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	SUBJECT

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Title II, Part A: California’s Response to the U.S. Department of Education’s Peer Review of the State Plan for Implementing the Highly Qualified Teacher Requirements 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) consider and approve the actions of the delegated committee on September 26, 2006. 
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


At the SBE meeting held September 6, 2006, members discussed California’s response to the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) peer review of the State Plan for implementing the Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) requirements of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001. At that meeting, a historical perspective of the issue, which follows, and discussion of the protocol to develop a response to the ED was presented to members. 

NCLB reauthorizes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 and expands on major reforms, particularly in the areas of state academic standards, assessment, accountability, and school improvement. The largest single program in NCLB is Title I, Part A, which provides local educational agencies (LEAs), or school districts and charter schools, with additional resources to help improve instruction in high-poverty schools and ensure that poor and minority children have the same opportunity as other children to meet challenging state academic standards. 
Information regarding NCLB Teacher Requirements was announced in December 2002, with the ED releasing its first non-regulatory guidance in January 2003. Between February and June 2003, CDE staff held meetings and discussions regarding the HQT definition and requirements. 
Between July 2003 and February 2004, CDE and SBE staff, in collaboration with various stakeholder groups including the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, the Association of California School Administrators, the California 
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION . . . (Cont.)


Teachers Association, and the California School Boards Association, developed a definition of HQTs and of the high objective uniform state standard of evaluation (HOUSSE). Regulations defining HQT and the HOUSSE were approved by the SBE at its November 2003 meeting. Another outcome of these meetings was development of the California NCLB Teacher Requirements Resource Guide (Guide). 
In March and April 2004, regional briefings were held on implementation of the NCLB teacher requirements in 14 county office of education regions; at the same time the Guide was posted on the CDE Web site.
On July 6, 2005, the Professional Development and Curriculum Support Division reported on a very successful federal NCLB implementation monitoring visit. The CDE received commendations for the Guide. A federal monitoring report was received September 29, 2005, which included 26 items, with 6 “findings”. A response was approved by the SBE and submitted to the ED in November 2005. 
In response to the HQT and Improving Teacher Quality State Grants Monitoring Report of June 14-16, 2005, the SBE approved a monitoring process, the NCLB Compliance Monitoring, Interventions and Sanctions (CMIS) program, with implementation beginning in June 2006.

On June 5, 2006, the ED requested that California develop and submit a Revised State Plan detailing actions the CDE and LEAs would take to reach the HQT Goal by 2006-07 and beyond. In response, the CDE developed, and the SBE approved a plan of activities at its July 2006 meeting. The approved State Plan of Activities details specific new short term and long term actions to assist LEAs in reaching the HQT requirements goal in the 2006-07 school year. 
On August 15, 2006, the ED notified the CDE and SBE that California’s Revised State Plan of Activities had been reviewed by a panel of teacher quality experts who determined that the Plan partially satisfied three of the criteria but did not meet the remaining three. California was required to make additional revisions and resubmit the Plan by September 29, 2006.
On September 6, 2006, the SBE directed the Title II, Part A State Coordinator and CDE staff to revise the submitted State Plan of Activities to address the ED’s concerns and delegated authority to a subcommittee of SBE members (Joe Nuñez and Johnathan Williams as NCLB liaisons) to approve the Revised State Plan of Activities in order to meet the September 29, 2006, deadline and to meet with CDE staff as necessary.
On September 7, 2006, the National Comprehensive Center for Teacher Quality (NCCTQ) sponsored a one-hour HQT Plan technical assistance webcast. CDE staff participated and conveyed the information to SBE staff.

	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION . . . (Cont.)


On September 14, 2006, a group of stakeholders representing the California Federation of Teachers, the California Teachers’ Association, Public Advocates, Inc., California School Boards Association, Californians Together, and the Association of California School Administrators met with CDE and SBE staff and provided input for the Revised State Plan. Additional input from other stakeholders is expected.
On September 26, 2006, the SBE delegated committee adopted the following motion:

1. Direct the SBE’s Executive Director to prepare a summary of the state educational agency’s (SEA’s) responses to the six requirements identified by the ED, as currently set forth in (1) the last minute memorandum dated 
September 22, 2006, and (2) the last minute memorandum dated 
September 26, 2006, and (3) to prepare a cover letter of transmittal, all to be sent to the ED no later than September 29, 2006.

2. Direct SBE staff, working with CDE staff, in light of the truly last minute submission of the two last minute memoranda, to further consider and improve those documents. 
3. Direct SBE staff, working with CDE staff, to convene a meeting of interested parties to assist with the further consideration and improvement of the two documents. 
4. The delegated committee will reconvene, in a publicly noticed meeting to be held no later than the end of October 2006, to consider for adoption the revised final documents responding to the ED, and to transmit those documents to the ED if approved.

5. The delegated committee’s actions will be submitted to the SBE for consideration and approval at its November 2006 meeting.

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


Timeline of HQT Progress 
October 21, 2005 — Secretary Spellings issued a letter informing each chief state school officer that, despite the substantial progress being made, states were in danger of not meeting the 2005-06 goal for HQT.
March 8, 2006 — States submitted their HQT data for the 2004-05 school year to the ED. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


March 21, 2006 — The ED informed states that they would be evaluated against four "good-faith" criteria: 
1. The state's definition of HQT must be consistent with federal law and universally applied. 
2. States and districts must provide parents and the public with accurate and complete reports on the number and percentage of classes in core academic subjects taught by highly qualified teachers. 
3. Reporting of HQT data to the ED must be complete and accurate. 
4. States must take action to ensure that inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers do not teach poor and minority students at disproportionately higher rates than their peers.
March 8 to May 12, 2006 — The ED assessed HQT data for 2004-05 and previous years, making determinations about whether the states were on track to meet NCLB's HQT requirements as well as the four "good-faith" elements.
May 5, 2006 — The ED notified states in writing of the results of the assessment of their HQT progress and requested them to submit Revised State Plans.
July 7, 2006 — Revised State Plans were due to the ED.
August 15, 2006 — The CDE and the SBE were notified by the ED that California’s State Plan of Activities had been reviewed by a panel of 31 respected teacher quality experts and administrators who measured the plans against the Six-Point Protocol for a Successful Plan. The ED has provided states with results of the peer review; the states were grouped into three categories, 9 states had acceptable plans, 39 states partially met the requirements, and 4 states did not sufficiently meet any of the criteria as outlined by the peers. Although California was commended for the recent and ongoing efforts in teacher quality and education reform, it was among the 39 states which must revise their plans according to the peer notes (Attachment 2). For a complete summary of the ED’s results of the peer review and the Six-Point Protocol for a Successful Plan, please see Attachment 3. California was informed that its State Plan partially met three of the indicators but did not meet the other three indicators. A Revised State Plan, including “equitable distribution plan”, correcting the identified deficiencies must be submitted to the ED electronically by Friday, September 29. Once California’s State Plan has been approved, the ED will monitor its implementation. 

	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES (Cont.)


September 26, 2006 — A draft of the Revised State Plan was submitted to the SBE delegated committee as a last minute memorandum dated September 22, 2006. A subsequent draft of the Revised State Plan was submitted to the SBE delegated committee as a last minute memorandum dated September 26, 2006.

The delegated committee directed the SBE’s Executive Director to prepare a summary of the SEA’s responses as set forth in (1) the last minute memorandum dated September 22, 2006, and (2) the last minute memorandum dated 
September 26, 2006, and (3) to prepare a cover letter of transmittal, all to be sent to the ED no later than September 29, 2006. The delegated committee also directed SBE staff, working with CDE staff, in light of the truly last minute submission of the two last minute memoranda, to further consider and improve those documents
Additionally, the SBE delegated committee directed SBE staff, working with CDE staff, to convene a meeting of interested parties to assist with the further consideration and improvement of the two documents. 
September 28, 2006—A Revised State Plan was submitted to the SBE office for review.
September 29, 2006 — A Revised State Plan was submitted to the SBE office for electronic transmittal to the ED. The Executive Director of the SBE office prepared and submitted a letter of transmittal containing a summary of the last minute memoranda per the delegated committee action.
October 2006 — ED staff will review the Revised State Plans. The SBE staff, working with CDE staff, will convene a meeting of interested parties to assist with the further consideration and improvement of the two last minute memoranda, presented at the September 26, 2006 meeting. The delegated committee will reconvene, in a publicly noticed meeting to be held no later than the end of October 2006, to consider for adoption the revised final documents responding to the ED, and to transmit those documents to the ED if approved. The delegated committee’s actions will be submitted to the SBE for consideration and approval at its November 2006 meeting as a last minute memorandum.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


In 2005-06 the CDE received Title II, Part A, Improving Teacher Quality federal funds:

· $2,213,559 for SEA Administration
· NCLB Legal Office Cost Allocation/FF 
$     50,654

· NCLB Legal Office Cost Allocation/FF 
$     12,103

· Title II – Teacher Quality/FF 


$     88,926

· School & District Accountability

$   179,844
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE) (Cont.)


· School & District Accountability

$     80,693

· Title II – Teacher Quality/FF


$ 1,801,339
· $5,904,000 for SEA State Activities

· $4.35 million for University of California Office of the President (UCOP) Subject Matter Project contracts

· $1.554 million Principal Training program

· $322,427,000 for LEA grants
One potential consequence to California for failure to reach HQT goals by the end of the 2006-07 year is withholding certain federal funds. 
	ATTACHMENT(S) 


Attachment 1: 
U.S. Department of Education letter from Henry Johnson, Assistant Secretary (2 Pages) 
Attachment 2: 
Reviewing the Revised State Plans: Peer Review Panel’s Consensus Determination from the U.S. Department of Education (11 Pages) 
Attachment 3: 
U.S. Department of Education Highly Qualified Teachers for Every Child. (2 Pages) (This attachment is available via the World Wide Web at: http://www.ed.gov/nclb/methods/teachers/stateplanfacts.html. 
A copy of the Highly Qualified Teachers For Every Child is also available for viewing at the State Board of Education Office.)
Attachment 4: 
California’s Revised State Plan for No Child Left Behind: Highly Qualified Teacher as submitted on September 29, 2006, to the U.S. Department of Education (75 Pages)

Attachment 4a1: 
California Compliance, Monitoring, Interventions and Sanctions Participation List (7 Pages)

Attachment 4a2: 
All Schools (86 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the State Board of Education Office.)

Attachment 4a3: 

General Qualifications Workshop (1 Page)
	ATTACHMENT(S) (Cont.)


Attachment 4a4: 
CMIS Level A, B and C Monitoring, Interventions and Sanctions 

(2 Pages)

Attachment 4a5: 
Compliance Monitoring, Interventions and Sanctions (CMIS) Program 2006 Training PowerPoint Presentation (88 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing in the State Board of Education Office.)

Attachment 4a6: 
Compliance Monitoring, Interventions and Sanctions Schools 
(80 Pages) (This attachment is not available for Web viewing. A printed copy is available for viewing at the State Board of Education Office)

Attachment 4a7: 
School District (LEA) Monitoring Protocol (3 Pages)

Attachment 4a8: 
Self Study School Site (3 Pages)

Attachment 4a9a: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Connections to Higher Education (3 Pages)

Attachment 4a9b: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Connections to Higher Education, Check Sheet for Local Educational Agencies (1 Page)
Attachment 4a10: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Data and Reporting Systems (1 Page)
Attachment 4a11a: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Improving the Quality of Teachers in Hard-to-Staff Schools (11 pages)

Attachment 4a11b: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Needs Districts, Improving the Quality of Teachers in Hard-to-Staff Schools, Check Sheet for Local Educational Agencies (5 Pages)

Attachment 4a12a: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Increasing the Numbers of Highly Qualified Teachers in California (6 Pages)
Attachment 4a12b: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Increasing the Numbers of Highly Qualified Teachers in California, Check Sheet for Local Educational Agencies (6 Pages)

	ATTACHMENT(S) (Cont.)


Attachment 4a13a: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Recruiting and Retaining Highly Qualified Teachers in Hard to Staff Schools (9 Pages)
Attachment 4a13b: 
Equitable Distribution Through Recruitment and Retention in High-Need Districts, Recruiting and Retaining Highly Qualified Teachers in Hard-to-Staff Schools, Check Sheet for Local Educational Agencies (5 Pages)

Attachment 4a14: 
Monitoring, Intervention, and Sanctions for No Child Left Behind Teacher Requirements (6 Pages)
Attachment 4a15: 
District/LEA Self-Study (3 Pages)

A last minute memorandum may be submitted with the Revised State Plan of Activities pending the ED’s review of the September 29, 2006, transmitted plan. 
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August 15, 2006

The Honorable Glee Johnson

President

California State Board of Education

1430 N Street, Suite 5111

Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. Jack T. O'Connell
Superintendent of Public Instruction
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 5602
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dear Board President Johnson and Superintendent O’Connell:

To meet the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act requirement of having every student on grade level in reading and mathematics by 2014, we must continue working together to ensure that every student has access to a highly qualified, effective teacher.  

On May 12, 2006, the U.S. Department of Education requested that your State submit a revised highly qualified teachers (HQT) plan detailing the actions that your agency and the State’s local educational agencies will take to ensure that, during the 2006-07 school year and beyond, all teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified, and that poor and minority children are taught at the same rates as other children by highly qualified and experienced teachers.  Similar requests were made to all States because the Department had determined that, although most States have made significant progress over the past four years, none was likely to meet the NCLB requirement of having all classes in core academic subjects taught by a highly qualified teacher by the end of the 2005-06 school year.  

Thank you for submitting your revised State HQT plan in early July, as we requested.  All the State plans were peer reviewed in late July by panels of readers with expertise in teacher quality and education reform.  Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the peer review panel’s comments and recommendations for your State.

As you can see, the peer reviewers concluded that your plan had a number of serious deficiencies, including but not limited to the lack of a plan with specific steps adequate to ensure that poor and minority children are taught at the same rates as other children by highly qualified and experienced teachers, as required by Section 1111(b)(8)(C) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended by NCLB.  The Department concurs with this assessment.  We recognize the substantial challenge it has been for each of the States to prepare this plan, and while we are encouraged that some States were able to submit complete and comprehensive plans, we also recognize the other States will need additional time and technical assistance to complete their work in this area.  

Your plan as submitted was not sufficient for us to conclude that the strategies you have proposed would be sufficient to ensure that your State will reach the goal of having all classes in core academic subjects taught by highly qualified teachers by the end of the 2006-07 school year, and that poor and minority children will be taught at the same rates as other children by highly qualified and experienced teachers.  Therefore, we are requesting that you do one of the following:

· Your agency can provide data, which the Department will audit for accuracy, confirming that all core academic subject classes are currently being taught by teachers who are highly qualified to teach them, including supporting data showing that poor and minority children are taught by teachers with similar qualifications and experience as other children; or
· Your agency can re-submit a revised State plan, including the “equitable distribution plan,” that fully addresses all of the plan’s required components and corrects the deficiencies that the peer reviewers identified.

I must also remind you that the Department is taking this issue quite seriously.  Whichever option your agency chooses, we will need to receive your full response no later than Friday, September 29, 2006.  Please submit all materials electronically to HQTplans@ed.gov.  If, by September 29, your agency has neither provided evidence that it is in full compliance with these NCLB requirements nor successfully addressed the deficiencies in its revised plan for having all teachers highly qualified, the Department may consider other available remedies to secure the State’s compliance.  Should your plan be approved, the Department will monitor its implementation.  

In the event you decide to strengthen your State plan in a way that can ensure compliance with the NCLB requirements, we are prepared to provide you with any assistance you may require.  For instance, we would be pleased to share with you some of the other States’ strategies that the peer reviewers found to be particularly promising.  For your information, all of the State plans are available through the Department’s Web site at www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/hqtplans/index.html.  We will post the peer reviewer comments on the same page.

If you have any additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact Robert Stonehill (202-260-9737, or robert.stonehill@ed.gov), or Libby Witt (202-260-5585, or elizabeth.witt@ed.gov).  Thank you for your further attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

/s/

Henry L. Johnson

Enclosure
Reviewing Revised State Plans 

Meeting the Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) Goal

State:
CALIFORNIA

Date:  July 27, 2006

Peer Review Panel’s Consensus Determination:

_____  The plan is acceptable. 

__X __ The plan has the deficiencies described below.

Comments to support determination:

California is to be commended for recent and ongoing efforts to improve its data systems to enable more accurate and useful data to be gathered and analyzed.  They have had many challenges in developing such a system, but they appear to have prevailed, even though some of the data will not be available for two or three years.  Exactly what data is currently available is the source of considerable confusion, however, since the state’s current programs and policies seem in many instances to be informed by existing data, while at the same time, the state indicates that it lacks data to perform many types of analyses.  There appear to be many inconsistencies in the report with respect to the availability of various types of data and how it is currently being used to identify and target assistance to schools and districts based on their specific needs.  Furthermore, there appear to be direct contradictions in some parts of the report about the availability and uses of data.  It would be very helpful if the state provided a chart or table showing which data is currently available and which data will be available at some future point.  

Because data was not provided in many instances, it is not possible to evaluate all parts of the plan with assurance.  For example, the state describes specific actions that will be taken for schools at different levels of compliance with respect to HQ teachers. Yet the state does not provide data which would show how many LEAs fall into these three categories or whether they can identify the schools at all.  Thus, it is crucial for the state to develop some interim data collection methods that will allow them to at least gather preliminary data in order to be able to fulfill these requirements.  Until this is accomplished, it is difficult to evaluate many aspects of the plan, since the state will be unable to appropriately identify schools and districts that should be targeted for specific types of assistance, monitoring, and interventions. 

The state partially met requirements for indicators 2, 4, and 5.  For indicators 1, 3, and 6, the state did not meet the requirements.  Recommendations are offered which should assist the state in developing appropriate responses to the reviewers’ concerns.

Requirement 1:  The revised plan must provide a detailed analysis of the core academic subject classes in the State that are currently not being taught by highly qualified teachers.  The analysis must, in particular, address schools that are not making adequate yearly progress and whether or not these schools have more acute needs than do other schools in attracting highly qualified teachers.  The analysis must also identify the districts and schools around the State where significant numbers of teachers do not meet HQT standards, and examine whether or not there are particular hard-to-staff courses frequently taught by non-highly qualified teachers.  

	Y/N/U/NA
	Evidence

	Yes.  Additional information needed.
	Does the revised plan include an analysis of classes taught by teachers who are not highly qualified?  Is the analysis based on accurate classroom level data?

	No.
	Does the analysis focus on the staffing needs of school that are not making AYP?  Do these schools have high percentages of classes taught by teachers who are not highly qualified?

	No.
	Does the analysis identify particular groups of teachers to which the State’s plan must pay particular attention, such as special education teachers, mathematics or science teachers, or multi-subject teachers in rural schools?

	No.
	Does the analysis identify districts and schools around the State where significant numbers of teachers do not meet HQT standards?

	No.
	Does the analysis identify particular courses that are often taught by non-highly qualified teachers?


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided; NA=Not applicable

Finding:

___ Requirement 1 has been met

___ Requirement 1 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 1 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

The plan includes an analysis of classes taught by teachers who are not HQ.  However, the data is collected and analyzed by the state’s CMIS staff, and it is not clear how accurate the data is.   The state also indicates that they have had problems with data accuracy around HQT status, and these problems are not necessarily resolved. The state is to be commended for its efforts to collect accurate longitudinal student data which will allow them to track mobility of students (CALPADS), and for the development of a teacher identifier system (CALTIDES).  However, the current analysis does not bring any data evidence to bear on the staffing needs of schools that are not meeting AYP.  Because the state appears to currently lack an accurate data system, it is not yet possible for them to determine staffing needs in particular subject areas or to determine which courses are often taught by HQ teachers.  Thus, it appears to be impossible for the state to appropriately evaluate the needs of schools not making AYP.  
Requirement 2:  The revised plan must provide information on HQT status in each LEA and the steps the SEA will take to ensure that each LEA has plans in place to assist teachers who are not highly qualified to attain HQT status as quickly as possible. 

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

	No.
	Does the plan identify LEAs that have not met annual measurable objectives for HQT?

	Yes.
	Does the plan include specific steps that will be taken by LEAs that have not met annual measurable objectives?

	Yes.
	Does the plan delineate specific steps the SEA will take to ensure that all LEAs have plans in place to assist all non-HQ teachers to become HQ as quickly as possible?


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 2 has been met

_x_ Requirement 2 has been partially met

___ Requirement 2 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

The state does not present current data that identifies LEAs that have not met annual measureable objectives for HQT.  On page 7, they identify specific actions that will be taken for schools or LEAs that are at varying levels of compliance.  The plan provides detailed descriptions of what the SEAs are going to do (via CMIS staff) to ensure that LEAs have specific plans for addressing the issues that have prevented them from meeting their annual measureable objectives.  

In order to meet the requirements for this indicator, the state will need to document that it currently has and is able to utilize data that will allow it to identify LEAs that have not met their HQT objectives.  While they indicate that they are building a data system that will permit that, we wonder whether the current data system in California might be able to provide some preliminary information that can be used for this purpose.

Requirement 3: The revised plan must include information on the technical assistance, programs, and services that the SEA will offer to assist LEAs in successfully completing their HQT plans, particularly where large groups of teachers are not highly qualified, and the resources the LEAs will use to meet their HQT goals.

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

	Undecided.
	Does the plan include a description of the technical assistance the SEA will provide to assist LEAs in successfully carrying out their HQT plans? 

	Undecided
	Does the plan indicate that the staffing and professional development needs of schools that are not making AYP will be given high priority?

	Undecided.
	Does the plan include a description of programs and services the SEA will provide to assist teachers and LEAs in successfully meeting HQT goals?

	No.
	Does the plan specifically address the needs of any subgroups of teachers identified in Requirement 1?  

	No.
	Does the plan include a description of how the State will use its available funds (e.g., Title I, Part A; Title II, Part A, including the portion that goes to the State agency for higher education; other Federal and State funds, as appropriate) to address the needs of teachers who are not highly qualified?  

	No.
	Does the plan for the use of available funds indicate that priority will be given to the staffing and professional development needs of schools that are not making AYP?


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 3 has been met

___ Requirement 3 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 3 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

The state outlines how they will communicate with the LEAs that are not meeting their goals, but provides little detail about what types of technical assistance will be delivered beyond phone and email consultation.  The state plan indicates on page 7 that they will target schools for assistance based on “significant deficiencies,” including AYP.  However, they do not provide a clear statement about whether they will target professional development to schools specifically based on AYP.  The plan provides a description of general programs and services the SEA provides, but they are not targeted or aligned to address specific LEA needs.  In addition, these are nearly all programs that are already in place and have been in place for a number of years, yet there are still existing problems with ensuring 100% HQT.  

While the plan discusses policy problems related to different categories of teachers such as special education teachers, it does not identify statewide trends or geographic areas that present challenges.  Further, it does not address how they will enable these teachers to become highly qualified.  The plan also indicates that the state will conduct a one-time data collection on teachers who are secondary multiple subject teachers.  However, it is not clear how this information will be used to further the goal of ensuring 100 HQ teacher status.  Moreover, a one-time data collection seems problematic, given teacher mobility, new teachers entering the profession, etc.  Furthermore, data needs to be collected at the class level, i.e., which courses are being taught by teachers that are highly qualified to teach that particular course each year.  

On page 7, the state indicates that the LEAs will be required to submit plans that include how they are making use of Title II and Title I funds.  However, the state plan does not address how the state will use federal resources to increase the number of HQ teachers.  There is no indication of how the state will use federal funds for addressing staffing and professional development needs of schools that fail to make AYP.

Requirement 4:  The revised plan must describe how the SEA will work with LEAs that fail to reach the 100 percent HQT goal by the end of the 2006-07 school year.

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

	Yes.
	Does the plan indicate how the SEA will monitor LEA compliance with the LEAs’ HQT plans described in Requirement 2 and hold LEAs accountable for fulfilling their plans?

	Undecided.
	Does the plan show how technical assistance from the SEA to help LEAs meet the 100 percent HQT goal will be targeted toward LEAs and schools that are not making AYP?

	Undecided.
	Does the plan describe how the SEA will monitor whether LEAs attain 100 percent HQT in each LEA and school:
· in the percentage of highly qualified teachers at each LEA and school; and
· in the percentage of teachers who are receiving high-quality professional development to enable such teachers to become highly qualified and successful classroom teachers?

	Undecided.
	Consistent with ESEA §2141, does the plan include technical assistance or corrective actions that the SEA will apply if LEAs fail to meet HQT and AYP goals?


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 4 has been met

_x_ Requirement 4 has been partially met

___ Requirement 4 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

The state created CMIS (Compliance Monitoring, Intervention, and Sanctions program) to assist LEAs with reporting accurate data and development of HQT compliance plans.  However, there is little information on how the state will hold LEAs accountable for fulfilling their plans.

The plan does not address AYP per se, but does include it as part of a “picture” of the schools within the state.  They indicate that AYP is one of the variables that will be considered in targeting schools for assistance.  However, the state previously indicated that data does not exist to ascertain which schools are in need.

The state describes how they will monitor LEAs in three categories of percent HQTs.  This is based on available HQT data.  It would be helpful if the state could identify sources of data and how the data will be monitored for accuracy.  The state does not address how they will currently monitor whether LEAs attain 100% HQT. They do, however, indicate that there will be data available in summer 2007 that will permit greater accuracy in determining HQT needs and thus providing appropriate corrective action, including professional development.

The state has indicated how it will monitor LEA plans (see above), but there is no indication of what will happen if the LEAs do not meet the goals outlined in their plans.  It would be useful to know what will trigger the state to provide specific technical assistance, what types of technical assistance may be provided, and how the states will determine whether the assistance is enabling the LEAs to progress towards meeting the goals outlined in their plans.

Requirement 5:  The revised plan must explain how and when the SEA will complete the HOUSSE process for teachers not new to the profession who were hired prior to the end of the 2005-06 school year, and how the SEA will limit the use of HOUSSE procedures for teachers hired after the end of the 2005-06 school year to multi-subject secondary teachers in rural schools eligible for additional flexibility, and multi-subject special education who are highly qualified in language arts, mathematics, or science at the time of hire.

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

	Yes.
	Does the plan describe how and when the SEA will complete the HOUSSE process for all teachers not new to the profession who were hired before the end of the 2005-06 school year?

	Undecided.
	Does the plan describe how the State will limit the use of HOUSSE after the end of the 2005-06 school year to the following situations:

· Multi-subject secondary teachers in rural schools who, if HQ in one subject at the time of hire, may use HOUSSE to demonstrate competence in additional subjects within three years of the date of hire; or

· Multi-subject special education teachers who are new to the profession, if HQ in language arts, mathematics, or science at the time of hire, may use HOUSSE to demonstrate competence in additional subjects within two years of the date of hire. 


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 5 has been met

_x_ Requirement 5 has been partially met

___ Requirement 5 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

The state does provide a description of how HOUSSE will be phased out.  

For clarification, the state should describe how the process described on the last paragraph of page 8 differs from HOUSSE.  The plan describes a “new verification process for secondary teachers of multiple subjects” to be implemented in March 2007.  To be clear that this is not a new HOUSSE procedure, provide a detailed explanation of the purpose of this process and appropriate justification for its use.

While the state provides information about how HOUSSE will be phased out, clarification is still needed on the “new verification process for secondary teachers of multiple subjects.”

Requirement 6:  The revised plan must include a copy of the State’s written “equity plan” for ensuring that poor or minority children are not taught by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers at higher rates than are other children.

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

	No.
	Does the revised plan include a written equity plan?

	No.
	Does the plan identify where inequities in teacher assignment exist?

	No.
	Does the plan delineate specific strategies for addressing inequities in teacher assignment?

	No.
	Does the plan provide evidence for the probable success of the strategies it includes?

	No.
	Does the plan indicate that the SEA will examine the issue of equitable teacher assignment when it monitors LEAs, and how this will be done?


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 6 has been met

___ Requirement 6 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 6 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

In their plan, the state writes, “California does not have a significant problem with the equitable distribution of HQTs within districts, but instead, there is an imbalance between districts” (page 9).  However, they do not provide any data to document this assertion.  In addition, they describe their data source as “NCLB HQT” data, but it is unclear what this data is.  Further, indicating that there is not a significant problem implies statistical significance, yet no statistics are presented that would permit us to verify the state’s assessment of the equitable distribution of teachers.  Baseline data should be provided that shows the current distribution of teachers by HQ status and by experience with respect to high poverty and high minority schools and districts.  Tests of significant differences in percentages of HQ and experienced teachers should also be performed in order to establish the current distribution and provide the state with sufficient information to allow it to set reasonable targets for progress in achieving equitable distribution.

The state indicates that they are working towards meeting the goal of ensuring the equitable distribution of HQ teachers in 2014.  There are two issues with this statement.  First, the equitable distribution of teachers includes experienced teachers, not just those who meet the definition of highly qualified.  Second, a plan for the equitable distribution of teachers is currently due and deliverable.  The 2014 deadline applies to student achievement, not to teacher qualifications and distribution.

While the state includes several pages under a heading indicating that they are addressing the equitable teacher distribution issue, there is no apparent plan.  They have not described the current distribution of teacher qualifications and characteristics, thus, they cannot accurately identify categories or locations of inequities.  This results in an approach to the issue that is general and generic, rather than needs-based.  While they provide descriptions of a number of efforts designed to bring more teachers into the field, these efforts are not targeted towards helping specific schools and regions, and there is no theory of action that would suggest that they will help rectify inequities in teacher distribution.  The state provides no evidence for the probable success of any of the programs that they describe, nor do they suggest which schools and/or LEAs could benefit from these programs or how they might benefit from them.  While they provide information on a number of recruiting programs, they do not address equitable teacher assignment. Furthermore, simply recruiting more teachers in high-needs areas will not address the need for equitable distribution of experienced teachers.  Finally, the state plan does not address how schools and LEAs will be monitored to document improvements in the equitable distribution of teachers.
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