed because they did not meet the minimum "n"
size.

Therefore, all 12 districts were removed because they did not meet the State-established minimum "n" size
requirement in the FFY2017 APR.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

FFY 2016 Identification of Noncompliance
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Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2017 using 2016-2017 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

In the FFY 2017 APR, using 2016-2017 data, there were no districts identified with significant discrepancy for this indicator. If there had
been districts identified, the NHDOE would have reviewed, and, when appropriate, revised (or required the affected district to revise) the
district's policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral
interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with IDEA.

The NHDOE review would have included the completion of a self-assessment by each of the identified districst. The district's
self-assessment would specifically covered a review of policies, procedures and practices relating to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. The NHDOE would then
have verified the results of the district's self-assessment. Based on this review, it was determined that there were no individual
instances of noncompliance and no findings of noncompliance with the implementation for regulations of IDEA relative to this indicator.

As part of this review, the NHDOE would have conducted an on-site visit to review the district's policies, procedures and practices
relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural
safeguards to ensure that these policies, procedures, and practices comply with IDEA. Furthermore, file reviews of all students
potentially impacted by the noncompliance would have been completed to determined if there were any individual case of
noncompliance or if the child was no longer in the jurisdiction of the district. Based on the self-assessment and the subsequent on-site
review, the NHDOE determined that there were no (0) districts that had noncompliance regarding this indicator.

If there had been any districts identified with significant discrepancy for this indicator, the NHDOE would have verified within one year of
the noncompliance being identified that, in the districts with identified noncompliance, the districts were: 1) correctly implementing the
specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e. achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently
collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and 2) would have corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless
the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.

{*  The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

i~ The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently FindingsiNotiyetverifiedlasiGorested

RIMETIER Gff NEmEEmEmee i Corrected Within One Year Corrected

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 5: Educational Environments (children 6-21)

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

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

Historical Data

Baseline

Year
Target 2 76.00% 76.50% 77.00% 48.71% 49.00% 51.00% 53.00% 72.85% 72.85%
. o Data 76.30% 65.03% 51.70% 45.02% 48.71% 72.62% 73.73% 73.23% 72.85% 72.34%
Target < 3.30% 3.30% 3.30% 19.18% 18.00% 16.00% 15.00% 7.97% 7.97%
° o Data 3.20% 13.34% 22.62% 26.98% 19.18% 8.56% 8.32% 8.01% 7.97% 8.47%
Target < 4.30% 9.50% 4.30% 2.82% 2.82% 2.75% 2.50% 2.61% 2.61%
¢ 08 4.30% 4.00% 3.20% 3.20% 2.82% 2.67% 2.60% 2.48% 2.61% 2.67%
FFY 2015 2016
Target = 72.85% 72.85%
A Data 72.44% 71.71%
Target < 7.97% 7.97%
° Data 8.44% 8.79%
Target < 2.61% 2.61%
¢ Data 2.73% 2.88%

Key: I:I Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target A2 72.85% 74.00%
TargetB < 7.97% 7.00%
Target C < 2.61% 2.05%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE utilized the NHSEIS stakeholder group to review the
historical data and targets and the FFY 13 data for Indicator 5 and 6. This group was comprised of representatives
from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), Special Education Administrators and the NH School Administrators
Association. There was discussion regarding LRE and the continuum of settings that the IEP team must consider
when determining the location of the provision of services. Because of upgrades to the data system, the release of
guidance memos in 2013 and 2014 and ongoing training in the field regarding data entry, the group felt that baseline
should be re-set for FFY 2013.

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 25,714 null
spec C002; Data group 74)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 18,209 null
spec C002; Data group 74)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational . . -
. . . Y
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 71122018 B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the 2,326 null

spec C002; Data group 74) day
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Overwrite Data

Description

603 null

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
spec C002; Data group 74)
SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 121 null
spec C002; Data group 74)
7 null

c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018

spec C002; Data group 74)

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
Number of children with IEPs Total number of children with IEPs FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
aged 6 through 21 served aged 6 through 21 Data Target Data
A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside the regular class 80% 18,209 25,714 71.71% 72.85% 70.81%
or more of the day
B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside the regular class less 2,326 25,714 8.79% 7.97% 9.05%
than 40% of the day
C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside separate schools,
residential facilities, or 731 25,714 2.88% 2.61% 2.84%
homebound/hospital placements
[c1+c2+c3]

Reasons for B Slippage
In reviewing the data, NHDOE finds the following factors accounting for the slippage in 5B. The number of students
with Autism increased by a total of 83 students, of which, 29 were placed in settings where they were inside the
class less than 40% of the day. In addition, there was an increase, by 226 people, of students with developmental

delay. Of this increase, 44 were in settings where they were inside the class less than 40% of the day.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 attending a:
A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and
B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

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

Historical Data

Baseline

Year

Target = 51.00%

50.36% 50.36%

A 2013

Data 50.03% 47.88% 50.36% 56.48%
Target < 10.00% 18.22% 18.22%

B 2013
10.26% 17.51% 18.22% 15.64%

2015 2016
Target = 51.00% 53.00%
8 Data 58.08% 58.70%
Target < 17.50% 16.00%
° Data 14.00% 13.11%

Key: I:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target A2 56.00% 60.00%
Target B < 14.50% 12.00%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting
with a variety of stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), Preschool
Special Education Coordinators, TA providers and Special Education Administrators from diverse regions of the State
to consider this indicator. This format allowed participants from across the State to engage in the discussion,
regardless of weather conditions, travel constraints and busy schedules. The meeting included an overview of the
SPP/APR and the indicator. Historical data and targets were shared with participants for the indicator. FFY 2013 data
was also presented. The two key questions posed for the indicator were: should we re-establish baseline year for
this indicator and why; and what does the group recommend for targets for the new SPP for this indicator?

Stakeholders wrestled with setting targets that were both ambitious yet achievable. There was considerable
conversation about what the ultimate desired percentages would be in each category compared to how much
movement we thought we could achieve in the next few years. Strategies to address potential root causes of
challenges were explored. One area of recommended focus was to continue to improve data reported by district
personnel. There was a recognition that this year saw an unprecedented turn-over in local preschool special
education coordinators and special education administrators so getting the message out about how and what to
report is more critical than ever. Strategies also included more routinized processes at the local level to ensure
parents are asked about the amount of time the child is in regular early childhood settings and developing a process
to validate the data are reflecting actuality. The second key area that was discussed was around continuing to
provide the timely delivery of high quality, evidence based technical assistance and support to districts around the
continuum of LRE and program development.

Prepopulated Data

Source Description Overwrite Data

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational 71122018 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 3519 3522
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Description Overwrite Data

Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018
spec C089; Data group 613)

al. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of
special education and related services in the regular early childhood program

2,058 2,058

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 bl. Number of children attending separate special education class 451 451
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 b2. Number of children attending separate school n n
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/12/2018 b3. Number of children attending residential facility n n
spec C089; Data group 613)

Explanation of Alternate Data

The NHDOE offered technical assistance to districts regarding preschool special education settings, the continuum of services and
timely data entry into the state special education data system NHSEIS. As a result of this support, districts have updated information in
the system to more accurately reflect eligible children ages 3 through 5 and their settings.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs Total number of children with IEPs FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017

aged 3 through 5 attending aged 3 through 5 Data Target Data

A. A regular early childhood program and
receiving the majority of special education

s 2,058 3,522 58.70% 56.00% 58.43%
and related services in the regular early
childhood program
B. Separate special education class, 453 3522 13.11% 14.50% 12.86%

separate school or residential facility

Use a different calculation methodology

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Historical Data

N 004 00 006 00 008 009 010 0 0 0 014
Target 2 66.30% 66.30% 67.00% 68.00% 79.50% 79.50%
Al 2012
Data 63.80% 66.30% 69.60% 70.00% 79.50% 80.94% 82.40%
Target 2 71.30% 71.30% 71.50% 72.00% 61.60% 61.60%
A2 2012
Data 82.10% 71.30% 68.40% 67.20% 61.60% 61.82% 62.13%
Target 2 67.10% 67.10% 68.00% 69.00% 78.90% 78.90%
B1 2012
Data 65.70% 67.10% 73.00% 73.70% 78.90% 79.96% 81.52%
Target 2 53.40% 53.40% 53.70% 54.00% 60.90% 60.90%
B2 2012
Data 75.80% 53.40% 50.70% 55.90% 60.90% 61.74% 60.68%
Target 2 68.50% 68.50% 69.00% 70.00% 76.80% 76.80%
C1l 2012
Data 74.40% 68.50% 68.00% 73.90% 76.80% 77.85% 80.91%
Target 2 63.10% 63.10% 63.50% 64.00% 63.20% 63.20%
c2 2012
Data 78.70% 63.10% 55.20% 58.80% 63.20% 66.03% 66.21%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 2 79.50% 79.50%
Al
Data 79.71% 82.88%
Target 2 61.60% 61.60%
A2
Data 59.98% 58.35%
Target 2 79.00% 79.00%
B1
Data 79.98% 80.67%
Target = 61.00% 61.00%
B2
Data 58.78% 57.04%
Target 2 77.00% 77.00%
C1
Data 76.95% 84.65%
Target 2 63.20% 63.20%
c2
Data 63.11% 72.59%

Key: I:I Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target Al 2 80.00% 80.00%
Target A2 = 62.00% 62.00%
Target B1 2 80.00% 80.00%
Target B2 2 61.50% 61.50%
Target C1 = 77.50% 77.50%
Target C2 2 63.50% 63.50%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NH Department of Education Preschool Special Education consultant
and the Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS) TA consultant met with a variety of stakeholders from
diverse regions of the State. Participants included representatives of the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), State

TA ngOViderS’ Special Education Administrators, Preschool Special Education Coordinators and practitioners.
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The group reviewed the 3 outcomes, progress categories and summary statements as well as historical data and

past targets. Discussion included the impact of NH small cell size, confidence bands, expected percentages in each
category and the stability of the State level data.

Baseline year: The Stakeholder Input Group recommended that baseline should be re-set to FFY 2012. This was
because in FFY 2011, after an extensive review of data and stakeholder input, the State removed one of the 3
possible tools that the field can use, resulting in more valid and reliable data in FFY 2012.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

| Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed | 1,229

Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

Number of Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 49 3.99%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 155 12.61%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 267 21.72%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 545 44.34%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 213 17.33%

: FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Numerator Denominator
Data Target Data
ALl. Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who 812.00 1016.00 82.88% 80.00% 79.92%

substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6
years of age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age 758.00 1229.00 58.35% 62.00% 61.68%
or exited the program. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

Reasons for Al Slippage

Nearly all states using the Teaching Strategies Gold online system for generating OSEP reports have seen slippage or decreases in
Summary Statements for this outcome that are inconsistent with any changes in state infrastructure or improvement activities. Teaching
Strategies converted their online platform August 1, 2017 to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include
items up to third grade. As a result, a number of factors may have impacted the FFY 2017 data including:

« changes to indicators and dimensions as a result of expanding the GOLD to third grade;
« teacher/practitioner confusion due to changes to the front-end look of the online platform;
- fewer data points on which data can be entered for each child;
« changes to OSEP report algorithms within the online platform.

New Hampshire is working with other states using Teaching Strategies GOLD and DaSy and ECTA centers to conduct in-depth analysis
with Teaching Strategies staff to determine the root cause of the unexpected changes to these summary statements and develop
solutions to improve the validity of data for reporting outcomes in the future.

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

Number of Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 51 4.15%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 154 12.53%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 267 21.72%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 544 44.26%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 213 17.33%

FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Data Target Data

Numerator Denominator

B1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who
substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6
years of age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

811.00 1016.00 80.67% 80.00% 79.82%
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Numerator Denominator FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Data
Target

B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age 757.00 1229.00 57.04% 61.50% 61.59%
or exited the program. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Number of Percentage of

Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 9 0.73%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 71 5.78%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 126 10.25%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 632 51.42%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 391 31.81%

. FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Numerator Denominator
Data Target Data
C1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who 758.00 838.00 84.65% 77.50% 00.45%

substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6
years of age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age 1023.00 1229.00 72.59% 63.50% 83.24%
or exited the program. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related services for at least six months
during the age span of three through five years? Yes

Was sampling used? No

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process? Yes

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

List the instruments used: The two instruments used to gather the data are the online systems for My Teaching
Strategies by Teaching Strategies and AEPSi by Brookes Publishing.

Procedures used to gather data for this indicator: 8 Who is included in the measurement, |I.E. What population of
children?

Effective November 1, 2006, all NH districts were required to begin assessing the entry level and exit data on each of
the three outcomes for all preschool children who began receiving special education from that date on. Only children
who are receiving preschool special education in NH for at least 6 months are included in the measure.

Who conducted the assessments?

District personnel are responsible for ensuring the assessments are conducted with fidelity. They are encouraged to
work closely with the child's family members, Child Care/Head Start provider(s), and others who may have knowledge
of a child when conducting an assessment. Some districts have hired/contracted with additional individuals to
oversee the assessment process while others have designated this responsibility to specific personnel already on
staff.

When did measurement occur?

The child's status at entry is measured within 6 weeks of the child beginning to receive special education or related
services. Assessments on child status on the outcomes are measured at least annually. The child's status on exit is
measured near exit.

What data was reported to the state, and how was that data transmitted?

Districts subscribe to the web-based data management systems with the publisher of the tool(s) they opt to use.
The district enters assessment data into the web-based data management system as assessments are completed.
The NHDOE runs aggregate reports directly from the publisher's web-based data systems. This data can be
disaggregated at both a state and district level for monitoring of implementation of the system and for federal
reporting.
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What data analysis methods were used to determine the progress categories?

The publisher, with direction from the NHDOE and ECO, have created systems to analyze data at a state and district
level based on he federal reporting requirements. This analysis converts the raw data from the assessment items to
the ECO COS scores and calculates progress as required by OSEP.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with
disabilities.

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

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2013

36.00%

32.00% 34.00% 35.00% 36.00% 37.00% 36.00%

Target 2 72.00%

72.00% 32.00% 45.00% 47.00% 50.00% 51.00% 52.00% 36.93% 35.40%
FFY 2015 2016
Target = 36.00% 37.00%
Data 41.55% 39.62%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target = 37.00% 38.00%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NH Department of Education utilized the Indicator 8 Input Group
(which meets at least three times per year) to provide multi-stakeholder input into the development of targets for
Indicator 8. The Input Group includes Special Education Directors from urban, rural and cooperative school districts
and parent leaders from local family-school partnership groups (parents of children with disabilities). The group
consisted of a representative from each of the following: NH Superintendent’s and Special Education Administrator’s
Associations, the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), and the NH State Advisory Committee (SAC), as well as staff
from Gibson Consulting Group (the survey vendor) and the NH Connections project (TA Project funded by the NHDOE
to support the development and improvement of family-school partnerships in special education) and the national
consultant Dr. Batya Elbaum (formerly from federally-funded Data Accountability Center). The Input Group reviewed
the 2013-2014 statewide Parent Survey in Special Education results, State historical and trend data, previous target
setting information, and information on national trends presented by Dr. Elbaum to provide recommendations for FFY
2013-2018 targets for Indicator 8.

The Indicator 8 Input Group recommended that, because starting next year the Parent Involvement Survey would be
administered as a census survey over a two year period, the target should remain the same for the first three years
of the State Performance Plan so as to afford each block an equal opportunity to reach the target. The premise being
that the 2013 gave us a “new baseline” to understand where we were as a State. The fourth year of the SPP the
target would increase by one percent, the same target would be applied to fifth year to allow both blocks equal

opportunity to reach the target. The ath year of the SPP would increase by one percentage point over the target set
for year four.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of respondent parents who report schools

facilitated parent involvement as a means of Total number of respondent parents of children with FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
improving services and results for children with disabilities Data Target Data
disabilities
986 2,376 39.62% 37.00% 41.50%
The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed. 12.65% 18781.00
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The percentage shown is the number of respondent parents divided by the number of parents to whom the survey was distributed.

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys in a
manner that is valid and reliable.

The items on the preschool and school age surveys each hold a position on a nationally validated scale. An item's position on the scale
is referred to as its item location. Items with lower values (item locations) are easier to agree with; items with higher values are more
difficult to agree with. In prior years, Gibson Consulting Group calculated a scale score for each returned survey and this scale was used
for 2017-2018. A scale score of 600 on the Parent Involvement Survey was recommended by NCSEAM as the threshold for determining
whether a parent with a child receiving special education services reports that his/her school facilitated parent involvement as a means
of improving special education services and results. This threshold was used to calculate the results reported in FFY 2017.

Beginning in January 2018, the New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE), Bureau of Student Support, contracted with
Scholastic Inc. to conduct the NH Parent Involvement Survey in Special Education. The goal of the contract is to provide data for reporting
requirements for the US Department of Education’s Special Education State Performance Plan.

Upon closure of the window to complete the survey, all paper survey responses were scanned and all online survey responses were
exported from the online survey platform. All responses were then merged into one analytic dataset. The analytic team then conducted
substantial data diagnostics on the combined dataset. Responses to two demographic items were checked for validity: if the students’
reported age at referral was greater than their reported current age, the age at referral variable was recoded to “missing”. Similarly, on
the school age survey, if a respondent reported that their student was in elementary school, but answered the last question about

transition planning meetings, their response to the question about transition planning meetings was changed to “missing” as these
meetings are targeted to students at the high school level.

The analytic team then explored missing data and outlier response patterns to flag any responses that might be candidates to drop from
the analytic file. For example, 1 survey (<0.1%) was ‘submitted’ but contained few, if any responses to individual items — this was

dropped from the analytic file. Among the remaining cases, the evaluation team examined the “completeness” of survey responses; that
is, cases with either complete or partially complete submissions. Nearly 90% of responses on both the preschool and school age
surveys were completed in full, and patterns of missing data on the remaining 10% did not warrant additional diagnostics or cleaning.
Thus, all remaining surveys were included in the final analytic dataset.

Extreme response patterns (answering “very strongly disagree” or “very strongly agree” to all survey items) were also examined. Extreme
disagreement was less common (less than 1 % of completed surveys) than extreme agreement (approximately 10% of completed
surveys). Given the overall low incidence of extreme values, no submissions were dropped from the analytic dataset for this reason.

Additional validation processes were possible using data collected online. First, time to survey completion was examined, with start and
end times demonstrating that, on average, online surveys were completed in just under six minutes (with a median response rate of
nearly five minutes). Responses of two minutes or less comprised roughly 5% of the survey respondent group. Again, because this
value was not unreasonable, and because time to completion could not be examined on data resulting from paper surveys, no
submissions were dropped from the analytic dataset for this reason.

The final analytic data set was comprised of 278 preschool responses and 2,098 school age responses, for a total of 2,376 responses

Rasch Scaling: Once the analytic data files were cleaned, the Rasch scaling model was applied as prescribed by the NCSEAM technical
manual. Responses to both the preschool and school age Parent Involvement Surveys were scaled separately using a polytomous
Rasch model, where the rating scale was collapsed into three categories: Very Strongly Disagree, Strongly Disagree and Disagree
comprise Category 1, Agree represents Category 2, and Strongly Agree and Very Strongly Agree are in Category 3. The specific scaling
method used was the Andrich Rating Scale model, which was the method used for the initial validation and calibration of the Parent
Involvement measure (Elbaum, personal communication, September 2014). Anchor values for some items, where available, were taken
from those used in Florida, which represent the most recently re-scaled values.

The scaling method places each individual, conditional on their responses to the 25 items comprising the rating scale for the respective
instrument, on a continuous scale, or ruler, ranging from 0 to 1,000. The standard for agreeing that their child’s school facilitated

parental involvement was set at 600 (this threshold was defined by NCSEAM as part of the Parent Involvement Survey development
process): respondents whose scaled score was below this threshold were identified as having not agreed that their child’s school
facilitated parental involvement, while scaled scores at or above this level agreed.

Was sampling used? No

Was a survey used? Yes
Is it a new or revised survey? No
The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. Yes

Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children
1/3/2020 Page 34 of 73



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
receiving special education services.

Parents answered questions about their students’ ethnicity, gender, and primary exceptionality/disability type.
Analysis of these responses shed light on the extent to which the group of students for whom respondents
answered questions is similar to the population of students in the state who receive special education services. The
more comparable the characteristics of the respondent group are to the population of students, the more
generalizable the results are to the population of students in the state who receive special education services.

Statistics on the population of the state’s students receiving special education services were extracted from the
state’s 2017 Statewide Census by Disability report, which is based on students enrolled as of October 1, 2017.
Statistics were then compared for gender, ethnicity, and primary exceptionality/disability between the state’s
population and the respondents in Block B for 2017-18. The representativeness of the survey respondent group was
comparable to the representativeness of the survey respondent group in 2015-16.

The group of students whose parents responded to the survey in 2017-18 mirrored the state population of students
receiving special education services as defined by gender. Two-thirds (66%) of the state’s population of students
receiving special education services were male and 66% of respondents replied reflecting on experiences regarding
their male child.

In FFY 2017, respondents described their children with ethnicity categories that mostly matched those of the state’s
population of students receiving special education services, with some notable exceptions. The greatest difference
was the percent of respondents who self-reported their student as Hispanic on the survey (1.1%) compared with the
state average (6.0%). This may be due to differences in how a student’s race/ethnicity data was collected for the
state versus how it was posed on the survey (with the option to “mark all that apply”). For more detail on this,
please refer to the statewide results report on the New Hampshire Department of Education website

https://www.education.nh.gov/instruction/special_ed/parent_involv.htm

The survey respondent group varied in three primary ways from the state population as defined by the student’s
primary exceptionality/disability. First, a smaller percentage of the survey respondent group reported their students’
primary exceptionality was Other Health Impairment (10.4% of the survey respondent group compared with 18.0% of
the special education population in the state). Second, a larger percentage of survey respondents reported their
students’ primary exceptionality was Autism (15.5% of the respondent group compared with 10.1% of the special
education population). In 2017-18, a smaller proportion of survey respondents reported their students’ primary
exceptionality as a Specific Learning Disability compared with the state population (26.9% in the survey respondent
group, 31.5% in the state population). All other primary exceptionality/disability categories were represented in the
survey respondent group at similar frequencies as they are represented at the state level.

Students with Specific Learning Disabilities made up the largest proportion of special education student primary
exceptionalities in the respondent group and in the population (approximately one-quarter to one-third). The next
most frequently represented disability in the survey respondent group was parents of students with Speech or
Language Impairment, followed by Autism. At the state level, the second most frequent disability was Other Health
Impairment followed by Speech or Language Impairment. As a whole, students whose primary exceptionality was
identified as Specific Learning Disabilities, Speech or Language Impairment, Other Health Impairment, Developmental
Delay and Autism comprised 87.1% of the state’s special education student population and 84.5% of the survey
respondent group.

Fifty-one percent of preschool respondents identified their student as having a Speech or Language Impairment,
23% as Developmental Delay, and 14% as Autism. This is consistent with the services provided at the preschool
school level. Thirty percent of school aged respondents identified their students as having a Specific Learning
Disability, 16% as Autism, and 14% as Speech or Language Impairment. An additional 12% identified their student’s
primary exceptionality as Developmental Delay and another 11% as Other Health Impairment.

The responding group of parents or guardians was distributed across children’s age ranges. Almost all ages were
represented by between 5% and 8% of the total responding group. There was some tendency for parents or
guardians of younger children to respond at a greater rate, but this difference was minimal. In short, parents or
guardians of students across all age ranges were equally likely to respond to the survey

Overall, the percentage of respondents who were at/above the 600 threshold in 2017-18 is equivalent to the
percentage seen in the same districts in 2015-16 (41.6% compared with 41.5% in 2015-16). Parents of preschool
aged children provided higher, more positive reports compared with those of school age children (resulting in higher
percentages at or above the 600 threshold), though the difference was smaller than in prior years. Approximately
46.0% of parents or guardians of preschool students in 2017-18 scored at or above 600, roughly 5 percentage
points higher than those of school age children (40.9%). A lower proportion of preschool age respondents in 2017-18
met or exceeded a scale score of 600 compared to two years ago (46.0% compared to 49.1% in 2015-16), while
about the same proportion of school-age respondents met or exceeded the threshold this year (41.5% in 2017-18
compared to 41.6% in 2015-16).
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Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representation

Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

Target
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 0% 0%
Data 0% 0%

Key: l:' Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
& Yes o No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement
because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size. 151

Has the State established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement?

Number of districts with
disproportionate representation of
Number of districts with racial and ethnic groups in special

disproportionate representation of  education and related services that
racial and ethnic groups in special is the result of inappropriate Number of districts that met the FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
education and related services identification State’s minimum n-size Data Target Data

0 0 24 0% 0% 0%

Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 'Fves c No

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

Definition of “Disproportionate Representation” and Methodology

Definition of Disproportionate Representation

The NHDOE has defined disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related
services as a weighted risk ratio above 3.00 for the reporting year.

Methodology

All racial/ethnic groups were included in the analysis, as required by OSEP. A weighted risk ratio was used in
analyzing the district data. In order to calculate the weighted risk ratio, there had to be at least two racial/ethnic
subgroups in the district that met the minimum “n” size. The minimum “n” size was defined as at least 40 students
enrolled in the district in two or more racial/ethnic subgroups and within those subgroups, at least 10 students
identified as receiving special education and related services. The cell size was selected to protect individually
identifiable student information and to ensure that there were sufficient students in the subgroups to allow for
appropriate identification of disproportionate representation. The cell size is consistent with the cell size NHDOE uses
for determining AYP. The OSEP/Westat technical guide: Methods for Assessing Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special
Education: A Technical Assistance Guide, July 2007 was used in developing this methodology. The NHDOE used the
electronic spreadsheet developed by Westat that calculates both weighted and un-weighted risk ratios to determine

state and district level data.
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Using the criteria established above, the NHDOE determined that, out of 175 school districts, 24 school districts met the cell size
requirement for data analysis. Of those 24 school districts, 0 were identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate
representation of over representation.

In FFY 2009 the NHDOE, with support from NERRC and DAC, conducted an intensive review of our procedure for
identification of LEAs with disproportionate representation. Based on this examination, the NHDOE determined that
the process as explained in the SPP was sound. The small number of districts that met the cell size was a direct
result of the homogeneous nature of New Hampshire’s population.

Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.

Through the process used for this indicator (described above), if any districts identified in Step One had been
determined to have overrepresentation in the identification of students with disabilities, the NHDOE would have
utilized the following monitoring process to determine whether the disproportionate representation (see above
definition) was the result of inappropriate identification. The NHDOE would examine the districts’ child find,
evaluation, eligibility and other related policies, procedures and practices to ensure an equitable consideration for
special education and related services for all racial and ethnic groups and that those eligibility determinations were
conducted appropriately. For each district that met the criteria in Step One, the State would have consulted with the
local Director of Special Education regarding the data and reviewed local policies, procedures and practices related to
this indicator. In addition, the NHDOE would have reviewed the data for complaints and due process hearings for any
issues regarding inappropriate identification that may have been found in either of these dispute resolution
mechanisms.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently
Corrected Within One Year Corrected

Findings of Noncompliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representation

Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

Target
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 0% 0%
Data 0% 0%

Key: l:' Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
& Yes o No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size. Report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement
because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size. 153

Has the State established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement?

Number of districts with
disproportionate representation of
Number of districts with racial and ethnic groups in specific

disproportionate representation of disability categories that is the
racial and ethnic groups in specific result of inappropriate Number of districts that met the FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
disability categories identification State’s minimum n-size Data Target Data

0 0 22 0% 0% 0%

Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 'Fves c No

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

Definition of “Disproportionate Representation” and Methodology

Definition of Disproportionate Representation

The NHDOE has defined disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
that is the result of inappropriate identification as a weighted risk ratio above 3.00 for the reporting year.

Methodology

All racial/ethnic groups were included in the analysis, as required by OSEP. A weighted risk ratio was used in
analyzing the district data. In order to calculate the weighted risk ratio, there had to be at least two racial/ethnic
subgroups in the district that met the minimum “n” size. The minimum “n” size was defined as at least 40 students
enrolled in the district in two or more racial/ethnic subgroups and within those subgroups, at least 10 students
identified in the specific disability category (specific learning disability, intellectual disability, autism, other health
impaired, speech language impaired, and emotional disturbance) for the racial/ethnic subgroup being compared. The
cell size was selected to protect individually identifiable student information and to ensure that there were sufficient
students in the subgroups to allow for appropriate identification of disproportionate representation. The cell size is
consistent with the cell size used for determining AYP. The OSEP/Westat technical guide: Methods for Assessing
Racial/Ethnic Disproportionality in Special Education: A Technical Assistance Guide, July 2007 was used in developing this
methodology. The NHDOE used the electronic spreadsheet developed by Westat that calculates both weighted and

1/3/2020 Page 39 of 73



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
un-weighted risk ratios to determine state and district level data.

Using the criteria established above, the NHDOE determined that, out of 175 school districts, 22 school districts met
the cell size requirement for data analysis. Of the 22 school districts that met the cell size requirements, two (2) were
identified as meeting the data threshold for disproportionate over-representation.

In FFY 2009 the NHDOE, with support from NERRC and DAC, conducted an intensive review of our procedure for
identification of LEAs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
that is the result of inappropriate identification. Based on this examination, the NHDOE determined that the process
as explained in the SPP was sound. The small number of districts that met the cell size was a direct result of the
homogeneous nature of New Hampshire’s population.

Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

Through the process used for this indicator (described above), the NHDOE utilized the following monitoring process to
determine whether the disproportionate representation (see above definition) was the result of inappropriate
identification. The NHDOE examined the districts’ child find, evaluation, eligibility and other related policies,

procedures and practices to ensure an equitable consideration for specific disability categories for all racial and ethnic
groups and that those eligibility determinations were conducted appropriately.

For the two districts that met the criteria in Step One, the NHDOE completed a review of local policies, procedures
and practices related to identification. The NHDOE consulted with the local Director of Special Education regarding the
data. The local Director of Special Education completed a root cause anyalysis to further assess whether
disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate identification. In addition, the NHDOE reviewed the
data for complaints and due process hearings for any issues regarding inappropriate identification that may have
been found in either of these dispute resolution mechanisms. Based on this review, the NHDOE determined that the
disproportionate representation was not the result of inappropriate identification.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

Corrected Within One Year Corrected

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 11: Child Find

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be
conducted, within that timeframe.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
81.00% 95.00% 77.00% 81.00% 95.00% 96.00% 95.00% 96.00% 95.61% 96.11%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 100% 100%
Data 95.92% 94.96%

Key: l:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

(b) Number of children whose evaluations were

(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to completed within 60 days (or State-established FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
evaluate was received timeline) Data Target Data
1,928 1,876 94.96% 100% 97.30%
Number of children included in (a), but not included in (b) [a-b] 52

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

Of the 1928 children for whom parental consent for initial evaluation was received, 52 children did not have
evaluations completed within the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be completed. The 52 children
were from 17 districts. Pursuant to the OSEP FAQ dated 9/3/08, NHDOE groups individual instances of noncompliance
in a district related to this Indicator as one finding of noncompliance. The review of FFY 17 data resulted in 17 new
findings of noncompliance, one per district. The findings were made in FFY 18 and NHDOE will report on correction of
those findings in the FFY 19 APR.

In analyzing the data, the majority of delays were reported over 60 days past the timeline. The reasons for delay
include lack of understanding of the evaluation process and timelines, data entry errors and scheduling issues. The
NHDOE has offered technical assistance for those districts who continue to struggle meeting the timelines.

1 - 15 Days = 22

16 - 30 Days = 11

31-45Days =5

46 - 60 Days = 3

60+ Days = 5

Indicate the evaluation timeline used

& The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted.
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The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted.

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
& State monitoring
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

The NHDOE monitored each district in the State for compliance with this indicator. The data for this indicator were
only partially available through the State database, the New Hampshire Special Education Information System
(NHSEIS). NHSEIS does not collect data on allowable exceptions. Those additional data points for this indicator were
collected through a desk audit monitoring process soliciting additional documentation from the districts to
demonstrate compliance. In March 2017 the state adopted new rules to align the state timeline with the federal
requirement. Based on this change, the state adjusted its FFY 2016 reporting window to the spring of 2017.
Monitoring data for FFY 2017 were collected on all children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received for
the time period of April 1 - June 30, 2017. As there are significantly fewer evaluations occurring in the spring versus
the fall, the state will resumed its longstanding practice of reviewing data in the fall for FFY 2017.

For the desk audit, districts were required to submit evidence of compliance including student information regarding
date of referral, date of receipt of parental consent to evaluate and date of eligibility determination for special
education. This information was entered by the district into NHSEIS.

The desk audit allowed districts to present evidence of allowable exceptions to the timeline when the timeframe set
for initial evaluation did not apply to a public agency because: 1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to
produce the child for evaluation, or 2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the relevant timeframe
[for initial evaluations] has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether
the child is a child with a disability,” as allowed by 34 CFR §300.301(d). As permitted by OSEP in the Measurement
Table, the NHDOE did not report these exceptions in either the numerator or denominator.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings

of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently

Corrected Within One Year Corrected Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

The NHDOE has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 for this indicator has corrected the identified noncompliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as follows: The NHDOE verified that each
district was correctly implementing 34 CFR 300.124 (b), (i.e. achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of data subsequently collected through a desk audit monitoring process. During the correction period, the NHDOE

reviewed local policies and procedures and provided on-site technical assistance to districts to support the timely evaluation process, including accurate data collection and entry in order to ensure districts were providing
timely evaluations.

These findings reflect all noncompliance identified with this indicator through monitoring and data collections Written findings were made consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02 that identified LEA's where noncompliance

occurred and their levels of noncompliance are included the regualtory citations. All noncompliant practices were addressed through root cause analysis and improvement activities. Policies and procedures were revised as
necessary.

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The NHDOE, through a data review of the desk audits submitted by districts and additional data as needed, verified that each district had completed the evaluation, although late, for any child whose initial evaluation was not
timely, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. Therefore, the NHDOE verified that, for each of these individual cases, the district had completed the required action, although late, unless the child was
no longer in the jurisdiction of the LEA, prior to the identification of findings, as reported in the FFY 2016 APR

OSEP Response

OSEP notes that when reporting on the correction of previous noncompliance the State referenced 34 CFR 300.124 which is not the correct citation for this indicator.

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2017, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of
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noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory
requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the

correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017, although its FFY 2017 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of
noncompliance in FFY 2017.

Required Actions
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2012

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

100% 100% 100%

88.26% 66.00% 92.00% 95.00% 97.00% 98.00% 99.00% 97.00% 96.48% 96.86%

FFY

Target 100% 100%

Data 97.67% 97.13%

Key: l:' Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 304
b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays. 49
c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 231
d. Number of children for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 16
e. Number of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 3
f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option. 0

Denominator FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017

Numerator (c) (a-b-d-e-f) Data Target Data

Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for
Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third 231 236 97.13% 100% 97.88%
birthdays. [c/(a-b-d-e-f)]x100

Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e, or f 5

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

Of these 5 children,1 child was found not eligible for special education after the third birthday and 4 children were found eligible and had their IEPs fully developed and implemented after their thrid birthdays. These 5 children
were in 2 districts (4 from one district and 1 from a second district). Reasons for delays inclulded changes in Preschool Special Education personnel and administration as well as a lack of understanding regarding the

district's responsibility regarding the transition process. In addition, the district with the 4 delays repeatedly had parents not attend meetings but had no process for rescheduling the meetings in a timely manner. That has been
corrected.

Range of Days beyond the third birthday 0-15days 16-30 days 31-45days 46-60 days > 60 days Total
2 1 2 5

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
& State monitoring

e State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
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Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

Data were collected for this indicator through a monitoring process, as the data required for this indicator were only
partially available through the State database known as NHSEIS. This was the fourth year that NH Part C data
transferred automatically into the Part B data system and the State was able to create a report of all children who
were referred from Part C to Part B. Once the preliminary report was generated, the NHDOE, in conjunction with
RACE2K (the NHDOE funded TA center), verified with districts additional data elements that were required to
determine compliance. The New Hampshire Department of Education, Bureau of Student Supports collected data from
each district in the State to determine compliance with this indicator. Data were collected on all children who were
served in Part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination from the time period of July 1 — October 31, 2017.
The data were collected from all geographic areas and accurately represent data for the full reporting period.

In order to ensure data quality, the NHDOE verified available data points in NHSEIS. In addition, RACE2K and NHDOE

staff conducted on-site reviews of files, policies and procedures as needed. This is the same process that was used
to report in the FFY 2016 APR.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings

of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

FindingslofNoncompliancelldentiied Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently

Corrected Within One Year L Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

The NHDOE has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 for this indicator has corrected the identified
noncompliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as follows:

The NHDOE verified that each district identified in FFY 2016 with noncompliance was correctly implementing the regulatory
requirements (34 CFR §300.124(b) i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of data subsequently collected through a desk
audit monitoring process. The desk audit included a review of data in the State data system followed by a review of evidence
documenting valid reasons for delays (parents did not make the child available) or late referrals to Part C. During the correction period,
RACEZ2K, an initiative funded by the NHDOE, Bureau of Student Supports through the NH Parent Information Center (PIC) provided
technical assistance and reviewed local policies and procedures to support districts with timely and quality transitions in compliance
with the regulations. Through this desk audit process, the NHDOE verified that each of the districts identified in FFY 2016 with

noncompliance for Indicator 12 was correctly implementing the regulatory requirements as soon as possible but in no case greater than
1 year from notification.

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The NHDOE has verified that the identified districts had developed and implemented the IEP for each individual case, though late,
unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. This verification occured through a review of each affected child's data
which demonstrated that each district had developed and implemented the IEP for these children, although late.
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OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2017, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of
noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory
requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the
correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017, although its FFY 2017 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of
noncompliance in FFY 2017.

Required Actions
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate
transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition

services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any
participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2013

100% 100% 100%

Target 100% 100% 100% 100%

47.00% 50.90% 94.20% 100% 60.48% 54.67%
FFY 2015 2016
Target 100% 100%
Data 56.76% 56.90%

Key: l:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:‘ Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 100% 100%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth aged 16 and above with |EPs that

contain each of the required components for FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
secondary transition Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above Data Target Data

46 64 56.90% 100% 71.88%

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
& State monitoring
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

Between FFY 2005—FFY 2010, all NH school districts had been monitored for Indicator 13, as mandated by OSEP. The
NHDOE, with input and guidance from Data Accountability Center (DAC) and Northeast Regional Resource Center
(NERRC), began a new process for Indicator 13 compliance review monitoring for FFY 2011 marking the beginning of a
new five-year monitoring cycle for Indicator 13, in order to complete monitoring of all districts during the FFY 2005
SPP. For the SPP beginning in FFY 2013, the NHDOE began a new 6 year monitoring cycle. During this six-year
monitoring cycle every public high school in NH will be monitored for this Indicator. The NHDOE randomly selects high
schools to participate in Indicator 13 monitoring to ensure that all high schools will be monitored during the six-year
cycle. Reporting for this Indicator is done only at the high school level, just as is done for Indicator 1 (graduation) and
Indicator 2 (dropout), and no longer will be done at the district level. Once a NH high school is randomly selected,
monitored, and meets 100% compliance for Indicator 13, they are removed from the selection process until the cycle is complete.

The New Hampshire Process: The NHDOE used an on-site file review process for monitoring for Indicator 13. NHDOE staff and/or
qualified reviewers trained by the NHDOE conduct the file reviews.

Randomly selected high schools are notified three years prior to the start of the school year in which they are
monitored. Professional development opportunities were made available at no cost to the schools by the NHDOE in
the areas of understanding the components of compliance, secondary transition, writing measurable post-secondary
goals, etc. High schools were encouraged to take advantage of trainings offered by the NHDOE.

In preparation to meet the requirements for Indicator 13, it was recommended that high school special education staff: (1) review the 1-13

checklist found in the Indicator 13 Guidance Document; (2) complete the Best Practices in Planning for Transition on line module
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available free at https://www. transitioncoalition.org, (3) recommend that districts form study groups within their special education

departments to review IEP's for compliance using the NH Indicator 13 compliance checklist. (4) Recommend that districts schedule
professional coaching on Indicator 13 either in-person or electronically. High schools were responsible for ensuring that evidence of
compliance with I-13 is in students’ IEPs and/or their IEP files.

The New Hampshire Special Education System (NHSEIS) was used to generate student level information regarding
this Indicator. The data was used to select student files to be reviewed that was a representative sample
considering gender, age, ethnicity, and disability. For the 2017-18 school year, the number of files reviewed was
based on district special education enrollment of students age 16 and up and is as follows:

District enrollment of 46 or more students age 16 and up — 8 files
District enrollment 31 to 45 students age 16 and up — 6 files
District enrollment of 30 or fewer students age 16 and up — 4 files

The NHDOE generated a list that had twice as many files for review, keeping in mind that unexpected changes may
occur to a student’s status, such as transferring to another school district. The NHDOE notified high schools
approximately 6 - 8 weeks prior to the date they are scheduled to be monitored of the list of randomly selected
student files. In the fall of the year of the on-site visit, the NHDOE scheduled the 1-13 on-site compliance monitoring
visit with the high school to take place in the winter or spring of that school year.

The NHDOE then conducted on-site visits to review student IEP files in the winter or spring. The NHDOE reviewers
who completed the monitoring consisted of two team members who had been trained and have an understanding of
the 1-13 requirements (see 1-13 Reviewer’s Process). From the sample list of students provided by the NHDOE, the
high shcool selected the files to be reviewed. NHDOE reviewers used the NH Indicator 13 Compliance Checklist to
review the files at the on-site. In order to meet the compliance requirements, all 8 elements of the checklist must
have had (yes) in order to be in full compliance (See attachment A) or in some cases, (N/A) to be in
compliance. The NHDOE entered data from completed Indicator 13 compliance checklist forms into the Indicator 13
Compliance database which collects the following information: District name, School Name, Student ID #, NHDOE
team reviewer’s names, date of finding(s), items of noncompliance, date of written notification to district of
noncompliance, date of correction and date of closure letter noting the correction. The NHDOE calculated compliance
percentage by dividing the total number of compliant files reviewed by the total number of reviewed files. (Example:
Seven (7) files out of eight (8) files meet compliance = 7/8 x 100 = 87.5% compliance). The NHDOE calculated the
State compliance percentage by dividing the total number of NH compliant files reviewed by the total number of files
reviewed. High schools were notified in writing as soon as possible, but no later than 90 days from the date of the
on-site file review visit of the findings of compliance or noncompliance.

Do the State's policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16?

o

Yes G No

¥ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Ed 1109.01 (a) (10) of NH’s Standards for the Education of Students with Disabilities states that “Each IEP shall
include a statement of transition services that meets the requirements of 34 CFR 300.43 and 34 CFR 300.320(b) with
the exception that a plan for each student with a disability beginning at age 14 or younger, if determined appropriate
by the IEP team, shall include a statement of the transition service needs of the student under the applicable
components of the student’s IEP that focuses on the student’s courses of study such as participation in advanced-
placement courses, vocational education or career and technical education.

The students’ files monitored for Indicator 13 are all students who are age 16 or older. Monitoring of students’ files
under general supervision includes monitoring the student’s courses of study for students who are age 14 and 15.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016
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Findings of Noncompliance Identified IRImGITES @ NemeemplEse etz e (RGeS Gif Mo EnD Sy Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

Corrected Within One Year Corrected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

Pursuant to the OSEP FAQ dated 9/3/08, the NHDOE groups individual instances of noncompliance in a district related
to this Indicator as one finding of noncompliance. In FFY 2016, there were 5 written findings of noncompliance
relative to this indicator from 5 districts. After the written finding of noncompliance was made, the NHDOE and the
district determined what, if any, additional technical assistance and/or coaching needed to be provided to the district
by the NHDOE. Once the agreed upon technical assistance and/or coaching occurred, the NHDOE conducted a
verification visit in each of the districts at a mutually agreed upon date. At the verification visit, the NHDOE reviewed
files for newly selected students to verify evidence the district was subsequently correctly implementing the
regulatory requirements, as identified through the component check list. The NHDOE verified that 4 of the 5 LEAs
were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements for this indicator within one year of the written finding of
noncompliance. The last district to implement the regulatory requirements did not do so within one year of the initial
on-site visit. The district was offered additional technical assistance and coaching. A corrective action plan was
created by the district and the SEA Coordinator. The district was unable to meet the deadline and demonstrate
implementation of the regulations within one year of the on-site visit. The SEA conducted a third on-site visit two
years after the initial on-site date, and was able to determine that the district was implementing the regulations of
this requirement.

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Each of the 5 districts with a finding of noncompliance were required to correct each individual instance of
noncompliance within 60 days of the written finding of noncompliance. After the written finding of noncompliance was
made, the NHDOE and the district determined what, if any, additional technical assistance and coaching needed to be
provided to the district by the NHDOE. Once the agreed upon technical assistance and/or coaching occurred, the
NHDOE conducted a verification visit in each of the 5 districts at a mutually agreed upon date. The NHDOE verified
correction of each individual case of noncompliance through an on-site review of the updated file. If the NHDOE
determined that the area of noncompliance was not corrected within the initial timeline, additional support was
provided and another verification visit was scheduled. For each of the 5 FFY 2016 findings of noncompliance, 4
individual cases of noncompliance were verified as corrected within 90 days of the written finding of noncompliance.
The SEA Indicator 13 Coordinator revisited the last District requiring student-specific corrections, and found that not
all corrections had been made. Child-specific corrections were not made until seven months after the district received
the notification of findings.

OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2017, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of
noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory
requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of
noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the
correction. If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017, although its FFY 2017 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of
noncompliance in FFY 2017.

Required Actions
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Results indicator: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:
A. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

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

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

Historical Data

Baseline
Year
Target 2 43.20% 45.20% 47.20% 39.56% 39.56%
A 2013
Data 43.20% 54.40% 40.30% 47.40% 39.56% 38.52%
Target 2 70.20% 72.20% 74.50% 63.11% 63.11%
B 2013
Data 70.20% 75.70% 62.70% 69.90% 63.11% 67.14%
Target 2 82.60% 84.60% 86.60% 77.78% 77.78%
C 2013
82.60% 87.90% 79.70% 82.80% 77.78% 80.57%
FFY 2015 2016
Target = 39.56% 39.56%
A
Data 38.89% 29.48%
Target = 63.11% 63.11%
B
Data 66.67% 62.31%
Target 2 77.78% 77.78%
C
Data 81.48% 80.22%

Key: I:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
Target A2 39.56% 40.40%
Target B = 63.11% 64.00%
Target C 2 77.78% 78.20%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support staff conducted a Go-to-Meeting
with a variety of stakeholders including representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), the NH School
Administrators Association, and Special Education Administrators from diverse regions of the State. This meeting
focused on Indicators 2 (dropout), 4 (suspensions and expulsions) and 14 (Post School Outcomes). This format
allowed participants from across the State to engage in the discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel
constraints and busy schedules. These indicators were clustered together because of the interconnected nature of
suspensions/expulsions, dropouts and post school outcomes. The meeting included an overview of the SPP/APR and
these three indicators. Historical data and targets were shared with participants for the three indicators. FFY 2013
data was also presented. The two key questions posed for each indicator were: should we re-establish baseline
year for this indicator and why; and what does the group think about the NHDOE proposed targets for the new SPP?

For Indicator 14, the group felt that there was a very compelling reason to change the baseline data year established in FFY 2009. The
group reflected on the dropping response rate from FFY 2009 (13.64%) - FFY 2012 (9.82%) as well as the fact that the number of
students responding to the survey dropped by 125 students between FFY 2009 (340 responders) and FFY 2013 (225 responders). The
group felt these drops were due to the poor economy and the fact that families were more transient and change their addresses,
e-mails and phone numbers more frequently making it difficult to get the survey to the student to complete. In addition, the requirement
for the post school outcomes survey administration to occur one year after the students have left high school was challenging as this
was when school staff are on summer break and not available to assist the NHDOE in tracking down students who have not responded
to the initial survey mailing at the student's most current location.

In reviewing Indicator 14 results over the last 4 years, stakeholders and the NHDOE agreed that a new baseline data year should be
established using the FFY 13 actual data. In addition, the stakeholders felt the targets should remain stable at the FFY 2013 actual data

level until the final year of the SPP. They agreed that the final target measurements would be increased to the following measurements:
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a) 40.4%, b) 64.0%, and c) 78.2% which would represent an increase in approximately 10 more survey responders across the various

measurement areas.

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school 154.00
1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 56.00
2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 46.00
3. Number of respondent youth enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education or competitively employed) 9.00

4. Number .Of respondent youth who are in some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training program, 6.00

or competitively employed).

Number of
respondent youth
who are no longer in
secondary school and
had IEPs in effect at
the time they left
school

FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Data Target Data

Number of

respondent youth

A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 56.00 154.00 29.48% 39.56% 36.36%

B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one

9 9 9
vear of leaving high school (1 +2) 102.00 154.00 62.31% 63.11% 66.23%

C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary
education or training program; or competitively employed or in some 117.00 154.00 80.22% 77.78% 75.97%
other employment (1+2+3+4)

Please select the reporting option your State is using:
& Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled
for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

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

Reasons for C Slippage

The decline in measure C was a direct result of the increases in measure A and measure B. The disaggregated data showed a significant increase in the
respondents who indicated that they were enrolled in Higher Education and Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of
leaving high school. This increase offsets the decline in enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or
competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4).

The Bureau attributes the significant increases in measures A and B directly correlated to the multi -year effort of families and schools in the work of the Next
Steps NH SPDG grant.

The Bureau of Student Support continues to fund the NH Statewide Transition Conference and the Next Steps NH.org and Beyond the Classroom Website
through discretionary funding resources.

In January, 2018 the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support contracted with Scholastic, Incorporated to conduct the NH Post School Outcome Survey. The goal of
the contract is to provide data for reporting requirements for the US Department of Education’s State Performance Plan. The NHDOE Bureau of Student
Supports has reached out to the IDEA Data Center IDC for technical assistance regarding indicator 14 to improve the response rate and results of the post
school outcome survey.

Was sampling used? No

Was a survey used? Yes
Is it a new or revised survey? No

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary
school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.

NH completed an extensive review of the demographic characteristics of respondents to determine their representativeness of the
target population. Using a 3% allowance, it was determined that the data was showing the following variances in representation:

e A 4.2% over representation of students who graduated and a 6.6 % underrepresentation of students who dropped out of
regular education; and
e A 3.7%, 3.2%, and a 5.3% over representation of students with Autism, Intellectual Disability, and All Others respectively.
e There was a corresponding under representation of 5.3%, 5.1%, and 1.2% for students identified with Specific Learning
Disabilities, students identified with Emotional Disturbances and students identified with Speech or Language Impaired
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respectively.

However, due to a small number of completed surveys, these differences of 5% - 6% represent very few actual students. In many cases, just several more
students returning surveys in a particular category would put the differences back into the match range. The NH Bureau of Student Support has requested
techincal assistance with both the IDEA Data Center (IDC) and Scholastic, Inc. to address possible methods by which the response rate to the post-school
outcome survey may be increased.

Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? No
Describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.

The discrepancy between responses of students who graduated versus dropped out was likely a result of disengagement or
disenfranchisement with the school as a result of the circumstances surrounding the decision to drop out. The discrepancies
amongst the various disability subgroups required more information to determine a root cause. In reviewing historical data,
variation amongst the disability subgroups consistently ranges between and 0% and 5.3% of the targeted responses. There is no
pattern to which subgroup may be higher or lower on a given year. This suggests that the data for FFY2016 may be an anomaly.
However, to ensure that this is the case, NH has reached out to districts to explore their outreach strategies following separation
from school and ascertain which surveys were unable to reach their intended respondents to surface any possible patterns.
Additionally, the contract for our Post School Outcomes Survey has been awarded to a new vendor for the FFY17 APR. This new
contract intentionally embeds strategies to increase overall response rates as well as those for traditionally underrepresented
populations to improve data integrity and utility.

NH has also reached out to IDEA Data Center to receive technical assistance on this indicator.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether the FFY 2018 data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and, if not,
the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and
had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2010

Target -

45.00% -

60.00%

Data

38.70%

100%

84.00%

Target

75.00%

75.00%

62.00%

72.00%

65.00%

75.00%

Data

69.00%

71.00%

100%

Target 62.00% 72.00% 62.00% 72.00%

72.00%

62.00% -

62.00%

72.00%

Data 80.00% 40.00%

100%

Key: I:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline I:‘ Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Blue — Data Update

Target 63.00% - 73.00%

63.00%

73.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Based on guidance provided by OSEP, when a State meets the threshold of at least 10 resolution sessions in a
report period at any point in time, the baseline is established and targets are to be set for each succeeding year.
Furthermore, OSEP has stated that states are only held to the targets in a year when the threshold has been met.
Given this guidance, the NHDOE, after consulting with stakeholders, has established the baseline year for FFY 2010
and set targets from FFY 2013-FFY 2018. NH did not meet the threshold in FFY 2013, FFY 2014, FFY 2015, FFY 2016 or
FFY 2017 therefore the State is not held to the targets for these years.

Prepopulated Data

Source Date

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C: Due
Process Complaints

11/8/2018

Description

3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements

Data

Overwrite Data

null

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C: Due
Process Complaints

11/8/2018 3.1 Number of resolution sessions

null

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved

FFY 2016

3.1 Number of resolution sessions
Data

through settlement agreements

100%

FFY 2017

FFY 2017 Target B

63.00% - 73.00% 100%

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
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none

OSEP Response

The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2017. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.

Required Actions
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Indicator 16: Mediation

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2013

Target

79.00%

81.00% -

82.00%

Data

88.33%

51.50%

100%

78.00%

Target

84.00%

85.00%

75.00%

85.00%

75.00%

85.00%

Data

82.00%

60.00%

78.20%

71.40%

75.00%

Target 65.00% 75.00% 65.00% 75.00% 65.00% - 75.00% 65.00%

Data 68.97% 83.33% 60.61% 58.82%

Key: |:| Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

80.00%

Target 65.00% - 75.00% 70.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prior to the submission of the FFY 2013 SPP, the NHDOE Bureau of Student Support and the Office of Legislation & Hearings
convened a stakeholder meeting via Go-to-Meeting with representatives from the NH Parent Information Center (PIC), local special
education administrators (Directors of Student Services and Assistant Superintendents), a hearing officer/mediator and the Special
Education TA provider for the NH Association of School Administrators. This format allowed participants from across the State to engage
in the discussion, regardless of weather conditions, travel constraints and busy schedules. The NHDOE provided an overview of the
SPP and the measurement for this indicator. The group reviewed historical data, past targets and FFY 2013 data; looking at trends and
comparisons of various data points. There was a rich discussion about factors that impact this indicator such as changes in IDEA, a
decrease in the number of due process hearings held, and the culture in NH around dispute resolution. There was a review of CADRE's
analysis of the data and summary of history of this indicator which notes that the national mediation agreement rate is 69.8%. The
NHDOE shared a summary of other State's targets from the previous SPP (provided through technical assistance from IDC) to help the
group think about potential ranges for the targets.

The group agreed that baseline should be aligned with the most current data. There were some concerns that the nature of mediations
and the small number of mediations held makes it challenging to set targets for this indicator. Given the historical data, the group
discussed what might be reasonable for future targets. There was discussion about strategies to improve parent-school partnerships,
ways to enrich parent's understanding of dispute resolution options, and the need to review our current mediation process (including
training of mediators and procedures) to improve results for this indicator.

Prepopulated Data

Overwrite Data

Source Description
SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation 11/8/2018 2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints 13 null
Requests
SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation 11/8/2018 2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints 11 null

Requests
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Description Overwrite Data

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation 11/8/2018 2.1 Mediations held 33
Requests

null

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

2.1.a.i Mediations agreements  2.1.b.i Mediations agreements
related to due process not related to due process 2.1 Mediations held
complaints complaints

FFY 2016 FFY 2017
Data Data

FFY 2017 Target

13 u 33 58.82% 65.00% - 75.00% 72.73%

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision
Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Reported Data

Baseline Data: 2013

2016

2014 2015

76.29%

71.13% 71.13% 73.71%

Target 2

Data 71.13% 85.30% 72.80% 81.30%

Key: I:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline D Yellow — Baseline
Blue — Data Update

FFY 2018 Target

78.90%

Target 2

Key:

Description of Measure

The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) states that preschool children with disabilities in the identified subset of districts will
substantially increase their rate of growth in the area of improved positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) by
the time they turn six years of age or exit preschool special education. The calculation for determining Indicator 17 baseline for the
subset of 16 districts uses the same measurement as Indicator 7, Outcome A, Summary Statement 1. Below is a comparison of the
SSIP SiMR baseline calculation to the statewide data for SPP Indicator 7A SS1.

Outcome A: Positive social- FFY 13 B17 FFY 13 B17 FFY 13 B17 FFY 13 B17

emotional skills (including Num. Denom. Baseline Data

social relationships)

Al: Of those children who 138 194 71.13% 80.94%
entered or exited the (62+76) (3+53+62+76) (777/960)

program below age
expectations in Outcome A,
the percent who
substantially increased
their rate of growth by the
time they exited the
program.

Formula: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
In FFY 2013, there were 1,210 preschool children with disabilities who exited preschool special education in New Hampshire. SSIP
baseline data was derived from a subset of 16 districts representing approximately 20% (241/1210*100) of the preschool children
with disabilities who exited preschool special education in FFY 2013 (July 1, 2013-June 30, 2014). These districts represent each of
the seven Preschool Technical Assistance Network regions and the five Superintendent Regions. Both assessment tools
recommended by the NHDOE for measuring child outcomes are utilized within these districts: six of the districts use AEPSi ™ and ten
use TS Gold ™. These districts range in size, with child count ranging from fewer than five to more than 100 preschool children with
disabilities and offer a variety of service models and placement options. A significant factor used in identifying these districts was a
readiness and willingness to improve the social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

Alignment with initiatives that can be leveraged to promote improved social-emotional outcomes was also considered in

the selection of the districts. All of these districts have participated in initiatives supported by the Bureau of Special Education
regarding preschool special education. Three of these districts are involved with the SEE Change initiative and three with the NH
Safe Schools/Healthy Students State planning grant (SAMSHA). This connection to key initiatives in the state increases the
likelihood that New Hampshire will see and be able to measure improved social-emotional outcomes in the five year SSIP. See the
Infrastructure Analysis section for more information on these initiatives.

The data below provides the actual numbers in each of the progress categories for the children in the subset of

districts:

3 -
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social N““."ber G 4 E17 Gl [
X X N children

relationships):
a. Percent of children who did not improve functioning 3 1.24%
b. Percent of children who improved functioning but not 53 21.99%
sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to
same-aged peers
c. Percent of children who improved functioning to a level 62 25.73%
nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
d. Percent of children who improved functioning to reach a level 76 31.54%
comparable to same-aged peers
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e. Percent of children who maintained functioning at a level 47 19.50%
comparable to same-aged peers
Total N=241 100%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Overview

Data Analysis

A description of how the State identified and analyzed key data, including data from SPP/APR indicators, 618 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for
Children with Disabilities, and (2) identify root causes contributing to low performance. The description must include information about how the data were disaggregated by multiple variables (e.g., LEA, region, race/ethnicity,
gender, disability category, placement, etc.). As part of its data analysis, the State should also consider compliance data and whether those data present potential barriers to improvement. In addition, if the State identifies any
concerns about the quality of the data, the description must include how the State will address these concerns. Finally, if additional data are needed, the description should include the methods and timelines to collect and analyze
the additional data.

The preliminary data analysis, which led to the broad area of focus for the SSIP (improved outcomes for preschool children with
disabilities) and the overall process for engaging stakeholders was described in the section "Targets: Description of Stakeholder
Input". Next, the NHDOE and stakeholders engaged in a more focused data analysis of key data, including data from SPP/APR
indicators, 618 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for
Children with Disabilities, and (2) identify root causes contributing to low performance. That in-depth analysis is described in this
section.

In-Depth Data Analysis

The SPP Indicator 7 Preschool Child Outcome Data (entry and exit), in the state aggregate, was recognized as the primary data
source for measuring outcomes for preschool children with disabilities available in NH. Based on the State Child Outcomes Data
Quality Profiles and national analysis conducted by ECTA, NH Child Outcome data was considered to be of high

quality, demonstrating the indicators of valid and reliable data. NH uses two tools, AEPSi™ by Brookes Publishing and TS Gold™ by
Teaching Strategies, to assess child outcomes. The tool-by-tool comparison also supports the strength of these data. It was
explained to stakeholders that we need to have a specific, measurable data set aligned with our indicators. Stakeholders were

asked to think about what other data sources the State should consider to help inform in-depth data analysis that will lead to further
drill-down on potential root causes of low performance. However, no other comprehensive data sets were identified by the
stakeholders.

There are three Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS) outcomes: A) positive social-emotional skills (including social
relationships); B) acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy) and C)
use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. The POMS data are reported based on progress categories that range from a.
children who do not improve functioning in the outcome area to e. Percent of children who maintained functioning at a level
comparable to same-aged peers. The results are then analyzed based on two summary statements: Summary Statement 1
(SS1)~ Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the
percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program; Summary
Statement 2 (SS2)~The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each outcome by the time
they turned six years of age or exited the program. Refer to the attached "POMS Primer" for more detail.

In the broad data and infrastructure analyses, several factors (research, stakeholder input, alignment with other key initiatives)
pointed to either A. social-emotional outcomes or B. acquisition of knowledge and skills as an area of focus. Several initiatives in
the state align with Outcome A. (the SAMSHA Safe Schools/Healthy Students grant; SEE Change; Child Care Inclusion Project). The
NH Part C SSIP is focusing on Outcome B. and that outcome aligns closely with the NHDOE Transformation and ESEA Flexibility
Waiver. The Early Childhood Strategic Plan and the Framework for Policy Priorities developed by Spark NH also promote both of
these outcomes. Therefore, the drill-down of data concentrated on those two outcomes as having the best likelihood of leading to
improved child outcomes if developed into a SIMR. See the section on Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input for more detail on
process for the selection of the SiMR and the section on Measurable Results for an explanation of the selection.

When New Hampshire first began to gather Child Outcome data for federal reporting, filters were built into the system by the
publishers of the tools to allow the state to have access to only the data required for federal reporting. As a result, the NHDOE
was not able to disaggregate child outcome data at the state level by race/ethnicity, age, disability, length of time in service

or setting. Based on recommendations from the SSIP Stakeholder Input team and the PTAN regional input sessions, access

to disaggregated data will support the ongoing work of the SSIP and the SiMR. In the spring of 2015 the NHDOE will work with the
publishers of the online tools to remove the filters and allow for more discreet data analysis; this will allow the state to look at
demographic differences and to provide better technical assistance to districts when there are data glitches that need to be
researched. This may lead to more alignment with other data collection within the department, such as Kindergarten entry data,
state assessment, Title 1 data and free and reduced lunch in future years. NHDOE was able to disaggregate other data sets by
multiple variables, and conduct a meaningful, focused data analysis.

Trends over time in the State Aggregate (see attachment State Trends for SS1 and SS2) showed substantial increases for all three
outcomes for Summary Statement 1, with targets met for each outcome over time. Summary Statement 2 had some downward
trends, which in some part are believed to be an artifact related to a third assessment tool that was no longer being used. The state
aggregate results did not point clearly to any specific area for a State-identified Measurable Result.

The NHDOE was able to disaggregate the child outcome data by district. Data were presented based on PTAN regions and in clusters
according to cell size for both summary statements for Outcome A and B. The regional data indicated some differences in
performance and was used as a prompt for regional discussions about SiMR selection and root causes for low performance. Because
there is no overarching infrastructure to the regions, the regional data had limitations and could not be used for establishing a
cohort of districts and baseline data. The DaSy Center staff recommended identifying a minimum cell size for stable reporting of

data, with a minimum set at 25 children. In 2012, only seven out of 172 districts reporting child outcomes met the minimum cell
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size. Of those, only three consistently reported 25 or more children exiting over time.

Data were then analyzed based on cohort groups organized by cell size. Districts were grouped based on child count size of 1-7,
8-14, 15-24, 25-39 and 40 or more preschool children with disabilities. Within each group, the performance on the Summary
Statements by the cluster of districts was compared to state actual data. While conclusions about performance by districts with small
cell size were not possible, it led to many insights about potential root causes contributing to low performance. This data process
narrowed the analysis from the state aggregate to a regional review and then to an analysis of districts by size. This process then
informed the SiMR and the selection of the subset of districts for the SSIP.

Data were also analyzed for Indicator 6: Early Childhood settings. Because of the limits on access to individual child data through
the Child Outcome system, respect for IEP team decisions regarding the appropriate location of services, and the impact of small
cell size on district level percentages, these data had limitations regarding the selection of the SiIMR and the identification

of district for the subset. These data will be considered as part understanding how and where preschool special education services
are provided in the subset of districts. In Phase Il the preschool LRE data will be reviewed for each of the 16 districts to

ascertain how these data can be used within local programs to assess impact on social-emotional outcomes and to tell the story of
preschool special education within the district.

Root causes contributing to low performance based on Data Analysis

The root cause analyses occurred at the state, regional and district level based on the infrastructure and multiple data

analyses. The results of these analyses have been provided in the Data and Infrastructure sections. They have been synthesized
and used to inform the development of the coherent improvement activities and are described in the section on Selection of
Coherent Improvement Activities. NHDOE will collect identified data and evaluate the root cause hypotheses in Phase Il of the SSIP.

1. The NHDOE was not able to disaggregate child outcome data by race/ethnicity, age, disability, length of time in service
or setting. As a result, the NHDOE was not able to determine if these factors were impacting social-emotional outcomes for
preschool children with disabilities.

2. The NHDOE was not able to link child outcome data to Part C or to the K-12 longitudinal data system. As a result, no
conclusions could be made on child outcomes from Part C to Part B or regarding impact of preschool special education over
time.

3. Local district personnel have varied ability to link data at the local level from preschool special education to the K-12
system. As a result, they are not able to analyze the long term impact of services by demographic and programmatic factors.

4. Local district personnel have limited capacity to analyze data to inform instruction and to guide IEP development. As a
result, data are not used across all districts to the fullest effect and opportunities to refine practices to improve outcomes may
be missed.

5. While the State-level data have been determined to be of high quality, some districts have identified a need to strengthen
inter-rater reliability and to hone assessment skills. As a result, some data may not be accurately reflecting the social-
emotional outcomes for individual children and assessments may not be conducted in the most efficient manner, creating a
more cumbersome assessment process.

Cautions

When analyzing New Hampshire's child outcomes data, it is imperative that we not jump to conclusions, especially when so much of
the data, although valid and reliable, are unstable due to small cell size. It is not the expectation that all children with disabilities
will exit preschool special education functioning at the same level as their peers. In New Hampshire, because of the small size of
the districts and the state, a district's performance does not necessarily indicate the quality of programs and staff. The data do not
tell the full story and therefore there was much value in obtaining stakeholder input and developing hypotheses on potential root
causes to low performance.

Compliance Data

After a review of compliance data, no concerns regarding compliance data and potential barriers to improvement were identified.
Strengths of the compliance data are described in this section. Indicator 7 data were complete, timely and valid. Transitions from
Part C to Part B were extremely smooth and effective and initial evaluations overall were completed within timelines. The NHDOE,
across bureaus, and the NH Department of Health & Human Services Part C office work closely together and are exploring ways

to use data to view the long-term results for children from Part C to preschool special education to elementary school. The NHDHHS
Child Care Administrator has convened a stakeholder group, including the 619 Coordinator, to develop an Expulsion Prevention
policy. As the work on Expulsion Prevention policy evolves, there may be more connections to suspension and expulsion data but at
this time there was no indication that compliance data resulted in potential barriers to improvement.

Conclusions

The data analysis, combined with the preliminary infrastructure analysis supports the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR)
selection of improved positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) for preschool children with disabilities. See
content under SiMR for more details.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A description of how the State analyzed the capacity of its current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity in LEAs to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of evidence-based practices to improve resullts for
children with disabilities. State systems that make up its infrastructure include, at a minimum: governance, fiscal, quality standards, professional development, data, technical assistance, and accountability/monitoring. The
description must include current strengths of the systems, the extent the systems are coordinated, and areas for improvement of functioning within and across the systems. The State must also identify current State-level
improvement plans and initiatives, including special and general education improvement plans and initiatives, and describe the extent that these initiatives are aligned, and how they are, or could be, integrated with, the SSIP.
Finally, the State should identify representatives (e.g., offices, agencies, positions, individuals, and other stakeholders) that were involved in developing Phase | of the SSIP and that will be involved in developing and implementing
Phase Il of the SSIP.

The NHDOE conducted a systematic process for infrastructure analysis, beginning with a broad infrastructure analysis and assessing
the landscape from 30,000 feet. Through this process, the NHDOE and stakeholders considered the capacity of our current
infrastructure to support improvement and build local capacity, scanning to identify strengths, weakness and opportunities across a
wide array of potential focus areas. In this step, the NHDOE and stakeholders reflected on the bigger picture, asking essential
questions about alignment with other bureaus, agencies and initiatives; looking to potential areas of focus that would result in
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improved outcomes for children with disabilities. This step, because it was intricately connected to the preliminary data analysis and

the ongoing, meaningful engagement of a wide array of stakeholders, has been described in more detail in the section on Targets:
Description of Stakeholder Involvement.

As the NHDOE and stakeholders defined our SiMR, we refined our analysis of the infrastructure. NHDOE Bureau of Special Education
staff, with support from IDC, convened the SSIP Stakeholder Input team (described in the Stakeholder Target Setting section) on
December 15, 2014 to conduct a more in-depth infrastructure analysis focused on state capacity for the SiMR. This process

was informed by ongoing technical assistance from DaSy, ECTA, IDC and NERRC; the broad infrastructure analysis; data analysis;
stakeholder input; and Regional PTAN input sessions.

NHDOE staff focused the infrastructure analysis with stakeholders on the selected SiMR topic, improved social-emotional skills for
preschoolers with disabilities. The infrastructure analysis was defined by and organized according to the ECTA Systems Framework
component areas: Governance and Advisory Bodies, Data, Fiscal, Quality Standards, Accountability and Monitoring, and Professional
Development, Technical Assistance and Guidance. NHDOE added a component on Current Initiatives and Priorities in order to
capture needed stakeholder input. NHDOE organized the process and subsequent analysis across levels of state systems (statewide
early childhood, departmental, program, provider, community and family) by State, Regional and District level in order to better
enable NHDOE to support improvement and build capacity across state systems and at the program and provider levels.

Stakeholders reviewed and discussed ECTA Infrastructure Framework in order to establish shared understanding of the terms and
guidance questions prior to working on infrastructure. Stakeholders describe the state’s capacity to support improvement and build
capacity in the local districts to implement, scale-up and sustain the use of evidence-based practices to improve results for children
with disabilities.

Stakeholders were instructed to address:

« What does New Hampshire have in place that supports or addresses improved Social-Emotional Outcomes for Preschoolers with
Disabilities?

e Think about current state-level improvement plans and initiatives, and how you (or the NHDOE) can leverage each of the
infrastructure components for these outcome areas.

* Are there regions, districts, and/or programs in the state that have effectively addressed social-emotional outcomes for
preschool children with disabilities?

Stakeholders worked in pairs to review and populate each infrastructure component with known strengths and concerns. In order to
elicit a depth of thinking about the component areas, stakeholders were asked to consider leverage points and barriers that would
be most likely to improve the success of the SiIMR. The NHDOE and stakeholders used this information to look for patterns across
the component areas and to inform root cause analysis, Coherent Improvement Strategies and the Theory of Action. Participants
obtained technical assistance from IDC during the process, as need. Individually, stakeholders reviewed the group input for each of
the components and then discussed each component as a full group. The following narrative summarizes the descriptions of the
component areas based on the infrastructure analysis.

Component Area: Governance and Advisory Bodies

New Hampshire is a small, collaborative and innovative state that works across agencies at the state and local level, leveraging
public and private partnerships and resources to achieve results. The NHDOE Bureau of Special Education and the NH Parent
Information Center (NH PTI) have a long-standing commitment to partner together to utilize the strategies of implementation
science, promote the implementation of evidence-based practices and develop sustainable systems that promote improved
outcomes for children with disabilities. Families, practitioners, local administrators, TA providers and state personnel work in concert
to enhance systems and improve result.

The Early Childhood Workgroup, sponsored by the NHDOE, Bureau of Integrated Programs (Title 1) with intra- and inter-agency
representation, is focusing on the development of tools for districts on the transition to public kindergarten. The workgroup will
develop a statewide Early Childhood Task Force focused on Early Learning: "To foster a prekindergarten - third grade system to
better meet the unique needs of all children while preparing them as competent and confident learners and to ensure the
instructional practice is grounded in the essential understandings of developmentally appropriate practices in prekindergarten-third
grade.

The SSIP Stakeholder Input team identified a number of advisory councils within the state that directly or indirectly impact social-
emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. There was a recognition that advisory bodies have various levels of
authority. Inter-agency alignment is challenging because the various agencies with responsibilities for preschoolers with disabilities
(i.e. local districts, Head Start, child care) have different infrastructures and authority. One example of advisory councils that have
greater potential to leverage support for the SSIP is Spark NH. Spark NH is the federally mandated early childhood advisory council
for the State of New Hampshire, consisting of 23 public and private members who represent early education, health and family
support. The vision for Spark NH is that "All NH children and their families are healthy, learning and thriving now and in the future".
Spark NH recently released A Framework for Action for NH's Young Children. One of the identified actions is to "Strengthen NH's
capacity to promote healthy social-emotional development of infants, toddlers, other young children and their families and to
provide mental health services and supports”.

The New Hampshire Association for Infant Mental Health "works to ensure healthy social-emotional development before birth and
beyond. We promote evidence-based and evidenced informed practices to strengthen collaboration, services and supports for
families with infants and young children.” NHDOE views potential inter- agency alignment in support of the SSIP.

One of the goals of the Safe Schools Healthy Students (SS/HS) state planning grant (SAMSHA) is to "Substantially improve the
social and emotional skills and preparedness for long-term educational success of young children, birth through five

years". The SS/HS grant has a Management Team. Each community has hired an Early Childhood Coordinator. NHDOE incorporated
SAMSHA in the selection of some of the targeted districts for implementation of the SSIP.

The NHDOE 619 Coordinator has well-established relationships and shared initiatives with other governing organizations. She is a
long-standing member of the Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC). She is Vice-Chair of Spark NH and serves on the Workforce
and Professional Development committee. The Bureau of Special Education works closely with the Head Start Collaboration Office
and Office of Child Care which oversees the Child Development Block grant.

Collaborations cut across Spark NH and other committees, work groups and task forces. These collaborations are evident in the
development of: Early Learning Standards, Kindergarten Readiness Indicators, Core Competencies for Early Childhood, and most
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recently the Preschool Expulsion Policy Task Force. Watch Me Grow is a statewide screening and referral system that has cross-

agency oversight at the state level.

The NHDOE has established policies and procedures for the Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS), providing guidance to
districts on the requirements for assessing and reporting on Preschool Outcomes. This system has allowed NH to collect valid and
reliable data consistent with federal reporting requirements. It was designed to go beyond federal reporting, allowing local districts
to use the data to drive improvements in programming, personnel development, curriculum and instruction with the goal of
improving results for preschool children with disabilities.

At the local level, districts coordinate with local agencies and organizations for child find. There are Memorandums of Agreement
between local districts and Family-Centered Early Supports and Services (early intervention) and between districts and Head Start
programs. Ultimately, it is the local district's responsibility to ensure the provision of a Free Appropriate Public Education for
preschool children with disabilities. Because of local control, there are inconsistencies that result from local school boards,
administrative decisions/priorities, and local budgets. At this time, there is no requirement for kindergarten screening or for
reporting results of screenings to the NHDOE.

Effective with the 2010-2011 school year, every public school district in New Hampshire is required to offer a minimum of a half-day
Kindergarten program. The cut-off enrollment date is set locally by each district. In addition, each community decides if it will offer
a full day or a half day program.

Component Area: Data (intra- and inter- agency data sharing, data quality):

Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS) data for Indicator 7 of the State Performance Plan are collected online through
the publishers websites using one of two assessment tools (Brookes Publishing: AEPSi™ and Teaching Strategies: TS

Gold™). Through extensive TA and support from the NHDOE to local districts, the state is moving to a culture of using the data to
inform practice. POMS data are not connected to longitudinal data at the State level; but, POMS data may be used over time at the
local level. NH’s POMS data are recognized by ECTA as being of high quality, valid and reliable. More information on this primary
data source for assessing improved positive social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities is included in the data
analysis section of the SSIP and in Indicator 7 of the SPP. The NHDOE is exploring the request by district personnel that POMS data
be linked to the statewide data systems (NHSEIS and i4See) in order to enable longitudinal data tracking at the district level.

The NH Special Education Information System (NHSEIS) is the statewide special education data system that collects information for
state and federal special education reporting purposes. Students are assigned a Special Education ID and reconciled with the state
assigned student identifier (SASID). The system collects 618 data such as child count and LRE data.

Districts report general education data through i4see (Initiative for School Empowerment and Excellence). From the NHDOE website:

“The Initiative for School Empowerment and Excellence (i4see) is a student level data collection that will eliminate many of the
aggregate school and district reports. i4see will reduce the burden on districts, improve the quality of data and enable important
analysis such as gains based analysis of assessments and the ability to help reduce the drop-out rate.

The Initiative for School Empowerment and Excellence (i4see) has changed the way the department collects and leverages
student and school data. Central to the effort is an overarching principle that we should not only collect data for reporting needs,
but that we should add value to the data being collected and provide information back to schools to empower teachers,
administrators, policy makers, and parents to increase student achievement - enabling schools to follow every child and to
analyze groups of students over time.

Administrators and teachers will have easy access to valuable data, helping improve the education for every child. The
assignment of a state assigned student identifier (SASID) is the first deliverable of this initiative.”

Data systems are also in place for collecting and reporting on key initiatives, such as SAMSHA grant and PBIS and the NH SEE
Change initiative.

Spark NH Data Committee supported the development of “The Early Childhood Data System Blueprint and Recommendations” in
August of 2013. According to that report, regarding NH Department of Health & Human Services early childhood data: “The State of
New Hampshire enterprise data warehouse includes some early childhood data; however, the majority of NH early childhood data
resides in program-based operational databases including Division of Vital Records Administration, a DHHS Endeca data platform,
and six DHHS programs that provide direct services to families and children ages birth to five.....Each of the six programs has its
own data collection process, database, and unique record identifier making correlation of records and services across programs and
longitudinally difficult. Head Start program data is located in five individual provider data systems and the each program reports
directly to the federal Office of Head Start. Data sharing across DHHS sectors requires programs to adhere to the Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) and Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) legislation and regulations.”

The report goes on to say: “Limited data are shared between DHHS programs and between DHHS and DOE programs. A data
dictionary of the information elements shared was available. However, documented guidelines establishing an authoritative data
source, identifying a steward or named person responsible for maintaining specific data elements and criteria for data element
format were not available.”

Data are shared on children referred from Part C Family-Centered Early Supports and Services (early intervention) and Part B special
education consistent with federal requirements at both the state and local level. The NHDOE and NHDHHS are not yet able to link
that data to more long term results.

Component Area: Fiscal

Local school districts are responsible for ensuring that special education supports, services and programs are offered at no cost to
the family. In general this is done through local school district budgets. In some cases, parents of children without disabilities pay a
tuition or fee to support preschool programming for their child within the public school. Each district's school board has a different
understanding of the requirements to provide special education to preschool children and a different commitment to funding quality
supports, services and programs for preschool children with disabilities.

State Aid: Average Daily Membership (ADM) is used to count students for State Aid based on the Estimated Cost of an Adequate
Education. Students in kindergarten are counted as no more than .50 ADM. Preschool students are not included. There is
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differential aid that increases the cost per student for special education students, K-12.

A portion of IDEA funds, based on a federal formula, are allocated to local districts under both IDEA Section 611 and 619. Districts
determine the use of these funds to support and provide services to preschool children with disabilities in the district based on local
need and priorities. Section 619 funds are limited to preschool special education and have not been increased for many years.
Section 611 funds may be designated for preschool through school age special education. These activities are approved by the
NHDOE and districts are reimbursed for allowable activities after they have occurred.

The IDEA 619 Preschool Special Education grant provides funding each year for other state-level activities. The NHDOE has focused
these dollars on technical assistance, professional development and cross-agency systems building. In addition, the Bureau of
Special Education is permitting IDEA Part B 611 funds to support the coherent improvement strategies of the State Systemic
Improvement Plan.

There is a need to understand more about how to blend and braid funding to support quality public/private preschool programs at
the local level. The NHDOE, Bureau of Integrated Programs (Title 1) is developing resources to clarify how Head Start and Title 1
can jointly support programs. Once that is done, there will be a focus on creating guidance for fiscal models for programs that
support preschoolers with disabilities and Title 1.

The New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE), Bureau of Special Education was awarded an $8.6 million grant from the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Administration (SAMHSA) to implement a multi-year Safe Schools and Healthy Students State
Planning Project. The NHDOE, in conjunction with the New Hampshire Department of Health and Human Services' Bureau of
Behavioral Health (BBH) is the oversight and coordinating entity responsible for project implementation. The Safe Schools, Healthy
Students State Planning Grant includes support for an Early Childhood Coordinator in each of the three NH school districts and
communities participating in the project. These three districts have agreed to participate in the SSIP.

Component Area: Quality Standards

The quality of programs and the application of quality standards vary greatly and are difficult to regulate. The state definition of
public elementary schools does not include preschool. Public preschools (and preschools operated by approved nonpublic schools)
are license-exempt from child care licensing and are not under any state standards or regulations.

New Hampshire’s voluntary quality rating and improvement system (QRIS), Licensed Plus, recognizes programs for their efforts to
improve the quality of care for young children and rewards programs that strive to improve their practices and staff qualifications. It
also allows families to identify programs with higher quality. Levels in the QRIS build from a foundation of minimum standards for
licensing to full national accreditation. New Hampshire is in the process of revising its QRIS. Public preschool programs that seek
child care licensing (even though they are license exempt) may participate in QRIS.

The Spark NH Quality of Early Childhood Programs and Services Committee recently produced two new products: Quality Early
Childhood Programs: What Families May Want to Know and Quality Early Childhood Programs: What Providers May Want to Know.
The products were designed to: raise provider and family awareness about the quality of early childhood programs and services, as
defined by the Quality Committee and endorsed by Spark NH; and; help providers and families think about quality in terms of the

statewide definition, which pertains to programs and services for expectant families and young children, birth through 3™ grade and
their families in the areas of early learning, health and family support.

As part of the methodology in state’s Flexibility Waiver for ESEA, the NHDOE selected Title 1 Focus, Priority and Reward schools.
Being a part of a Focus or Priority School cohort will provide additional resources and partnerships to these schools to support the
students they serve. This includes being a part of certain professional learning networks. The Focus and Priority Schools are
mandated to use Indistar® as part of improvement process. The NHDOE has expanded the Indistar® indicators to include Early
Learning. Indistar® is a web-based system for use with district and/or school improvement teams to inform, coach, sustain, track,
and report improvement activities. This frames the focus areas for improvement plan and is tied to funding. Other districts may use
the indicators, but are not required to. The indicators include items that explore culture and climate standards.

Component Area: Accountability and Monitoring

The description of the General Supervision System for Special Education is described in the Introduction to the State Performance
Plan. The focus of the General Supervision system is on: A) Improving educational results and functional outcomes for all children
with disabilities; and B) Ensuring that New Hampshire, at both the state and local levels, meets the federal and

state requirements for special education. In this section, we will focus on the aspects of accountability and monitoring as they relate
specifically to preschool special education.

State Performance Plan (SPP): In addition to the SSIP, the State Performance Plan has four indicators specific to preschool special
education. These four indicators drive the priorities of the Bureau of Special Education regarding preschools special education
initiatives within the state. The NHDOE has built in verification processes to promote timely and accurate data regarding these
indicators.

e Indicator 6: Preschool Least Restrictive Environment reports on the settings where preschool children with disabilities spend their
days and where they receive special education supports and services.

e Indicator 7: Preschool Outcome Measurement System assesses the progress children make from entry to exiting preschool
special education.

* Indicator 8: Parent Involvement survey of parents of preschool and school age children with disabilities to determine the degree
to which schools facilitate parent's involvement in the special education process.

e Indicator 12: Early Transitions measures the timely transition of toddlers from Family-centered Early Supports and Services
(early intervention) to preschool special education.

Integrated Monitoring Activities: When a district is selected for on-site monitoring, the comprehensive monitoring process spans all
ages covered by the district, preschool through grade 12. The NHDOE 619 Coordinator works with the Compliance and Improvement
Monitoring team to provide Technical Assistance specific to preschool. Because the configuration of preschool programs varies from
district to district (some use community-based options, some operate public preschools, and there are some preschool special
education programs), the 619 Coordinator works with the team to ensure equitable review of files specific to preschool children with
disabilities.
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Component Area: Professional Development, Technical Assistance and Guidance

The Introduction to the SPP includes a description of the Bureau of Special Education Technical Assistance and Professional
Development system, which supports professionals working with both preschool and school age children with disabilities.

The New Hampshire Network is the NHDOE’s online site to support collaboration and learning across education in the state. The
network’s features let users connect to educators, reach out to experts in the field, explore hundreds of curated resources in the
Knowledgebase library, and join communities and networks across the state. The Early Childhood Network is a network designed to
provide resources, professional learning opportunities and communities of practice for early childhood educators and agencies
serving families and children birth through grade three. This is being developed by the Bureau of Integrated Programs and can be
expanded to support collaboration and learning specific to preschool special education. This tool is just begining to be used by the
early childhood sector.

In support of all Title | schools, including the Focus, Priority, and Reward schools identified as part of the NHDOE ESEA Flexibility
Waiver, the NHDOE sponsors Quarterly Innovation meetings with state staff, Superintendents, principals and educators to promote
the transformation of schools through a problems of practice model of innovation.

The 2015 NHDOE Educator’s Summer Summit has an Early Childhood Leadership strand with a key-note and 18 sessions directly
connected to improving outcomes for young children. The Spark NH Executive Commmittee (including the 619 cooridnator) is
helping plan for this event.

The Workforce and Professional Development (WF/PD) Committee of Spark NH develops recommendations and implementation
plans to enhance New Hampshire’s capacity for the recruitment, retention, advancement, and support of professionals across early
childhood programs via education, training, and credentialing. In 2013, the WF/PD committee, through Spark NH, contracted to
have the Center for the Study of Child Care Employment at the University of California, Berkley complete The State of Early Childhood
Higher Education in New Hampshire: The NH Early Childhood Higher Education Inventory. The WF/PD committee is currently engaged in two
projects of significance: 1) developing of a common set of core competencies for early childhood professionals and 2) establishing a
Blueprint for a Cross-Sector Early Childhood Professional Development System.

Current Early Childhood Initiatives and Priorities

As mentioned earlier, the NHDOE Bureau of Special Education dedicates IDEA state-set aside dollars (from Section 619 and 611) to
promote improved outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. Current activities with the potential to be leveraged for the SSIP
include:

NH Bold Initiatives for Preschool Special Education: Bringing Better Outcomes through Leadership, Learning and Data

¢ Vision: New Hampshire preschool children with disabilities will demonstrate improved outcomes (draft)

 Mission: NHDOE-funded initiatives will coordinate and collaborate to enhance family engagement and to promote quality
programs, compliance, and improved outcomes for preschool children with disabilities through professional development and
technical assistance (draft)

Lead staff from each of the NHDOE-funded Preschool Special Education initiatives meet as a group with the 619 Coordinator
three to four times a year

Meetings strive to strengthen linkages and communication across initiatives

A combined evaluation of the initiatives is conducted annually to assess impact of the initiatives on local policy, procedures and
practices

Preschool Technical Assistance Network (PTAN)

« Statewide technical assistance and support network

« Promotes quality, developmentally appropriate and culturally competent programs for NH's young children with special needs
and their families

e Supports regional stakeholder input groups

e Primary vehicle for universal professional development and technical assistance for preschool special education

e Promotes the NHDOE Priorities for Preschool Special Education based on the SPP

¢ Grantee: Southeastern Regional Education Service Center (SERESC)

Race2K: Maximizing results for preschool children with disabilities, because kindergarten is too late

* Focus on the special education process for preschool children with disabilities and program improvement, including child find,
early transitions and the continuum of settings (FAPE in the LRE)

e Provides universal, targeted and intensive technical assistance to districts

* Grantee: Parent Information Center

Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS) Technical Assistance Consultant

e« Supports districts with data collection and utilization to improve outcomes for preschool children with disabilities
 Resource for utilization of child outcome data to inform instruction and IEP development

« Building the practice of tying data to instruction

e Grantee: Creative Educational Consulting

Mentorship

¢ Funded jointly by the NH Department of Education and NH Department of Health & Human Services

e Provides mentorship opportunities for personnel in Family-Centered Early Supports & Services, Child Care and Preschool Special
Education

e Grantee: Early Education and Intervention Network (eein)

Distinguished Early Childhood Special Educator
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One year agreement for exceptional educator to work with NHDOE 619 Coordinator

Supports the work of the State Systemic Improvement Plan, including support to local districts with implementation of
evidence-based practices

Provides local district perspective to inform state work

Coordinate and collaborate with NH Preschool Special Education Initiatives

Memorandum of Agreement between NHDOE and local district

NH Connections

« NH Connections is a project of the Parent Information Center and is funded by the NH Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education to support
school district personnel and families to strengthen family-school partnerships in special education.

The work of this New Hampshire Connections project involves a statewide plan that includes activities that enhance school, family, and community
partnerships. The New Hampshire Connections Family - School Partnership Plan supports the participation of school/district personnel, parents and
community members based on a best-practice model that guides families and schools in developing effective family and school partnerships as a means
of improving services and results for children with disabilities.

Other Relevant Early Childhood Initiatives and Priorities

SEE Change: Sustainable Early Engagement for Change. NH applied for and was selected to receive intensive training and technical
assistance from the federally funded Early Childhood TA Center (ECTA). This is a cross-sector, birth through age five initiative that
supports the implementation of evidence-based practices (DEC Recommended Practices) that are most likely to increase child
engagement with peers, adults and materials. There are three sites/districts implementing SEE Change at the center-based
preschool level. These three districts have agreed to participate in the SSIP.

PTAN Child Care Inclusion project, funded by NH Department of Health & Human Services, focuses on building the capacity of child
care programs to maintain children with challenging behaviors in their programs. It is a comprehensive statewide program that
offers:

Free and equitable access to consultation and training for NH child care programs;
Short- and long-term consultation and technical assistance to support a program'’s efforts to maintain children with challenging
behaviors and other special needs in their programs;

On-going, program improvement consultation and training to increase capacity of child care programs for parents of children
with special needs;

Regional, community and program-specific trainings that provide the knowledge and skills necessary to successful child care
inclusion;

Pre-service work to build the capacity of students at the Associate, Bachelor and Masters level to support the inclusion of young
children with disabilities

Parent Information Center of NH (PIC)

* NH’s Parent Training and Information Center (PTI) funded by the US Department of Education, Office of Special Education
Programs

« PIC is a statewide family organization that strives to achieve positive outcomes for children and youth with disabilities and
special healthcare needs

« Partnerships with families, educators, youth, professionals and organizations are central to the work of PIC

o PIC is the successful recipient of various grants (NH Connections and Race2K described elsewhere in this section)

o PIC is the fiscal agent for NH Family Voices, the Family to Family Health Information Center. This center is

staffed by parents of children and young adults with special health care needs/disabilities. From their website: “As parents,
we also travel through the maze of services and programs designed to help our kids, so we understand the issues that
families face. We provide options and advice, offers a multitude of resources, and tap into a network of other families and
professionals to help provide you with support and information.”

Safe Schools/Healthy Students State Planning Grant [(SAMHSA), aka: NH Communities for Children] has a goal to "Substantially improve the social and
emotional skills and preparedness for long-term educational success of young children, birth through five years of age". The three communities in this project
have agreed to participate in the SSIP.

New Hampshire Accessible Educational Materials (NHAEM)

e Provides resources for educators, parents, students, accessible media producers to ensure that all students including students
with print disabilities receive their materials in a timely manner;

e Accessible educational materials, or AEM, are materials that are designed or converted in a way that makes them usable across
the widest range of student variability regardless of format (print, digital, graphical, audio, video);

* Provides technical assistance regarding need, selection, acquisition of AEM including information critical components and quality
indicators to develop policies and systems that support implementation and sustainability at the district level.

Watch Me Grow (WMG)

 New Hampshire's developmental screening, referral and information system for families of children birth to six years
« Coordinated by the NH Department of Health & Human Services and the WMG Steering Committee, which includes representatives from state agencies
and public and private organizations.

Conclusions
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The infrastructure analysis presents a story of readiness and commitment at the state and local level to improve social-emotional outcomes for preschool

children with disabilities. Stakeholders are involved at all stages of development of the SSIP. The state has a mechanism to engage the SSIP Stakeholder
Input team as well as seeking ongoing input from the broader community through the PTAN Input sessions. The myriad of advisory committees and initiatives
whose visions and missions align with the SiMR are legion. There are strong linkages and built in methods for communication across agencies, organizations,
committees and initiatives. Even so, there is no overarching governance or advisory body, such as a State Leadership team, to guide this work.

Local control is strong in New Hampshire. This infrastructure analysis drilled down into each of the identified component areas at a state level and (in general)
at the local level. What this analysis confirms is that the infrastructure at the local level varies greatly from community to community based on a variety of
factors. NHDOE engaged each of the 16 districts in the subset in Phase | of the SSIP: data, infrastructure, improvement strategies, target setting and theory of
action. Each district will continue with additional in-depth analyses in Phase 2 of the SSIP. For example, districts will assess their infrastructure strengths and
challenges in order to inform their implementation and evaluation plans in Phase II.

Many of the infrastructure challenges, such as connecting the NHDHHS and NHDOE intra- and inter data systems and the lack of State-aid for preschool age
children are beyond the scope of the SSIP. There are some areas, however, that the NHDOE Bureau of Special Education can strategically influence efforts
moving forward. We can support efforts to build the capacity of the data systems that will provide longitudinal data.

Current early childhood initiatives are well-developed, coordinated and poised to support not only the 16 districts in the SSIP, but also to support scale-up and
sustainability over time. By leveraging these initiatives as part of the coherent improvement strategies, districts can receive high quality, content specific
support to improve social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

Root cause analysis based on Infrastructure Analysis

The root cause analyses focused on the state, regional and district levels based on the infrastructure and data analysis. The results
of these analyses have been synthesized and used to inform the development of the coherent improvement activities and is
described in the section on Selection of Coherent Improvement Activities.

1. There was no formal state-level structure (advisory body or leadership team) that focused on improving social-emotional
outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. As a result, efforts are fragmented and there was no system in place for inter-
intra-agency coordination to guide interventions, make recommendations and evaluate the success of improvement strategies.

2. Local administrators and school board members did not uniformly understand the factors that impact positive social-
emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities and cost-benefit of intervening early with sound, evidence-based
practices. As a result, they have not always made decisions regarding funding, staffing and program development that are
most likely to result in improved social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

3. Practitioners (district and community-based) have a range of knowledge and skill regarding the implementation with fidelity

of evidence-based practices that are likely to improve social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. As a
result, the quality of services and support vary in their effectiveness.

State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities

A statement of the result(s) the State intends to achieve through the implementation of the SSIP. The State-identified result(s) must be aligned to an SPP/APR indicator or a component of an SPP/APR indicator. The State-
identified result(s) must be clearly based on the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses and must be a child-level outcome in contrast to a process outcome. The State may select a single result (e.g., increasing the graduation
rate for children with disabilities) or a cluster of related results (e.g., increasing the graduation rate and decreasing the dropout rate for children with disabilities).

Statement

Preschool children with disabilities in the identified subset of districts will substantially increase their rate of growth in the area of
improved positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) by the time they turned six years of age or exit the
program.

Description

The SiMR was aligned to Indicator 7: Outcome A, Summary Statement 1 and was identified based on the comprehensive
infrastructure and data analysis and extensive stakeholder input described earlier in this document. Please refer to the Description
of Measure, Targets: Description of Stakeholders and Data and Infrastructure Analysis for more on the SiMR.

The NHDOE and stakeholders considered a variety of data sources when developing the SiMR. Data on kindergarten entry, socio-economic status and other
demographics were either not available or were insufficient to establish a SIMR. Based on the data analysis, it was determined that the SiMR would align
either with Outcome A (social-emotional development) or Outcome B (acquisition of knowledge and skills). Stakeholders made a case for both;

there were rationale and data for either choice. During the PTAN Input sessions (described in the Targets: Description Stakeholder Input section), there were
strong proponents of both outcomes but a slightly stronger case was made for Outcome A, Summary Statement 1. Here is a summary of the stakeholder input:

Outcome A lends itself to a cross-sector approach to support children and their families, strengthening broader community connections and interagency
support. It builds on the momentum in the state around early childhood initiatives, connecting to the work being done through Spark NH (State Early
Childhood Advisory Council), SAMSHA Safe School Healthy Students grant, SEE Change (Intensive TA from ECTA around child engagement), Indistar (K-12)
focus on Culture and Climate (NH Title 1 Priority schools and ESEA turn-around principal) and the Child Care Inclusion project which seeks to reduce
expulsion of children from child care. Outcome A aligns to the work going on nationally and within the state; the SiMR alignment with current national and
agency initiatives supports the likelihood of successful implementation and improvement in social-emotional outcomes. Massachusetts and Nebraska

have similar SIMR statements and ECTA Social-Emotional Community of Practice offers enhanced access to resources and support as we consider this within
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the bigger context. Two key points that stakeholders identified regarding improving social-emotional outcomes: 1) social-emotional well-being is foundational

to the acquisition of knowledge and skills and 2) the interagency, cross-sector nature of improving social-emotional outcomes deepens the path we are already
on.

By contrast, Outcome B was viewed as connecting to the NH Part C SiMR and to the K-3 reading and math goals. Stakeholders discussed that although a focus
for this outcome lay more within the scope of the mission of education and is potentially more under our control and aligned cleanly with K-12 system, limited
data on kindergarten entry and changes to the state assessment presented challenges to focusing on this outcome as the SiMR. While this outcome was seen
as very important, and both outcomes support each other, the consensus was that Outcome A was the more compelling choice for a SiMR. The investment in
improving social-emotional outcomes will build a stronger infrastructure across early childhood and is foundational to acquisition of knowledge and skills.

The next question debated by stakeholders with support from DaSy was regarding a focus on Summary Statement 1 (increasing the
percentage of children who substantially increase their rate of growth by the time they exit the program) or Summary Statement 2
(increasing the percentage of children functioning within age expectations by the time they exit the program. Summary Statement
2 includes those children who enter and exit the program at age expectations in the outcome (progress category e.), which is largely
outside of the state's control, aside from preventing declines. The consensus of stakeholders, supported in consultation with DaSy
and IDC, was that it was more reasonable to start with expected change in the trajectory of a child's rate of growth relative to an
outcome rather than starting with change in the percentage of children who exited within age expectations.

The NHDOE and stakeholders have selected a SiMR that focuses on improving results for a subset of the districts in the state. This
subset represents approximately 20% of the population. Based on results using the Meaningful Differences Calculator to estimate
targets for the SSIP, improving the results for this subset of the population will result in improvement on a state-wide basis. In
addition, the NHDOE has a system of technical assistance and professional development that will maximize the scale-up of
successful strategies across the state, increasing the likelihood of more systemic improvement.

Baseline data and measurable and rigorous targets (expressed as percentages) for each of the five years from FFY 2014-FFY 2018
have been provided in the section on Baseline and Targets. That section of the SSIP also describes how the state determined that
the FFY 2018 targets reflect measurable improvement over the FFY 2013 baseline data and are presented in the table below.

FFY 2013 Baseline FFY 2014 FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2018

71.13% 71.13% 71.13% 73.71% 76.29% 78.90%

Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

An explanation of how the improvement strategies were selected, and why they are sound, logical and aligned, and will lead to a measurable improvement in the State-identified result(s). The improvement strategies should
include the strategies, identified through the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses, that are needed to improve the State infrastructure and to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practices to improve the State-
identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. The State must describe how implementation of the improvement strategies will address identified root causes for low performance and ultimately build LEA capacity
to achieve the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Overview of supports in place to improve social-emotional outcomes (Indicator 7)

The NHDOE has a well-established and comprehensive system of General Supervision for special education. As described in the
Introduction to the State Performance Plan (SPP): "The New Hampshire Department of Education, Bureau of Special Education
provides a tiered approach to technical assistance (TA) to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidence based technical
assistance and support to districts. The TA is closely paired with professional development (PD) to ensure that service providers
have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.”

For preschool special education, the NHDOE has established a statewide Preschool Technical Assistance Network (PTAN) that serves
as the primary vehicle for universal TA/PD. Through this network, preschool special education coordinators and administrators meet
in regional communities of practices to explore and address evidence-based practices, successful strategies and

challenges. PTAN creates a learning community for new preschool special education coordinators, to orient them to

responsibilities and to connect them to other resources within the state.

For more targeted and intensive TA, the NHDOE supports Race2K and the POMS TA consultant to work with districts on specific issues
regarding policy, procedures and practices around preschool LRE, child find and early transitions, and child outcomes.

A Distinguished Educator from a local district has been identified to support the work of the SSIP and will be joining the team in the
summer of 2015. She has particular expertise with the Preschool Outcome Measurement System (POMS) and is on the SEE Change
State Leadership Team which focuses on the implementation of evidence-based practices to improve outcomes for preschool
children with disabilities.

All of these individual initiatives are organized under NH BOLD (Bringing Better Outcomes through Leadership, Learning and Data).
Through NH Bold, coordination and collaboration are strengthened. These initiatives are founded on the priorities established
through the SPP indicators: 1) Indicator 6: Preschool LRE; 2) Indicator 7: Child Outcomes; 3) Indicator 8: Parent Involvement; and
4) Indicator 12: Early Transitions.

Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan: Development of Coherent Improvement Strategies based on Root Cause Analysis

As established by the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR), Indicator 17 differentiates itself from Indicator 7 because it has a
more narrow, analyses-driven focus on improving social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities in 16 districts in
the state. These districts represent approximately 20% of the children who exited last year. There are two results anticipated to be
achieved by concentrating efforts in these 16 districts. First, there will be an increase in the likelihood of a significant, measurable
improvement in the social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities in the districts. Second, by building on the
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established infrastructure to support these districts, there will be an increase in the likelihood of a significant, measurable

improvement in the social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities across the state.
Synthesis of Root Cause Analysis

The root cause analysis focused on the state, regional and district level and was based on the data and infrastructure analyses with
stakeholder input. Drawing on the data and infrastructure analysis, the SSIP Stakeholder Input team identified state-level conditions
contributing to low performance. A root cause analysis regarding child outcomes was also conducted with preschool special education
coordinators and special education administrators within each of the seven PTAN regions across the state. This information was
used to guide and prompt deeper root cause analysis conducted via interview by the NHDOE 619/SSIP Coordinator with key
personnel from the districts in the subset for the SSIP. Based on these analyses, the following summary presents the hypothesized
root causes contributing to low performance in social-emotional outcomes for preschool children at the state level and within the 16
districts in the SSIP subset. This information has been used to inform coherent improvement strategies and the theory of action.

1. There was no formal state-level structure (advisory body or leadership team) that focused on improving social-emotional
outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. As a result, efforts are fragmented and there was no system in place for inter-
intra-agency coordination to guide interventions, make recommendations and evaluate the success of improvement strategies.

2. The NHDOE was not able to disaggregate child outcome data by race/ethnicity, age, disability, length of time in service
or setting. As a result, the NHDOE was not able to determine if these factors were impacting social-emotional outcomes for
preschool children with disabilities.

3. The NHDOE was not able to link child outcome data to Part C or to the K-12 longitudinal data system. As a result, no
conclusions could be made on child outcomes from Part C to Part B or regarding impact of preschool special education over
time.

4. Local administrators and school board members did not uniformly understand the factors that impact positive social-
emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities and cost benefit of intervening early with sound, evidence-based
practices. As a result, they have not always made decisions regarding funding, staffing and program development that are
most likely to result in improved social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

5. Local district personnel have varied ability to link data at the local level from preschool special education to the K-12
system. As a result, they are not able to analyze the long term impact of services by demographic and programmatic factors.

6. Local district personnel have limited capacity to analyze data to inform instruction and to guide IEP development. As a
result, data are not used across all districts to the fullest effect and opportunities to refine practices to improve outcomes may
be missed.

7. While the State-level data have been determined to be of high quality, some districts have identified a need to strengthen
inter-rater reliability and to hone assessment skills. As a result, some data may not be accurately reflecting the social-
emotional outcomes for individual children and assessments may not be conducted in the most efficient manner, creating a
more cumbersome assessment process.

8. Practitioners (district and community-based) have a range of knowledge and skill regarding the implementation with fidelity
of evidence-based practices that are likely to improve social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. As a
result, the quality of services and support vary in their effectiveness.

Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies (CIS) based on Root Cause Analysis

The selection of districts for the subset was intentionally aligned with current initiatives. The goal of aligning current initiatives with
the SiIMR was to maximize efficiencies and resources, as well as support implementation based on each district's readiness to
improve outcomes. The districts were selected based on readiness, commitment to improving social-emotional outcomes for
preschool children with disabilities and the preliminary infrastructure analysis and the data analysis. Each of the 16 SSIP districts has
a history of successful participation in the NH Bold initiatives. This includes participation in regional PTAN meetings, receiving
universal, targeted and intensive technical assistance from POMS TA consultant and Race2K. In addition, three of the districts are
part of the Safe Schools/Healthy Students State Planning Grant (SAMSHA) and have an Early Childhood Coordinator. Three districts
are SEE Change implementation sites.

Based on all the work done to date with stakeholders regarding data and infrastructure analyses and the analysis of root causes of
possible conditions contributing to low performance, the NHDOE has developed the following coherent improvement strategies (CIS)
to improve social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

CIS 1: In order to strengthen the state infrastructure, the NHDOE will: continue to engage stakeholders in the SSIP; establish a SSIP state
leadership team; and will continue to support a system of TA/PD.

CIS 1.1: Stakeholder Input: Leading by Convening

A. The NHDOE Bureau of Special Education will continue to convene the SSIP Stakeholder Input team to inform the
development and implementation of Phase Il and Phase IIl of the SSIP.

B. The PTAN regional input sessions will be used to engage a broad array of administrators and practitioners to provide
feedback on local perspectives, challenges and successes. These sessions will yield information regarding the broad
adoption and implementation of evidence-based practices.

C. The NHDOE will work with the Parent Information Center to assess and implement effective strategies to gather more
input from families regarding the SSIP.

D. Lead personnel in each of the 16 districts in the subset will be actively engaged in providing input into the SSIP. An
initial interview between the NHDOE 619/SSIP Coordinator and a representative from each of the districts has already
occurred.
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Input gathered through other incidental means (state scans, surveys, natural opportunities) will continue to be
incorporated into the development of the SSIP.

CIS 1.2 Establish a State Leadership Team

Through the infrastructure analysis, it was determined that there is no team currently in place to serve as the State
Leadership team for the SSIP. The NHDOE, with the SSIP Stakeholder Input team, NH Bold and the State Leadership Team
for the See Change project, will establish a consistent, dedicated group to support the implementation of the improvement
strategies in the SSIP. These three groups will assist the state with the identification of key players to serve on this team.
Once established, the SSIP State Leadership team will develop a vision and mission statement and promote
implementation of the SSIP.

CIS 1.3 Promote TA/PD system

The NHDOE will promote activities that build the expertise of Technical Assistance and Professional Development
providers, maximizing their individual talents and building on their prior knowledge.

CIS 2: The NHDOE will lead data systems development to support improved social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

CIS 3:

CIS 2.1: The NHDOE, with the publishers of the two POMS assessment tools (Brookes and Teaching Strategies), will explore
ways to expand data reporting and collection to include more student specific and demographic information, starting with
removing the filter that currently masks specific data. This will increase state access to disaggregated student data.

CIS 2.2: The NHDOE will investigate linking POMS data with other state education data systems. By linking to the state data
system for special education (NHSEIS), POMS data could be associated with other special education data points such as:
transition from early intervention, age of identification, length of time in service, disability, race/ethnicity,
suspension/expulsion data, exit reasons and age at exit. By connecting to the state longitudinal data system, i4see, would
yield information about race/ethnicity and long term impacts in K-12.

CIS 2.3: The NHDOE, with the NH Part C Coordinator, will assess the feasibility of gathering and reporting longitudinal
outcome data for children who exit Part C and enter preschool special education.

CIS 2.4: The NHDOE Bureau of Special Education will work with the NHDOE Bureau of Data Management to determine what, if
any, longitudinal data can be collected and reported specific to social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with
disabilities. This data collection may have the potential to inform future root cause analysis.

In alignment with current initiatives, the NHDOE will support the subset of 16 districts with ongoing infrastructure and data analyses

tied to the exploration stage and subsequent implementation of coherent improvement strategies designed to remedy root causes that
contribute to low performance in social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

1/3/2020

CIS 3.1: The NHDOE, with NH Bold, will create a framework for conducting an in-depth self-assessment for the subset of
districts regarding infrastructure, data analysis and current implementation of the evidence-based practices. Each district will
have supports and strategies based on the information collected. Support from national TA providers will be elicited and the
team will draw from nationally developed resources/tools.

CIS 3.1.1: The in-depth data analysis will include but not be limited to: a) demographic data of preschool special education
population (gender, disability, length of time in program, etc.) in general and in each of the progress categories (especially
category b); c) projections for population exiting over next few years; and d) assess what data are available longitudinally.

CIS 3.1.2: The in-depth infrastructure analysis may be based on the Adapted Hexagon Improvement Strategy Exploration
Tool component areas for: need, fit, resources, evidence, readiness and capacity.

CIS 3.2: A liaison will be assigned from the initiatives that are in NH Bold to work with each of the 16 districts. When
possible, the person will be someone already working with the district, such as the Master Cadre assigned for SEE Change.
This liaison will work as a coach in the district, assisting the district with completing an infrastructure and data analysis and
with assessing current implementation of the evidence-based practices. Based on the results of the self-assessment, the
liaison will support the district with creating an action plan to address identified needs and to implement the evidence-based
practices with fidelity.

CIS 3.3: Based on local in-depth data and infrastructure analyses, districts in the subset will identify current initiatives,
strengths to leverage opportunities for improvement, and challenges/barriers that will identify any conditions that result in
low performance (root cause analysis).

CIS 3.4: Building off the data, infrastructure and root cause analysis, districts in the subset, with coaching from their
assigned liaison, will identify coherent improvement strategies. Improvement strategies will:

CIS 3.4.1: Address how to enhance the implementation of evidence-based practices within the district in order to improve
social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

CIS 3.4.2: Describe how families will be engaged in supporting improved social-emotional outcomes for their children.

CIS 3.4.3: Progress through the stages of implementation science as part of planning and organization: exploration;
installation-building system capacity; initial implementation; full implementation.

CIS 3.4.4: The subset of 16 districts will collect, analyze and use interim data as needed, to inform progress.
CIS 3.4.5: Align with existing initiatives, especially those already being implemented in the district.
Tie the district implementation plan to the district Master Plan for Professional Development and certification requirements.

CIS 3.4.7: Utilize Principals of Adult Learning Strategies (PALS) for active learner involvement in all professional
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development opportunities (Introduction, Application, Informed Understanding, Repeat).

CIS 3.4.8: Consider longitudinal implications (look vertically to Part C and K-12).

CIS 3.4.9: Consider community implications (look horizontally across other early childhood supports and services within the
community).

CIS 4: The NHDOE will promote the capacity of the 16 districts to sustain improved results in social-emotional outcomes for preschool children
with disabilities within their districts, and will align efforts to scale-up improvement strategies throughout the state.

CIS 4.1: In order for the 16 districts to sustain their capacity to implement the evidenced-based practices with fidelity, the
coherent improvement strategies developed by the districts will include strategies to:

CIS 4.1.1: Build personnel capacity to utilize data to inform instruction in order to improve social-emotional outcomes for
preschool children with disabilities.

CIS 4.1.2: Create mechanisms to ensure ongoing training and support regarding POMS and the implementation of DEC
Recommended Practices.

CIS 4.1.3: Educate administration and school board members about the cost-benefit of quality early childhood supports and
services.

CIS 4.1.4: Define markers of success and evaluate the improvement strategies. Use evaluation data for continuous
improvement at each district.

CIS 4.2: In order to scale-up improved social-emotional outcomes for preschool children across the state, the NHDOE, with
the NH Bold leadership, will support the expansion of this work beyond the 16 districts identified in the subset.

CIS 4.2.1: Ongoing alignment across preschool special education and related initiatives to promote activities statewide that
increase the likelihood of improving social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities.

CIS 4.2.2: National resources will be maximized to promote high quality support, including:
A. DEC (Division of Early Childhood: Council of Exceptional Children) Recommended Practices

B. ECTA is developing practice guides and checklists to be used to rate and track practitioner implementation of the DEC
Recommended Practices.

C. Other centers such as the IRIS Center or the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) are developing products
that may be of value.

CIS 4.2.3: The NHDOE, in collaboration with the NH Parent Information Center, will develop resources for districts that
increase family engagement and promote positive social-emotional outcomes for preschool children with disabilities. Areas
of focus may include:

A. How schools communicate with families about concerns regarding a child’s social-emotional development
B. Strategies to support social-emotional development at home

C. Strengthening the understanding of the role of district in helping families connect to social-emotional resources

Theory of Action

A graphic illustration that shows the rationale of how implementing the coherent set of improvement strategies selected will increase the State’s capacity to lead meaningful change in LEAs, and achieve improvement in the State-
identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Submitted Theory of Action: No Theory of Action Submitted

p Provide a description of the provided graphic illustration (optional)

Description of lllustration

In Phase Il of the SSIP the NHDOE, with feedback from stakeholders, made minor changes to the text of the Theory of Action. These changes provide more
consistency of language, clarification of intent and strengthen alignment with the emerging evaluation plan.

Brief Description of the Theory of Action

The Theory of Action Layout and Orientation

Consistent with OSEP’s State Systemic Improvement Plan Questions and Answers, the graphic illustration of the NH SSIP theory of action
uses “If-Then” statements (in red) to reflect the “rationale of how implementing the coherent set of improvement strategies
selected will increase the State’s capacity to lead meaningful change in LEAs or EIS programs, and achieve improvement in the SIMR
for children with disabilities.” The If-Then statements read horizontally across the page, with each statement supporting the next;

roviding an overview of key entities responsible for the action and a summation of what is expected to occur. The If-Then columns
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present the crux of the coherent improvement activities, making the logical connections across activities, grounded in

implementation science and founded on the implementation of evidence-based practices.

The colorful trapezoids present an overview of activities at each level (state, district, classroom and child) that are necessary in order
for the If-Then statements to occur. These activities have been informed by the data, infrastructure and root cause analyses and
they are designed to lead to the desired result. They showcase that, with purposeful investments in activities at each level, there is
an increase in the likelihood of success in achieving the SiMR.

At the bottom of the page is the foundation and support for the theory of action; guaranteeing relevance and buy-in. Families and
stakeholders are essential partners whose perspectives, support and insight are critical to long-term success. The recognition from
the Governor’s office of the importance of promoting a system of early childhood speaks to a political climate that will continue to
support state-level activities to improve outcomes for young children. Underpinning it all is the research-base which is significant on
many levels. The research validates the science of systems change; imparts a growing body of knowledge about social-emotional
development in young children; and supports the connections of healthy social-emotional development to long term academic and
personal success.

Description of the Rationale Underlying the Theory of Action

This theory of action is a logical and cohesive representation of the State Systemic Improvement Plan. It marries initiatives and
supports (State, District and Classroom Activities) to actions (If NHDOE does this..., then that enables districts to..., which enables
classroom staff to..., which creates a classroom environment that supports preschool children with disabilities to...) leading to
improved social-emotional outcomes. It depicts the three foundational points of family and stakeholder engagement, political will
and research that are essential to ensure that the State-identified Measurable Result is achieved. The theory of action is grounded
in implementation science, beginning with exploration and moving through the subsequent phases based on the evaluation of each
step. The NHDOE will implement this plan, with the expectation of achieving the targets of the SiMR for improving social-emotional
outcomes through FFY 2018.

The theory of action illustrates the plan for the NHDOE to engage districts in a process of data and infrastructure analyses that
parallels the analyses done at the state level. Implementation science serves as a guide, taking districts through logical phases to
build their capacity for local implementation of evidence-based practices. This investment in local capacity begins with exploration of
the level of implementation for existing initiatives related to the SiMR in the subset of districts. Districts and their SSIP
liaison/coach will develop SSIP plans based on the information collected, resulting in strengthened infrastructure at the local level
and as a SSIP cohort. A focus of the work of the SSIP liaison/coach with the district and classroom staff will be on implementation
with fidelity of evidence-based practices.

Description of Stakeholder Involvement in the Development of the Theory of Action

The theory of action was created as a graphic representation of the coherent improvement strategies. The coherent improvement
strategies were identified based on extensive input of the SSIP Stakeholder Input team (see attached document named “NH Part B
SSIP Stakeholder Input team”), the PTAN regional input sessions and interviews with the 16 districts regarding the infrastructure,
data and root cause analyses. These in-depth analyses provided an understanding of the needs and the work to be accomplished
which are reflected in the theory of action. In addition, NH Bold supported the NHDOE in refining the stakeholder input, assessing
the capacity of initiatives to implement the identified strategies in an effective and efficient manner and identifying gaps in capacity
to be enhanced. The NHDOE reached out to the Parent Information Center (PIC) for additional feedback on the theory of action, to
ensure that it was consistent with the PIC’s priorities and understanding of local capacity and systems development. The flow of the
activities and the subsequent If-Then statements are consistent with the data refinement and analyses. These interconnected
strategies and stages build on the interviews with the 16 districts, the input from the regional groups, the stakeholder input and
research around systems change and effective practices. Each level of system is responsible to and dependent on the levels above
and below and builds on improvement cycles.

Infrastructure Development

(a) Specify improvements that will be made to the State infrastructure to better support EIS programs and providers to implement and scale up EBPs to improve results for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.
(b) Identify the steps the State will take to further align and leverage current improvement plans and other early learning initiatives and programs in the State, including Race to the Top-Early Learning Challenge, Home Visiting
Program, Early Head Start and others which impact infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.

(c) Identify who will be in charge of implementing the changes to infrastructure, resources needed, expected outcomes, and timelines for completing improvement efforts.

(d) Specify how the State will involve multiple offices within the State Lead Agency, as well as other State agencies and stakeholders in the improvement of its infrastructure.

Support for EIS programs and providers Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices

(a) Specify how the State will support EIS providers in implementing the evidence-based practices that will result in changes in Lead Agency, EIS program, and EIS provider practices to achieve the SIMR(s) for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families.

(b) Identify steps and specific activities needed to implement the coherent improvement strategies, including communication strategies and stakeholder involvement; how identified barriers will be addressed; who will be in charge
of implementing; how the activities will be implemented with fidelity; the resources that will be used to implement them; and timelines for completion.

(c) Specify how the State will involve multiple offices within the Lead Agency (and other State agencies such as the SEA) to support EIS providers in scaling up and sustaining the implementation of the evidence-based practices
once they have been implemented with fidelity.
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Evaluation

(a) Specify how the evaluation is aligned to the theory of action and other components of the SSIP and the extent to which it includes short-term and long-term objectives to measure implementation of the SSIP and its impact on
achieving measurable improvement in SIMR(s) for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.

(b) Specify how the evaluation includes stakeholders and how information from the evaluation will be disseminated to stakeholders.

(c) Specify the methods that the State will use to collect and analyze data to evaluate implementation and outcomes of the SSIP and the progress toward achieving intended improvements in the SIMR(s).

(d) Specify how the State will use the evaluation data to examine the effectiveness of the implementation; assess the State’s progress toward achieving intended improvements; and to make modifications to the SSIP as necessary.

Technical Assistance and Support

Describe the support the State needs to develop and implement an effective SSIP. Areas to consider include: Infrastructure development; Support for EIS programs and providers implementation of EBP; Evaluation; and
Stakeholder involvement in Phase II.

Phase Ill submissions should include:

« Data-based justifications for any changes in implementation activities.
« Data to support that the State is on the right path, if no adjustments are being proposed.
« Descriptions of how stakeholders have been involved, including in decision-making.

A. Summary of Phase 3

1. Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SIMR.

2. The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during the year, including infrastructure improvement strategies.
3. The specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date.

4. Brief overview of the year's evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes.

5. Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies.

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP

1. Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress: (a) Description of extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities with fidelity—what has been accomplished, what milestones have been met, and
whether the intended timeline has been followed and (b) Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the implementation activities.

2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation: (a) How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP and (b) How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making
regarding the ongoing implementation of the SSIP.

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

1. How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the implementation plan: (a) How evaluation measures align with the theory of action, (b) Data sources for each key measure, (c) Description of
baseline data for key measures, (d) Data collection procedures and associated timelines, (e) [If applicable] Sampling procedures, (f) [If appropriate] Planned data comparisons, and (g) How data management and data analysis
procedures allow for assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements

2. How the State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP as necessary: (a) How the State has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress toward achieving intended improvements to
infrastructure and the SiMR, (b) Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures, (c) How data support changes that have been made to implementation and improvement strategies, (d) How data are informing next steps
in the SSIP implementation, and (e) How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the SIMR)—rationale or justification for the changes or how data support that the SSIP is on the right path

3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation: (a) How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP and (b) How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the
ongoing evaluation of the SSIP

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

D. Data Quality Issues: Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and achieving the SIMR

1. Concern or limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report progress or results
2. Implications for assessing progress or results
3. Plans for improving data quality

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

1. Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how system changes support achievement of the SiMR, sustainability, and scale-up
2. Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with fidelity and having the desired effects

3. Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR

4. Measurable improvements in the SIMR in relation to targets

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

F. Plans for Next Year

1. Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline
2. Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and expected outcomes
1/3/2020 Page 71 of 73



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers
4. The State describes any needs for additional support and/or technical assistance

See attached NH Part B SSIP FFY 2017

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Certify and Submit your SPP/APR

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

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

Name:  Ruth Littlefield
Title: Education Consultant
Email:  ruth.littlefield@doe.nh.gov

Phone:  603-271-2178
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