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REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF REQUESTS

The U.S. Department of Education (Department) will use a review process that will include both external peer reviewers and staff reviewers to evaluate State educational agency (SEA) requests for this flexibility.  This review process will help ensure that each request for this flexibility approved by the Department is consistent with the principles, which are designed to support State efforts to improve student academic achievement and increase the quality of instruction, and is both educationally and technically sound.  Reviewers will evaluate whether and how each request for this flexibility will support a comprehensive and coherent set of improvements in the areas of standards and assessments, accountability, and teacher and principal effectiveness that will lead to improved student outcomes.  Each SEA will have an opportunity, if necessary, to clarify its plans for peer and staff reviewers and to answer any questions reviewers may have during the on-site review.  The peer reviewers will then provide comments to the Department.  Taking those comments into consideration, the Secretary will make a decision regarding each SEA’s request for this flexibility.  If an SEA’s request for this flexibility is not granted, reviewers and the Department will provide feedback to the SEA about the components of the SEA’s request that need additional development in order for the request to be approved. 

This document provides guidance for peer review panels as they evaluate each request during the on-site peer review portion of the review process.  The document includes the specific information that a request must include and questions to guide reviewers as they evaluate each request.  Questions that have numbers or letters represent required elements.  The italicized questions reflect inquiries that reviewers will use to fully consider all aspects of an SEA’s plan for meeting each principle, but do not represent required elements.  

In addition to this guidance, reviewers will also use the document titled ESEA Flexibility, including the definitions and timelines, when reviewing each SEA’s request.  As used in the request form and this guidance, the following terms have the definitions set forth in the document titled ESEA Flexibility:  (1) college- and career-ready standards, (2) focus school, (3) high-quality assessment, (4) priority school, (5) reward school, (6) standards that are common to a significant number of States, (7) State network of institutions of higher education, (8) student growth, and (9) turnaround principles. 

Review Guidance

Consultation

Consultation Question 1 Peer Response
Response: 4 Yes, 2 No
	Consultation Question 1
	Did the SEA meaningfully engage and solicit input on its request from teachers and their representatives?

· Is the engagement likely to lead to successful implementation of the SEA’s request due to the input and commitment of teachers and their representatives at the outset of the planning and implementation process?

· Did the SEA indicate that it modified any aspect of its request based on input from teachers and their representatives?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	The New Hampshire Department of Education (NHDOE) has demonstrated support from major teacher and principal associations.  NHDOE has worked with cross-departmental and stakeholder working groups and task forces that had input into planning and implementation of the flexibility request. Although many of these groups are made up of administrator or organizational representatives, the Committee of Practitioners appears to have teachers as members (p. 17).  However, it is not clear that mechanisms were used to solicit input from teachers who were not involved in any of the working groups, nor is it clear that any aspect of the request was modified due to stakeholder input.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE consulted with teachers and their representatives as well as with various other stakeholder groups including superintendents, principals, higher education and community representatives (pp. 15-16). 
· NHDOE’s request includes the minutes of the August 23, 2012 Title I Committee of Practitioners Meeting, which indicate that the effort of consultations with various stakeholders concerning the NHDOE’s request had been made (att. 2, pp. 16-25).

· NHDOE’s request included documents in support of the plan from NEA New Hampshire, the New Hampshire Association of School Principals, and the New Hampshire School Administrators Association.

· Educators served on task forces and work teams to provide input to and draft sections of the request.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· While NHDOE made a concerted effort to reach out to superintendents, there did not seem to be a similar communications plans to disseminate information to teachers and principals.  
· The NHDOE posted a notice in the newspaper about the request, but received no comments.  This notice was posted on August 28th and the comment period began on August 30th, this left only a week for comment, which likely did not give educators and other stakeholders adequate time to review and comment on the State’s proposal.  At the time of submission NHDOE had received no comments.  
· It is not clear to what extent individual teachers gave input into planning and implementation. 

· It is not clear that aspects of the request were modified based upon input from educators.
· Some peers were concerned that LEAs were not adequately informed of the specifics in the flexibility request prior to submission.  LEAs will be responsible for implementing many of the flexibility provisions.   

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Provide opportunities for teachers and their representatives to explain how the flexibility request will address increasing student achievement, graduation rates, and closing of the achievement gap for underachieving subgroups.


Consultation Question 2 Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	Consultation Question 2
	Did the SEA meaningfully engage and solicit input on its request from other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes?

· Is the engagement likely to lead to successful implementation of the SEA’s request due to the input and commitment of relevant stakeholders at the outset of the planning and implementation process?

· Did the SEA indicate that it modified any aspect of its request based on stakeholder input?

· Does the input represent feedback from a diverse mix of stakeholders representing various perspectives and interests, including stakeholders from high-need communities?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE did not provide sufficient evidence of meaningfully engaging and soliciting input from other diverse communities. 

	Strengths
	· NHDOE’s request states that it solicited the input on its application by publishing a public notice about the ESEA flexibility request in the State newspaper (p. 17).
· NHDOE provided letters of support for its flexibility request from various education groups across the State including institutes of higher education (IHEs).

· NHDOE made presentations to higher education and business communities.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· It is not clear if organizations representing English Learners or students with disabilities were actively engaged with the Common Core Implementation Team, the Common Core Guiding Coalition, the Networks Waiver Work Team, or the Teacher and Principal Effectiveness Waiver Work group.

· The NHDOE posted a notice in the newspaper about the flexibility request, but received no comments.  This notice was posted on August 28th and the comment period began on August 30th, this left only a week for comment, which likely did not give stakeholders adequate time to review and comment on NHDOE’s proposal.  At the time of submission NHDOE had received no comments.  
· There was no indication of how NHDOE changed its request due to comments or input from various community groups.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should continue to engage a diverse community of stakeholders throughout the implementation process. 


Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

Note to Peers: Staff will review 1.A Adopt College-And Career-Ready Standards, Options A and B.

1.B 
Transition to college- and career-ready  standards

1.B Peer Response, Part A Peer Response
Response: 4 Yes, 2 No
	1.B Peer Response, 

Part A
	Part A:  Is the SEA’s plan to transition to and implement college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the 2013(2014 school year realistic, of high quality?  

Note to Peers: See ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance for additional considerations related to the types of activities an SEA includes in its transition plan.

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s Theory of Action focuses on college- and career-readiness. NHDOE adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in July 2010, with a goal of full implementation by 2013-2014. While there are many promising initiatives and professional development aimed at CCSS implementation, some of the peers feel it is not clear that there is sufficient detail to ensure full implementation by 2013-2014.

	Strengths
	· The State Board of Education adopted the CCSS in July 2010 (p. 24).  NHDOE developed a framework for implementing CCSS in the State’s schools.  An analysis of the extent of alignment between the current content standards and the CCSS (English/language arts and mathematics) was undertaken (pp. 27-28).  As a result of this work, NHDOE determined that the sequence of mathematics instruction in grade 3-8 was incongruent to the CCSS (p. 29). 
· NHDOE intends to provide professional development to mathematics teachers on the transition to the CCSS ; in addition, several items on the current mathematics state assessment that are not aligned with the CCSS will be removed (p. 29).  NHDOE created documents, talking points, templates and toolkits to assist districts with the implementation of the CCSS (p. 27). 
· NHDOE plans to offer opportunities to learn about the CCSS through targeted technical assistance networks delivered at the regional level (p. 35).  Five regional liaisons were added to the support and outreach plan for implementing the CCSS (p. 31).
· NHDOE provided information on its current New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) and how it will transition to the CCSS using these assessments prior to implementation of the Smarter Balanced Assessments (pp. 38-39) NHDOE provided a summary of changes to NECAP during the transition to the CCSS (supp. att. G).
· NHDOE has engaged approximately 4,000 educators in the implementation process. 

· NHDOE conducted a series of meetings with teachers, curriculum specialists, administrators, and parents to build awareness about the transition to the CCSS.  NHDOE used the “train the trainers” model to train 20 faculty members from the IHE on the CCSS; these faculty members will be expected to train school administrators (p. 28). 
· NHDOE conducted an awareness campaign regarding the CCSS and its implementation to broad audiences (p. 32).  NHDOE reached out to IHEs regarding incorporating the CCSS into their teacher preparation programs (p. 32).  IHEs also are creating school-based learning studios throughout the State.
· NHDOE provided technical assistance and professional development to LEAs on the implementation of the CCSS (p. 33). 
· NHDOE created and published on its website a set of criteria for selection of instructional materials.  In addition, the SEA posted the K-5 Instructional Materials Evaluation Tool (p. 36).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The CCSS Implementation Framework provided was general in nature and did not provided specificity as to timelines and content for major proposed activities, e.g.,  “Include CCSS in all professional learning opportunities” (supp. att. B) 

· Workshops relating to the implementation of CCSS were conducted by a consultant that reached about 20 percent of the professional educators.  These educators were asked to share the information and build awareness in their districts.  No details were provided on how this was to be delivered and how it was monitored by the NHDOE to assure delivery (p. 27).
· Conferences and professional development for CCSS implementation in July and August of 2012 were required of SIG principals and others throughout the State were invited and encouraged to attend, but no information was provided on the extent of the participation statewide (p. 28).
· NHDOE described four phases of professional development for CCSS implementation planned for 2012-2014, but did not provided details of timelines for delivery, persons responsible, resources, or significant obstacles (p. 34)

· NHDOE established the CCSS Implementation Team and the CCSS Guiding Coalition, but did not provide details such as timelines for development and delivery of the CCSS tools for LEAs to use and/or tailor to their local needs (p. 30).  NHDOE provided a Wish List for Technical Assistance Networks, but did not indicate how and when these would be implemented (supp. att. F). 

· NHDOE did not describe any plans to expand access to college-level courses or their prerequisites, dual enrollment courses, or accelerated learning opportunities.

· It is not clear how the Competency Validation Rubric assures college and career readiness (supp. att. C).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should establish timelines and benchmarks for LEA implementation of college- and career-ready standards by 2013-2014, and a mechanism for monitoring local implementation.

· Identify mechanisms to assure that all impacted teachers and principals have the knowledge, tools, and instructional materials to implement the CCSS.

· Describe how the “Wish List for Technical Assistance Networks” will be implemented with timelines and resources.


1.B Peer Response, Part B Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	1.B Peer Response, 

Part B
	Part B:  Is the SEA’s plan likely to lead to all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining access to and learning content aligned with the college- and career-ready standards?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE did not present a specific plan and timeline to address all the issues related to ensuring that low-achieving students, English Learners, and students with disabilities gain access to and have learning content aligned with the CCSS.

	Strengths
	· Training on the framework for implementing the CCSS included teachers of students with disabilities and English Learners (pp. 24, 30).  The meetings conducted by the SEA to build awareness concerning the transition to the CCSS included teachers of students with disabilities and English Learners (p. 27). 
· As a member of WIDA, the SEA will use the English language proficiency (ELP) standards and the test developed by the consortium (p. 29). 
· The SEA intends to provide the same level of support regarding the transition to the CCSS to teachers of students with disabilities as to the general education teachers so that these students can receive instruction specified by the CCSS (p. 30).

· NHDOE has convened an English Learner Accountability Task Force and created a professional learning community with the University of New Hampshire to align the CCSS with the English Language Development Standards in selected grades.  

· NHDOE distributed a white paper on the application of CCSS to students with disabilities and requires all new individualized education plans (IEPs) be aligned with CCSS (supp. att. E).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· Given that the English Learner alignment study will not be complete until the end of 2012 and plans for professional development and curriculum reform are not provided, it is not clear that English Learners will have access to the CCSS by 2013-2014.  

· The CCSS Implementation Team is described in detail, but it is not clear that experts on English Learners and students with disabilities are prominent on those teams (pp. 30-31).

· NHDOE’s request does not provide sufficient information on the SEA’s efforts to prepare teachers of students with disabilities currently participating in the alternate assessments in order for these students to participate in the new assessments aligned with the CCSS.  NHDOE indicated that it would be using the New Hampshire Alternative Learning Progressions Assessment (NH-ALPS) for at least two more years for the alternate assessments, but has not made decisions on how to proceed with aligning the NH-ALPS to the CCSS (p. 43).
· No further implementation is described related to unpacking the ELP standard so that they are embedded in instruction across the content areas and in all grades. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should develop a more comprehensive, detailed, and coordinated plan to support teachers of students with disabilities,  English Learners, and low-achieving students in the CCSS transition in terms of instructional supports and resources. 


1.C
Develop and Administer Annual, Statewide, Aligned, High-Quality Assessments that Measure Student Growth

1.C
Did the SEA develop, or does it have a plan to develop, annual, statewide, high-quality assessments, and corresponding academic achievement standards, that measure student growth and are aligned with the State’s college- and career-ready standards in reading/language arts and mathematics, in at least grades 3-8 and at least once in high school, that will be piloted no later than the 2013(2014 school year and planned for administration in all LEAs no later than the 2014(2015 school year, as demonstrated through one of the three options below?  Does the plan include setting academic achievement standards? 


Note to Peers:  Staff will review Options A and C.

1.C, Option B Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 1.C, Option A or Option C 

Response: NA
	1.C, Option B
	If the SEA selected Option B:  

If the SEA is neither participating in a State consortium under the RTTA competition nor has developed and administered high-quality assessments, did the SEA provide a realistic and high-quality plan describing activities that are likely to lead to the development of such assessments, their piloting no later than the 2013(2014 school year, and their annual administration in all LEAs beginning no later than the 2014(2015 school year?  Does the plan include setting academic achievement standards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


Principle 1  Overall Review

Principle 1 Overall Review Peer Response 
Response: 2 Yes, 4 No
	Principle 1 
Overall Review
	Is the SEA’s plan for transitioning to and implementing college-and career-ready standards, and developing and administering annual, statewide, aligned high-quality assessments that measure student growth, comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE has a number of impressive initiatives related to the transition to the CCSS; however it did not provide enough specific details concerning its implementation efforts, timelines, resources for delivery, and assurance that all teachers and principals would receive the professional development required for implementation of the CCSS.  In addition, special populations are not given sufficient attention in the request.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE has developed a network of regional centers for delivery of professional development and has included the State’s IHEs in the planning, training, and planned delivery of professional development related to implementation of the CCSS.   

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not provide specific plans and timelines for delivery of professional development and resources to teachers and principals for implementation of the CCSS.
· NHDOE did not provide details of how it would address the needs of English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students to ensure transition to the CCSS.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should develop a more comprehensive, detailed, and coordinated plan to support teachers of students with disabilities, English Learners, and low-achieving students in the CCSS transition in terms of instructional supports and resources. 

· Develop more specific timelines and resources for the delivery of professional development and resources. 

· Identify mechanisms to assure that all impacted teachers and principals have the knowledge, tools, and instructional materials to implement the CCSS.

· Describe how the “Wish List for Technical Assistance Networks” will be implemented with timelines and resources.


Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support
2.A 
Develop and Implement a State-Based System of Differentiated Recognition, Accountability,  and Support

2.A.i Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.A.i
	Did the SEA propose a differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system, and a high-quality plan to implement this system no later than the 2013(2014 school year, that is likely to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students? (note to Peers, please write to this question after completing 2.A.i.a and 2.A.i.b)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE did not propose a differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system, and a high-quality plan to implement this system no later than the 2013(2014 school year, that is likely to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE’s networked approach with Technical Assistance, Knowledge Networks, and Innovation Networks can support district’s needs (p. 45).
· NHDOE indicated that these networks are designed to address the needs of priority and focus schools. Districts and schools will work with NHDOE regional liaisons, connecting with NHDOE staff teams and key partners, such as regional professional development centers and IHEs, to coordinate and design targeted plans for each school, based on student performance data and other in-depth diagnostic work supported by the Indistar initiative.

· NHDOE’s proposal for support is based on its School Improvement Grant (Title I SIG) pilot network that has been in place for two years. 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE’s proposed network support plan did not include sufficient details on how it would be likely to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement, and increases the quality of instruction for students. 
· NHDOE did not provide a timeline for implementation.

· NHDOE does not include graduation rate accountability in the request.

· Strategies for closing achievement gaps and improving instruction are not provided.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should consider including graduation rates and increasing the focus on subgroup accountability in its request. 

· NHDOE should detail specific interventions that will address the needs of low-performing subgroups and improve low graduation rates.


2.A.i.a Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.A.i.a
	Does the SEA’s accountability system provide differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs based on (1) student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics, and other subjects at the State’s discretion, for all students and all subgroups of students identified in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II); (2) graduation rates for all students and all subgroups; and (3) school performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all subgroups?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE described a system of networks for delivery of support, but did not address how its differentiated recognition and accountability system would address the needs of low-achieving student subgroups or improve graduation rates and school performance and progress over time. 

	Strengths
	· NHDOE described three planned support networks—Technical Assistance (IMPROVE), Knowledge Networks (LEARN), and Innovation Networks (TRANSFORM)—that have the potential to better connect educators to targeted supports (pp. 46-47).
· NHDOE is using lessons learned from the SIG transformation model as a basis for priority school interventions.

· NHDOE is employing a previously successful multi-tiered model of prevention and intervention to support schools.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not describe how the networks would be used to provide differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs.  It seems that each school will have a plan, but how that plan will be developed, what it will contain, and how it will be implemented are not clear.
· NHDOE indicated that  it would use four subgroups in its accountability system:  English Learners, students with disabilities, economically disadvantaged students, and “all others.”  The “all others” subgroup includes all students that are not a member of one of the three other student subgroups (pp. 51-52).  NHDOE did not describe how it would specifically address student achievement gaps for these groups. 

· NHDOE did not address graduation rates for all students or all subgroups in its accountability system. 

· NHDOE uses the most recent 4 years of data in reading and mathematics, converts these data to a 100-point index, adds the index scores for each content area for the “all students” group, and then totals these to obtain the cumulative achievement scores which serve as the foundation for designating reward, priority and focus schools (p. 51).  This method is compensatory and may mask deficiencies in reading or mathematics for a particular school.  It also is not clear how this index is used in the identification of reward, priority, and focus schools. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Provide details of how NHDOE’s accountability system provide differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for all LEAs in the State and for all Title I schools in those LEAs based on (1) student achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics, for all students and all subgroups of students identified in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II); (2) graduation rates for all students and all subgroups; and (3) school performance and progress over time, including the performance and progress of all subgroups.


2.A.i.b Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.A.i.b
	Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system create incentives and provide support that is likely to be effective in closing achievement gaps for all subgroups of students?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’ request did not describe a system to create incentives and provide supports that are likely to be effective in closing achievement gaps for all subgroups of students. 

	Strengths
	· NHDOE describes a system to support schools and districts, built on its experience implementing the SIG program, to design targeted plans for each school, based on student performance data and other in-depth diagnostic work supported by the Indistar initiative (pp. 47-48).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE does not describe specific interventions and resources to close achievement gaps for all subgroups of students within the network. 
· NHDOE described an accountability system with limited use of achievement gap data and as a result schools are unlikely to be incentivized to target interventions to low-performing subgroups.

· NHDOE does not include graduation rate gaps in computing its equity index.

· The use of a super-subgroup in focus school identification has the potential to mask individual subgroup performance; moreover, the use of this super-subgroup is not clearly described in the request.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should consider including graduation rates in its equity index.  
· NHDOE’s request would be strengthened by identifying targeted interventions to support low-achieving subgroups.

· NHDOE should consider including other incentives for schools to close achievement gaps beyond public reporting.


2.A.i.c
Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.A.i.c
2.A.ii.  Did the SEA include student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system or to identify reward, priority, and focus schools?
Note to Peers:  Staff will review 2.A.ii Option A.

ONLY FOR SEAs SELECTING OPTION B: If the SEA elects to include student achievement on assessments other than reading/language arts and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system by selecting Option B, review and respond to peer review question in section 2.A.ii below. If the SEA does not include other assessments (Option A), go to section 2.B. 

2.A.ii., Option B Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.A, Option A 

Response: NA
	2.A.ii.,

Option B
	Does the SEA’s weighting of the included assessments result in holding schools accountable for ensuring all students achieve the State’s college- and career-ready standards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.A.ii.a and 2.A.ii.c (Option B)
2.B
Set Ambitious but Achievable Annual Measurable Objectives

2.B      Did the SEA describe the method it will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable objectives (AMOs) in at least reading/language arts and mathematics, for the State and all LEAs, schools, and subgroups, that provide meaningful goals and are used to guide support and improvement efforts through one of the three options below?
Note to Peers: Staff will review Options A and B.

If the SEA selected Option C, review and respond to the following peer question:
2.B, Option C Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 2.B, Option A or Option B 

Response: (Yes or No)
	2.B, 

Option C
	Did the SEA describe another method that is educationally sound and results in ambitious but achievable AMOs for all LEAs, schools, and subgroups?

i. Did the SEA provide the new AMOs and the method used to set these AMOs?

ii. Did the SEA provide an educationally sound rationale for the pattern of academic progress reflected in the new AMOs?  

iii. If the SEA set AMOs that differ by LEA, school, or subgroup, do the AMOs require LEAs, schools, and subgroups that are further behind to make greater rates of annual progress?
iv. Did the SEA attach a copy of the average statewide proficiency based on assessments administered in the 2011(2012 school year in reading/language arts and mathematics for the “all students” group and all subgroups?  (Attachment 8)

· Are these AMOs similarly ambitious to the AMOs that would result from using Option A or B above?

· Are these AMOs ambitious but achievable given the State’s existing proficiency rates and any other relevant circumstances in the State?

· Will these AMOs result in a significant number of children being on track to be college- and career-ready?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


2.C
Reward Schools

 Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.C.ii.
2.C.i Peer Response
Response: 3 Yes, 3 No
	2.C.i
	Did the SEA describe its methodology for identifying highest-performing and high-progress schools as reward schools?  If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of reward schools in ESEA Flexibility (but is instead, e.g., based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), did the SEA also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance?

a. Is the SEA’s methodology for identifying reward schools educationally sound and likely to result in the meaningful identification of the highest-performing and high-progress schools?  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s methodology for identifying reward schools uses stringent criteria to identify high-progress schools.  However, some peers are concerned that NHDOE’s process for identification of reward schools does not account for subgroup data or graduation rates and may not lead to identification of high-performing schools.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE is using a three year aggregate growth score to measure progress.
· NHDOE has a fairly stringent method for identifying high-progress schools that recognizes substantial improvement across the achievement spectrum.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· There is a lack of clarity in NHDOE’s method of identifying high schools as reward schools.  (On the call with the peers, NHDOE indicated that it would send supplementary materials clarifying the calculation.)
·  NHDOE did not address the requirement that a school may not be classified as a “high progress school” if there are significant achievement gaps across subgroups that are not closing in the school.

· NHDOE did not identify, consistent with the requirements of ESEA flexibility, Title I schools in the State that are making the most progress in increasing graduation rates as “high-progress” reward schools.  NHDOE did not address graduation rates in its definition of reward schools. 
· NHDOE’s method for identifying reward schools does not guarantee the identification of the highest-performing schools.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE’s request would be strengthened by expanding its identification methodology to include highest-performing schools.


2.C.iii  Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.C.iii
	Are the recognition and, if applicable rewards proposed by the SEA for its highest-performing and high progress schools likely to be considered meaningful by the schools? 
· Has the SEA consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its recognition and, where applicable, rewards?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s recognition program does not seem to be tied to its accountability system.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE will recognize all reward schools with a press release and a press conference.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE provided a list of current recognition programs, including Blue Ribbon Schools, the Governor’s Initiative to Eliminate High School Dropouts, Title I Distinguished Schools,  the Commissioner’s Circle of Excellence, and the NHDOE Excellence in Education Awards, but was not specific on recognition for the reward schools that would be identified under its flexibility request (p. 56).
· NHDOE did not indicate that it had consulted with LEAs and schools in designing its recognition and rewards.

· It is not clear how these systems are tied to the recognition criteria described above.  Most of the rewards involve certificates or media releases.  It is not clear how meaningful these are to schools

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should consider inviting high-progress schools to serve as consultants to the three support networks. 


2.D
Priority Schools  

Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.D.i and 2.D.ii.

2.D.iii Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?
a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all of the following?  
(i) providing strong leadership by:  (1) reviewing the performance of the current principal; (2) either replacing the principal if such a change is necessary to ensure strong and effective leadership, or demonstrating to the SEA that the current principal has a track record in improving achievement and has the ability to lead the turnaround effort; and (3) providing the principal with operational flexibility in the areas of scheduling, staff, curriculum, and budget;

(ii) ensuring that teachers are effective and able to improve instruction by:  (1) reviewing the quality of all staff and retaining only those who are determined to be effective and have the ability to be successful in the turnaround effort; (2) preventing ineffective teachers from transferring to these schools; and (3) providing job-embedded, ongoing professional development informed by the teacher evaluation and support systems and tied to teacher and student needs;

(iii) redesigning the school day, week, or year to include additional time for student learning and teacher collaboration;

(iv) strengthening the school’s instructional program based on student needs and ensuring that the instructional program is research-based, rigorous, and aligned with State academic content standards; 

(v) using data to inform instruction and for continuous improvement, including by providing time for collaboration on the use of data; 

(vi) establishing a school environment that improves school safety and discipline and addressing other non-academic factors that impact student achievement, such as students’ social, emotional, and health needs; and

(vii)  providing ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement?
2.D.iii
Peer Response
Response: 6 Yes, 0 No
	2.D.iii
	Are the interventions that the SEA described aligned with the turnaround principles and are they likely to result in dramatic, systemic change in priority schools?
a. Do the SEA’s interventions include all components noted above (i.-vii.)??  

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE provided information on the interventions planned for priority schools that included the turnaround principles. 

	Strengths
	· NHDOE provided a crosswalk of SEA systems of support to the turnaround principles (p. 59).
· NHDOE’s plan for interventions in priority schools builds on its work with SIG schools through interventions such as the SIG transformation model, which has shown some initial evidence of success.
· Priority schools will be supported by a coach from the SEA to develop action plans (p. 58).
· Priority schools will have monthly progress monitoring from the School Improvement Team using Indistar indicators and the Center for Innovation and Improvement (CII) toolkit (p. 58). 

· NHDOE’s Steps to Success will be used for comprehensive school improvement planning (p. 58).
· NHDOE indicated that it would require priority schools to implement the turnaround principles or one of the four SIG turnaround models (p. 59).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE’s request does not specify whether or how it intends to assure that the ineffective teachers are not transferring into the priority schools. 

· NHDOE’s request does not specify whether the school schedules will be redesigned to include additional time for learning; it only states that adding additional time will be “explored” (p. 59).

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· None provided.


2.D.iii.b Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.D.iii.b


	Are the identified interventions to be implemented in priority schools likely to —  

(i) increase the quality of instruction in priority schools;

(ii) improve the effectiveness of the leadership and the teaching in these schools; and 

(iii) improve student achievement and, where applicable, graduation rates for all students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and the lowest-achieving students?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s plan for implementing interventions has the potential to increase the quality of instruction and improve the effectiveness of leadership and teaching in priority schools.  However, NHDOE did not address the student achievement of subgroups or graduation rates.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE’s planned interventions are likely to increase the quality of instruction and improve the effectiveness of the leadership through its coaching, school improvement planning, and monitoring visits.
· NHDOE provided a crosswalk of its support aligned to the turnaround principles (pp. 59-60).
· Special procedures are planned for Manchester that include a focus on early childhood education and English Learners.

· NHDOE is advancing the work for Principle 3 in the priority schools, e.g., schools will be using the Danielson Framework for teacher observations.

· NHDOE describes a multi-tiered system of student support that has both instructional and behavioral components at both the whole-school, targeted, and individual levels.

· NHDOE uses a team approach at the State and school level to diagnose needs and implement appropriate interventions.  This helps increase capacity and build buy-in.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not specify interventions that would be targeted at improving student achievement for subgroups and graduation rates for all students or any subgroup. 

· NHDOE indicates that priority schools will work with external providers to obtain assistance, but the plan does not discuss if the SEA has identified a list of qualified providers or how they will help LEAs identify them.

· Extending the multi-tiered support system to meet the needs of English Learners and students with disabilities is recognized to be a work in progress.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Provide details of interventions that would support low-achieving subgroups and improve low graduation rates. 


b. Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.D.iii.c
2.D.iv Peer Response
Response: 6 Yes, 0 No
	2.D.iv
	Does the SEA’s proposed timeline ensure that LEAs that have one or more priority schools will implement interventions in each priority school no later than the 2014(2015 school year?

· Does the SEA’s proposed timeline distribute priority schools’ implementation of interventions in a balanced way, such that there is not a concentration of these schools in the later years of the timeline? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE indicated that interventions are underway in SIG schools and that for new priority schools the interventions would begin in 2013-2014. 

	Strengths
	· Schools will be identified in May 2013. This gives them sufficient time to develop interventions and develop partnerships and support systems. SIG schools will continue participation.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· None.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	None.


2.D.v Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.D.v
	Did the SEA provide criteria to determine when a school that is making significant progress in improving student achievement exits priority status?  
a. Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit priority status have made significant progress in improving student achievement?

· Is the level of progress required by the criteria to exit priority status likely to result in sustained improvement in these schools? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE did not provide criteria to determine if a school had made significant progress in order to exit priority status. 

	Strengths
	· None.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE stated that all priority schools would be required to stay in that status for three years and that they would look at the school’s student achievement results for meeting AMOs for all students and subgroups.
· No criteria for exiting priority status were established. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should create a specific set of criteria a school must satisfy to be eligible to exit priority status. 

· NHDOE should consider specifying consequences for priority schools failing to improve achievement of all students and groups and reduce achievement gaps after three years of interventions.


2.E
Focus Schools  

2.E.i Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.E.i
	Did the SEA describe its methodology for identifying a number of low-performing schools equal to at least 10 percent of the State’s Title I schools as focus schools?  If the SEA’s methodology is not based on the definition of focus schools in ESEA Flexibility (but is instead, e.g., based on school grades or ratings that take into account a number of factors), did the SEA also demonstrate that the list provided in Table 2 is consistent with the definition, per the Department’s “Demonstrating that an SEA’s Lists of Schools Meet ESEA Flexibility Definitions” guidance?  

a. Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.E.i.a.
b. Is the SEA’s methodology for identifying focus schools educationally sound and likely to ensure that schools are accountable for the performance of subgroups of students? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE averages subgroup achievement gaps in identifying focus schools which reduces schools’ accountability for the performance of individual subgroups of students.  Graduation rates are not included in the identification of focus schools. 

	Strengths
	· None.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not address graduation rates in any way in the identification of focus schools. 
· NHDOE indicated that it will use the NECAP index scores for reading and math for students in determining its equity index rankings (p. 62).  Some peers were concerned that when combined, scores from either reading or math may be masked due to the compensatory nature of the index. 
· The use of a super-subgroup in focus school identification has the potential to mask individual subgroup performance.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should consider using separate subgroup outcomes and using the maximum instead of the average distance in determining the size of the achievement gap.
· NHDOE should consider aggregating across multiple years of data in determining the size of the achievement gap rather than using a super-subgroup when the “n size” is smaller than 11.


2.E.ii
Note to Peers: Staff will review 2.E.ii
2.E.iii Peer Response 

Response: 1 Yes, 5 No
	2.E.iii
	Does the SEA’s process and timeline ensure that each LEA will identify the needs of its focus schools and their students and implement interventions in focus schools at the start of the 2013–2014 school year?  Did the SEA provide examples of and justifications for the interventions the SEA will require its focus schools to implement?  Are those interventions based on the needs of students and likely to improve the performance of low-performing students and reduce achievement gaps among subgroups, including English Learners and students with disabilities?

· Has the SEA demonstrated that the interventions it has identified are effective at increasing student achievement in schools with similar characteristics, needs, and challenges as the schools the SEA has identified as focus schools?

· Has the SEA identified interventions that are appropriate for different levels of schools (elementary, middle, high) and that address different types of school needs (e.g., all-students, targeted at the lowest-achieving students)?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	Though NHDOE has a thoughtful approach to supporting focus schools, specific interventions were not included and no evidence was provided showing that the three options described are effective at increasing student achievement, particularly for low-achieving subgroups, English Learners, and students with disabilities.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE indicated that the focus schools would be notified of their identification by May 2013.
· The NHDOE School Improvement Team will offer three options for interventions:  (1) Steps to Success,  (2) Focused Monitoring, and (3) a comparable LEA-proposed intervention subject to SEA approval (pp. 62-63).
· NHDOE will assign a School Improvement Team member, who will make monthly visits to support implementation of the plan and also ensure that schools participate in networked opportunities that concretely address their achievement gaps. 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE’s plan for providing support and intervention lacks cohesiveness.  The SEA provides three options that focus schools can select.  It does not appear that the SEA will lead schools through an assessment process to help them determine which intervention would be best for their needs.  It is also not clear how much SEA support (human and fiscal) will be available to support focus schools.

· The interventions do not seem to be differentiated by elementary, middle, or high school.  While the emphasis of focus schools is closing achievement gaps, this is not reflected in the interventions chosen.

· Criteria for approving a comparable intervention under Option 3 were not described.
· The timeline for interventions for focus schools lacks clarity.  Schools will be identified in May 2013, but there is no detailed timeline for implementation of interventions. 

· Participation in the Special and General Education Collaboration Institute is not required, but only an additional process for districts to consider (p. 65).  Specific interventions for students with disabilities were not discussed. 
· Specific interventions for English Learners were not described.

· Specific interventions to increase graduation rates were not discussed.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should consider defining criteria for approving schools that elect Option 3.
· NHDOE should consider encouraging focus schools to participate in the Special and General Education Collaboration Institute.

· NHDOE should clarify the timeline for implementation of interventions in focus schools.


2.E.iv Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.E.iv
	Did the SEA provide criteria to determine when a school that is making significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps exits focus status?  

a. Do the SEA’s criteria ensure that schools that exit focus status have made significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps?

· Is the level of progress required by the criteria to exit focus status likely to result in sustained improvement in these schools? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE did not establish criteria to ensure schools that exit focus status have made significant progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.

	Strengths
	· Focus schools will remain in status for at least three years.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not establish criteria for exiting focus school status.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· None.


2.F
Provide Incentives and Support for other Title I Schools

2.F.i Peer Response 
Response: 1 Yes, 5 No
	2.F.i
	Does the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system provide incentives and supports for other Title I schools that, based on the SEA’s new AMOs and other measures, are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE has statewide support mechanisms in place; however the request does not explain a process for ensuring that schools not making progress use these supports.  

	Strengths
	· The multi-tiered model is available to all schools and has the potential to provide support to schools that are not making progress.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not indicate how it would use the new AMOs and other measures in the RTI and NH RESPONDS systems to identify schools that are not making progress in improving student achievement and narrowing achievement gaps.  Additionally, NHDOE does not use incentives or consequences to encourage schools with large achievement gaps or a lack of progress on their AMOs to utilize the support that exist. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should provide more specifics on how schools would be identified and encouraged to implement the supports described.  
· NHDOE should encourage Title I schools that are not making progress to use tools such as Steps to Success as part of their planning and monitoring process.


2.F.ii Peer Response
Response: 2 Yes, 4 No
	2.F.ii
	Are those incentives and supports likely to improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for all students, including English Learners and students with disabilities?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE describes a statewide system of support that has potential to improve student achievement and close achievement gaps. However the request lacks details on how the interventions will be tailored to the needs of teachers of English Learners.  Additionally, there is concern that there are not strong incentives to ensure that schools with large achievement gaps use the statewide system of support.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE has implemented the Response to Intervention (RTI) strategy over the past several years and has been awarded a grant for “Intensive Technical Assistance” with goals to build consensus and develop an operational infrastructure at the State level that includes (1) capacity building, effective communication, a comprehensive improvement plan, and a longitudinal student data system that will support implementation of RTI at the local levels and (2) establishing a network of demonstration sites in New Hampshire (pp. 68-71).
· NHDOE was awarded a grant to develop a comprehensive system to advance a Multi-Tiered System of Support in the State to benefit all children and is known as NH RESPONDS (pp. 72-73).
· IHEs are involved in delivering support to schools.  

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· No specific information was provided on how the initiatives underway are likely to impact student achievement, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for all students, including English Learners and students with disabilities. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· Review the impact of the initiatives to date and use the information to direct interventions in other Title I schools. 
· NHDOE could strengthen its request by explaining how RTI and other systems will be used to target specific interventions for low-achieving subgroups.


2.G
Build SEA, LEA, and School Capacity to Improve Student Learning

2.G
Is the SEA’s process for building SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the largest achievement gaps, likely to succeed in improving such capacity?

i. Is the SEA’s process for ensuring timely and comprehensive monitoring of, and technical assistance for, LEA implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools likely to result in successful implementation of these interventions and in progress on leading indicators and student outcomes in these schools?

· Did the SEA describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by the SEA and its LEAs to support the implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools that is likely to result in the identification of high-quality partners with experience and expertise applicable to the needs of the school, including specific subgroup needs? 

ii. Is the SEA’s process for ensuring sufficient support for implementation of interventions in priority schools, focus schools, and other Title I schools under the SEA’s differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system (including through leveraging funds the LEA was previously required to reserve under ESEA section 1116(b)(10), SIG funds, and other Federal funds, as permitted, along with State and local resources) likely to result in successful implementation of such interventions and improved student achievement?
iii. Is the SEA’s process for holding LEAs accountable for improving school and student performance, particularly for turning around their priority schools, likely to improve LEA capacity to support school improvement?
2.G  Peer Response 

Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	2.G
	Is the SEA’s process for building SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student learning in all schools and, in particular, in low-performing schools and schools with the largest achievement gaps, likely to succeed in improving such capacity? (including components i.-iii. above)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE has a fairly comprehensive system to build SEA, LEA, and school capacity to improve student learning; however, peers were concerned that there did not appear to be a process to hold LEAs and schools accountable for using the system.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE has implemented support systems through the SIG schools and indicated that the recent scores for NECAP show growth in the areas of mathematics and literacy for these schools (p. 74).
· For priority and focus schools, supports will be required and prioritized through direct interaction with a dedicated NHDOE facilitator to assist in developing a plan to provide the right network supports (p. 74).
· Mini blended modules aligned to the turnaround principles will be offered for priority and focus schools (p. 74).
· IHEs are actively involved in offering supports to schools and certification programs are being aligned to school needs.

· All schools will have an orientation to a menu of professional learning opportunities provided through the Technical Assistance, Knowledge, and Innovation Networks (p. 74).
· NHDOE has reorganized resources and named regional liaisons to better enable the flow of information and supports based on demand and these liaisons will be part of monthly meetings of superintendents, principals, and directors of curriculum (p. 74).
· NHDOE plans to support problem-solving within schools and districts using KnowledgeBase, which includes resources aligned with the improvement-to-innovation continuum (p. 75).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not provide sufficient information on the process for ensuring timely and comprehensive monitoring to ensure schools and LEAs are successful in the intervention.  Steps to Success is in place for priority and is an option for focus schools, but it is not clear to what extent other schools will use the system.
· NHDOE did not describe a process for the rigorous review and approval of any external providers used by the SEA and its LEAs to support the implementation of interventions in priority and focus schools.

· NHDOE did not describe a process for holding LEAs accountable for improving student achievement and meeting AMOs.
· NHDOE did not describe a process for monitoring and improving graduation rates. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should detail a system of monitoring and holding LEAs and schools accountable for increasing student achievement and meeting AMOs.
· NHDOE should consider requiring a school that does not meet its AMO for two years in a row to use Steps for Success and the multi-tiered system of support.


Principle 2 Overall Review

Principle 2 Overall Review Peer Response
Response: 0 Yes, 6 No
	Principle 2 Overall Review
	Is the SEA’s plan for developing and implementing a system of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support likely to improve student achievement, close achievement gaps, and improve the quality of instruction for students?  Do the components of the SEA’s plan fit together to create a coherent and comprehensive system that supports continuous improvement and is tailored to the needs of the State, its LEAs, its schools, and its students?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	While the NHDOE request has several promising elements, it falls short of presenting a coherent, differentiated system of recognition, accountability, and support that is likely to achieve intended results.  Timelines, incentives, and mechanisms of aligning supports with school needs are not clearly described.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE has established networks for technical assistance and regional liaisons to work with schools and LEAs.

· NHDOE has systems of support that, if implemented coherently and aligned with the accountability system, could increase capacity to improve student achievement and reduce achievement gaps.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· No specific information was provided regarding targeted interventions for low-achieving subgroups and strategies for improving graduation rates.

· NHDOE’s sole consequence for not improving achievement or closing achievement and graduation gaps seems to be public reporting, which is not likely to be sufficient to create an incentive for real improvement.

· A system of monitoring to ensure appropriate interventions are applied in other Title I schools with large achievement gaps was not described.

· Use of graduation rates was not included in the accountability system described in the request.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· See technical assistance provided above.  

· NHDOE should consider adding, as a measure in its system of accountability for high schools, the percentage of the adjusted 9th grade cohort that graduates from high school college- and career-ready and the percentage of this cohort that enrolls in postsecondary education.


Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

3.A   Develop  and Adopt Guidelines for Local Teacher and Principal Evaluation and Support Systems

3.A.i
Has the SEA developed and adopted guidelines consistent with Principle 3 through one of the two options below?

If the SEA selected Option A (the SEA has not already developed and adopted all of the guidelines consistent with Principle 3):

3.A.i, Option A.i Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option B
Response: 6 Yes, 0 No
	3.A.i,

Option A.i
	Is the SEA’s plan for developing and adopting guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems likely to result in successful adoption of those guidelines by the end of the 2012–2013 school year

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE plan is likely to result in successful adoption of teacher and principal evaluation guidelines by 2012-2013.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE is developing a State Model System to clearly articulate the principles for the new teacher evaluation system.  The Model includes five domains to measure effective teaching.

· NHDOE presented a timeline and identified the responsible parties adopting the guidelines by the 2012-13 school year.

· NHDOE began a review of how teachers and principals are evaluated two years ago. State law SB196-0267 requires that local school boards develop a teacher performance evaluation policy, and the SEA is developing technical assistance guidelines for school districts in regard to the evaluation law (p. 76).
· A Principal Effectiveness and Evaluation Task Force composed of principals, assistant principals, and a superintendent was established in 2010 and has made recommendations regarding how principals should be evaluated (p. 78). 

· SIG and voluntary LEAs will pilot the Principal Evaluation System in the Fall of 2012 and a revised model will be provided for all districts to utilize (p. 82).
· NHDOE provided the Principal Evaluation Model Implementation Timeline which indicates the revisions of the model will be completed in September 2013 and includes gathering input from schools and districts (p. 84).
· A Phase I and II Task Force on Effective Teaching was established in 2010 and has made recommendations regarding teacher evaluations.  Phase I included 60 educators and Phase II included 40 educators, including teachers, principals, superintendents, higher education representatives, and key union and association representatives (pp. 86-93).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· It is not clear when or how the model will be adopted by the State.
· The peers are concerned that there does not seem to be a mechanism to ensure LEAs comply with the guidelines.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· None.


3.A.i, Option A.ii Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option B
Response: 6 Yes, 0 No
	3.A.i,

Option A.ii
	Does the SEA’s plan include sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of these guidelines?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s plan includes sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of its guidelines.

	Strengths
	· Phase I of the Task Force on Teaching Effectiveness included 60 educators and Phase II included 40 educators including teachers, principals, superintendents, higher education representatives, and key union and association representatives.

· The timelines for evaluation indicated that input would be sought from pilot schools and districts. 

· NEA New Hampshire provided a letter of support for a teacher effectiveness measures as part of the flexibility request. 

· A Principal Effectiveness and Evaluation Task Force composed of principals, assistant principals, and a superintendent was established in 2010 and has made recommendations regarding how principals should be evaluated (p. 78). 

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE did not describe the involvement of teachers of English Learners in development of the guidelines.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· None.


i. Note to Peers: Staff will review iii.

If the SEA selected Option B (the SEA has developed and adopted all guidelines consistent with Principle 3):
3.A.i, Option B.i Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.i,
Option B.i
	Are the guidelines the SEA has adopted likely to lead to the development of evaluation and support systems that increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.i, Option B.ii:  ED Staff will review B.ii. [Evidence of adoption of final guidelines by the SEA]
3.A.i, Option B.iii Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.i,

Option B.iii
	Did the SEA have sufficient involvement of teachers and principals in the development of these guidelines? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


ONLY FOR SEAs SELECTING OPTION B: If the SEA has adopted all guidelines for local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems by selecting Option B in section 3.A, review and respond to peer review question 3.A.ii below.

3.A.ii.a Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.a
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….be used for continual improvement of instruction?

Consideration:

· Are the SEA’s guidelines likely to result in support for all teachers, including teachers who are specialists working with students with disabilities and English Learners and general classroom teachers with these students in their classrooms, that will enable them to improve their instructional practice? 

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.b Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.b
en text
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….meaningfully differentiate performance using at least three performance levels? 

Consideration:

· Does the SEA incorporate student growth into its performance-level definitions with sufficient weighting to ensure that performance levels will differentiate among teachers and principals who have made significantly different contributions to student growth or closing achievement gaps?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.c. Use multiple valid measures in determining performance levels, including as a significant factor data on student growth  for all students (including English Learners and students with disabilities), and other measures of professional practice (which may be gathered through multiple formats and sources, such as observations based on rigorous teacher performance standards, teacher portfolios, and student and parent surveys)?

3.A.ii.c.(i) Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.c.(i)
	Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that all measures that are included in determining performance levels are valid measures, meaning measures that are clearly related to increasing student academic achievement and school performance, and are implemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across schools within an LEA?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.c(ii) Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.c(ii)
	For grades and subjects in which assessments are required under ESEA section 1111(b)(3), does the SEA define a statewide approach for measuring student growth on these assessments?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.c(iii) Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.c(iii)
	For grades and subjects in which assessments are not required under ESEA section 1111(b)(3), does the SEA either specify the measures of student growth that LEAs must use or select from or plan to provide guidance to LEAs on what measures of student growth are appropriate, and establish a system for ensuring that LEAs will use valid measures?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.d Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.d

	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….evaluate teachers and principals on a regular basis?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.e Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.e

	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….provide clear, timely, and useful feedback, including feedback that identifies needs and guides professional development? 

Considerations:

· Will the SEA’s guidelines ensure that evaluations occur with a frequency sufficient to ensure that feedback is provided in a timely manner to inform effective practice?  

· Are the SEA’s guidelines likely to result in differentiated professional development that meets the needs of teachers?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3.A.ii.f Peer Response
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not applicable because the SEA selected 3.A, Option A

Response: (Yes or No)
	3.A.ii.f
	Are the SEA’s guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support systems consistent with Principle 3 — i.e., will they promote systems that will….be used to inform personnel decisions?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NA

	Strengths
	NA

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	NA

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	NA


3. B
Ensure LEAs Implement Teacher and Principal Evaluation and Support Systems

3.B
Is the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, evaluation and support systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines likely to lead to high-quality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems?


Considerations:

· Does the SEA have a process for reviewing and approving an LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems to ensure that they are consistent with the SEA’s guidelines and will result in the successful implementation of such systems? 

· Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that an LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements its teacher and principal evaluation and support systems with the involvement of teachers and principals?

· Did the SEA describe the process it will use to ensure that all measures used in an LEA’s evaluation and support systems are valid, meaning measures that are clearly related to increasing student academic achievement and school performance, and are implemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across schools within an LEA (i.e., process for ensuring inter-rater reliability)?
· Does the SEA have a process for ensuring that teachers working with special populations of students, such as students with disabilities and English Learners, are included in the LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems? 

· Is the SEA’s plan likely to be successful in ensuring that LEAs meet the timeline requirements by either (1) piloting evaluation and support systems no later than the 2014(2015 school year in preparation for full implementation of the evaluation and support systems consistent with the requirements described above no later than the 2015(2016 school year; or (2) implementing these systems no later than the 2014(2015 school year?

· Do timelines reflect a clear understanding of what steps will be necessary and reflect a logical sequencing and spacing of the key steps necessary to implement evaluation and support systems consistent with the required timelines?

· Is the SEA plan for providing adequate guidance and other technical assistance to LEAs in developing and implementing teacher and principal evaluation and support systems likely to lead to successful implementation?

· Is the pilot broad enough to gain sufficient feedback from a variety of types of educators, schools, and classrooms to inform full implementation of the LEA’s evaluation and support systems?

3.B Peer Response
Response: 4 Yes, 2 No
	3.B t
	Is the SEA’s process for ensuring that each LEA develops, adopts, pilots, and implements, with the involvement of teachers and principals, evaluation and support systems consistent with the SEA’s adopted guidelines likely to lead to high-quality local teacher and principal evaluation and support systems?  (See italicized considerations above.)

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE proposed timelines and activities are consistent with development of a high-quality teacher and principal evaluation; however, some peers are concerned about the lack of a mechanism to ensure that LEAs comply with the new guidelines.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE provided the Principal Evaluation Implementation Timeline and the Teacher Evaluation Model Implementation Timeline (pp. 83-86 and 93-96).  These timelines include piloting, providing opportunities for input, and professional development. 
· NHDOE is planning for a process for reviewing and approving an LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems to ensure that they are consistent with the SEA’s guidelines.  NHDOE indicated that it will engage districts in a peer review approach to review local evaluation systems and provide support (p. 97).
· The frequency of formal teacher observations (at least three) during those years when the teachers are evaluated is commendable (p. 92).
· NHDOE has involved the teacher preparation community in the development of the evaluator system.

· The frequency of required meetings between the principals and their supervisors for both novice and experienced principals is commendable (p. 80).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· NHDOE’s request was limited in how it plans to include the use of student outcomes in the teacher and leadership evaluations.
· NHDOE’s plan had little information related to input regarding the evaluations from teachers of special populations such as English Learners and students with disabilities. 
· The peers are concerned that there does not seem to be a mechanism to ensure that LEAs comply with the guidelines.

· NHDOE does not address how the SEA will fund the development of the new evaluation systems. 

· NHDOE’s proposal does not provide sufficient information on the ways the SEA and LEAs intend to ensure inter-rater reliability of teachers’ and principals’ evaluative ratings. 

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· NHDOE should develop a process to ensure that all measures(such as inclusion of student outcomes) used in an LEA’s evaluation and support systems are valid, meaning measures that are clearly related to increasing student academic achievement and school performance, and are implemented in a consistent and high-quality manner across schools within an LEA (i.e., process for ensuring inter-rater reliability). 

· NHDOE should develop a process for ensuring that teachers working with special populations of students, such as students with disabilities and English Learners, are included in the LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation development and support systems.


Principle 3 Overall Review

Principle 3 Overall Review Peer Response 

Response: 4 Yes, 2 No
	Principle 3 Overall Review
	Are the SEA’s guidelines and the SEA’s process for ensuring, as applicable, LEA development, adoption, piloting, and implementation of evaluation and support systems comprehensive, coherent, and likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE proposed timelines and activities are consistent with development of a high-quality teacher and principal evaluation; however, some peers are concerned about the lack of a mechanism to ensure that LEAs comply with the new guidelines.

	Strengths
	· NHDOE provided the Principal Evaluation Implementation Timeline and the Teacher Evaluation Model Implementation Timeline (pp. 83-86 and 93-96).  These timelines include piloting, providing opportunities for input, and professional development. 

· NHDOE is planning for a process for reviewing and approving an LEA’s teacher and principal evaluation and support systems to ensure that they are consistent with the SEA’s guidelines.  NHDOE indicated that it will engage districts in a peer review approach to review local evaluation systems and provide support (p. 97).

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	· The peers are concerned that there does not seem to be a mechanism to ensure that LEAs comply with the guidelines.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	· See 3B above


Overall Evaluation of Request

Overall Evaluation Peer Response
	Overall Evaluation
	Did the SEA provide a comprehensive and coherent approach for implementing the waivers and principles in its request for the flexibility?  Overall, is implementation of the SEA’s approach likely to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student achievement?  If not, what aspects are not addressed or need to be improved upon?

	Response Component
	Panel Response

	Rationale
	NHDOE’s request for flexibility included a considerable amount of work and planning in development of their statewide networks which have the potential to improve the quality of instruction and improve student achievement.  However there was a lack of focus on subgroup accountability, no use of graduation rates, and weak mechanisms to ensure that LEAs implement interventions in other Title I schools.  

	Strengths
	Principle 1:

· NHDOE has developed a network of regional centers for delivery of professional development and has included IHEs in the planning, training, and planned delivery of professional development related to implementation of the CCSS.   

Principle 2:

· NHDOE has implemented RTI over the past several years and has been awarded a grant for “Intensive Technical Assistance” with goals to Build consensus and develop an operational infrastructure at the State level that includes (1) capacity building, effective communication, a comprehensive improvement plan, and a longitudinal student data system that will support implementation of RTI at the local levels and (2) establishing a network of demonstration sites in New Hampshire.  NHDOE described its work in this area (pp. 68-71).
Principle 3:
· NHDOE provided the Principal Evaluation Implementation Timeline and the Teacher Evaluation Model Implementation Timeline (pp. 83-86 and 93-96).  These timelines include piloting, providing opportunities for input, and professional development. 

· NHDOE’s work over the past two years and its proposed timelines and activities are consistent with development of  high-quality teacher and principal evaluation systems.

	Weaknesses, issues, lack of clarity
	Principle 1:

· NH did not provide enough specific details concerning its implementation efforts, timelines, resources for delivery, and assurance that all teachers and principals would receive the professional development required for implementation of the CCSS.

Principle 2:
· NHDOE averages subgroup achievement gaps in identifying focus schools which reduces schools’ accountability for the performance of individual subgroups of students.  

· The interventions described are general in nature without specificity tied to the needs of the schools in terms of subgroups and graduation rates.  The methods for identifying reward, priority, and focus schools need clarification.

· Graduation rates were not included in the identification of priority and focus schools.
· Specific interventions for students with disabilities and English language learners were not addressed.

· NHDOE proposes a network for professional development without details of how that would be likely to improve student achievement and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for students.
· NHDOE’s sole consequence for schools with persistent achievement gaps for specific subgroups is public reporting.  This is unlikely to incentivize schools to address the needs of these students.

Principle 3: 

· There was no mechanism described to ensure that LEAs comply with final guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation systems.
· NHDOE’s plan had little information related to input regarding the evaluations from teachers of special populations such as English Learners and students with disabilities.

	Technical Assistance Suggestions
	See TA sections above.
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