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Assembly Bill (AB) 466 (Chapter 737, Statues of 2001) added Education Code sections 99230-99242. These provisions of law require the California Department of Education (CDE), in cooperation with the University of California and the California Professional Development Institutes, to develop a final report regarding the Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program for submission to the Legislature by July 1, 2005. The State Board of Education (SBE) is to review this report which includes the following information:

· The number of teachers by credential type, who have received training;

· The professional development providers that have received funds for the purpose of offering training, and the number of teachers that each provider has trained;

· Information detailing the effectiveness of the program; and

· Information detailing the retention rate, by credential type, of teachers who participated in training.

The CDE has developed the Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program final report that includes a description of the program and its components in addition to the required elements as mentioned above.

Attachment 1:
Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program Final Report (40 Pages) 

MATHEMATICS AND READING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FINAL REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program, enacted by Assembly Bill (AB) 466 (Chapter 737, Statutes of 2001), is incorporated in Education Code (EC) sections 99230-99242. The program endeavors to increase academic performance in California schools by enabling teachers to participate in high-quality professional development activities in reading/language arts and mathematics. AB 466 provides professional development opportunities for teachers who directly deliver instruction to students in kindergarten through grade twelve, inclusive. The program focuses on standards-based instructional materials and grade-appropriate teaching and intervention strategies. The Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program builds on and reinforces prior academic reform efforts.

AB 466 requires the California Department of Education (CDE), in cooperation with the University of California and the California Professional Development Institutes, to develop a final report regarding the Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program for submission to the Legislature by July 1, 2005. The State Board of Education (SBE) is to review and approve this report which includes in each respective part the following information:

Part I: Program Description and Components

1. The number of teachers, by credential type, who have received training; 

(see page 6)

2. The entities that have received funds for the purpose of offering training (professional development providers) and the number of teachers that each has trained. This report also provides information on the number of teachers trained by subject area (see pages 8-9);

Part II: Survey Results: Program Effectiveness and Teacher Retention

3. Information detailing the effectiveness of the program. This information incorporates survey data concerning program effectiveness that have been gathered by survey from a sample of program participants and school principals (see pages 15-28); and

4. Information detailing the retention rate, by credential type, of teachers who participated in training (see page 28).

Part I: Program Description And Components

The professional development offered via AB 466 is unique in that the instruction focuses on SBE-adopted mathematics and reading/language arts/English language development instructional materials that are aligned to content standards for grades kindergarten through eight and on local educational agency (LEA) adopted instructional materials for grades nine through twelve. Listed below are the components of the AB 466 program.

AB 466 Professional Development

AB 466 consists of 40 hours of intensive institute-style training and 80 hours of follow-up practicum. The 40 hours of professional development must be delivered by SBE-approved training providers or by a California Professional Development Institute (CPDI) approved by the University of California. It must incorporate training on instructional materials newly adopted by the SBE and that complies with the provisions of AB 466. The 80 hours of professional development may be delivered by the LEA itself or by an independent provider selected by the LEA. Educators may receive training on standards-based instructional materials for their grade level, course type, and/or school level. 

Teachers delivering instruction in reading/language arts or social science may participate in AB 466 professional development in reading/language arts. Teachers delivering instruction in mathematics or science may receive professional development in mathematics. In addition, teachers delivering instruction in a self-contained classroom setting may participate in AB 466 professional development for both reading/language arts and mathematics. Teachers employed in a public school for the purpose of providing either mathematics or English instruction, or both, to students with disabilities are eligible to participate in AB 466 professional development.

AB 466 Program Funding

AB 466 is a reimbursement program, in which approved LEAs are reimbursed $1,250 for teachers who successfully complete either 40 hours of program training or 80 hours of follow-up instruction, or $2,500 for completion of all 120 hours. Prior-year training through a CPDI that was partially funded through a CPDI is reimbursed at $500 per teacher. It is the intent of the Legislature that funding appropriated in one fiscal year (FY) that is not expended by an LEA be redirected to LEAs that have trained more eligible teachers than the percentage funded. 

The AB 466 program was originally proposed to be funded at approximately $110 million (state General Fund dollars). Due to reduced General Fund revenue, this level was reduced to $62.2 million for FY 2002-03. The appropriation for AB 466 was $31,728,000 in both FY 2003-04 and 2004-05.

Reimbursement

Reimbursements are to be made according to the following priorities:

1.  Prior-year training that was not reimbursed through a CPDI;

2. Current-year training up to the maximum percentage funded of eligible teachers; 

3. Prior-year training conducted by a CPDI that was funded through the CPDI; and


4. Current-year training in excess of the maximum percentage funded of eligible teachers.

Of the $2,500 reimbursement per teacher, no more than $1,000 may be used for stipends per teacher. Reading First teachers did not receive AB 466 reimbursement funds.

Until FY 2004-05 charter schools were allowed to claim reimbursement under the AB 466 program. The Budget Act of FY 2004-05 included AB 466 in the charter school categorical block grant and prohibited charter schools from applying separately for AB 466 reimbursement. The impact of this change should be minimal, however, because relatively few charter schools sought reimbursement through AB 466.
Eligible Teachers

The AB 466 program is intended to serve teachers employed in a public school who directly provide instruction to students in kindergarten through grade twelve in reading/language arts and/or mathematics. Teachers can hold a multiple-subject, single-subject (English, social science, mathematics, or science), pre-intern or intern, emergency, or special education teaching credential, certificate, or authorization issued by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Teachers who hold a single-subject credential in English or social science are eligible to receive instruction in reading/ language arts. Teachers who hold a single-subject credential in mathematics or science are eligible to receive instruction in mathematics. See Appendix A for a summary of eligible teachers and their authorization for professional development.

Assembly Bill 2781

In FY 2002-03, the Budget Trailer Bill, Chapter 1167, Statutes of 2002 (AB 2781) reduced the percentage of eligible teachers that could be claimed each year to match resources available. In FY 2002-03, the program guaranteed support for up to three percent of a district's eligible teachers. AB 2781 also extended the years the program will support professional development through FY 2006-07. Funding will be provided to LEAs on a first-come, first-serve basis. 

AB 466 established the percent of eligible teachers an individual LEA could train and be reimbursed for this program. These percentages were: up to 12 percent of eligible teachers in the 2001-02 fiscal year, up to 28.5 percent in the 2002-03 fiscal year, and up to 28.5 percent in the 2003‑04 fiscal year, with the remainder for the LEA’s eligible teachers in the 2004-05 fiscal year. 

Assembly Bill 1754

In FY 2003-04, the Budget Trailer Bill, Chapter 227, Statutes of 2003, AB 1754 superseded the provisions of AB 2781 that established the percent of eligible teachers that the AB 466 program would fund each fiscal year for each LEA. The amended language specifies that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction shall compute the percent of eligible teachers based upon “…an item of appropriation in the annual budget act.” This language builds in an ongoing flexibility that automatically adjusts the percent of eligible teachers that can be funded each year to the Budget Act appropriation for that FY. For both FY 2003-04 and 2004-05, this guaranteed funding level was three percent of eligible teachers. The following table shows the percentages established by each bill:

	Table 1

Percentage of Eligible Teachers

	Fiscal Year
	Percentages

Established by

AB 466 (2001)
	Percentages

Established by

AB 2781 (2002)
	Percentages Established by

AB 1756

	2001-02
	12%
	--
	--

	2002-03
	up to 28.5%
	up to 3.0%
	--

	2003-04
	up to 28.5%
	up to 3.0%
	--

	2004-05
	All Remaining Teachers
	up to 2.4%
	3.0%

	2005-06
	--
	up to 2.7%
	To be determined

	2006-07
	--
	up to 1.3%
	To be determined


Teacher Credentials

Teachers who hold a multiple-subject, single-subject, emergency, or special education teaching credential, certificate, or authorization issued by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) that authorizes them to teach reading/language arts, social science, mathematics, and/or science are eligible to participate in AB 466 professional development. Specifically, the following types of credentialed teachers are eligible:

1. Teachers employed in a public school for the purpose of teaching in a self-contained classroom that serves pupils in kindergarten or any of grades one through eight, inclusive (multiple-subject: elementary credential); 

2. Teachers employed in a public school for the purpose of providing both mathematics and reading/language arts instruction to students with disabilities (special education credential);

3. Teachers employed in a public school for the purpose of teaching in a self-contained classroom that serves pupils in kindergarten or any of grades one through eight, inclusive, and who hold a one-year emergency teaching permit or an emergency career substitute teaching permit (multiple-subject: emergency credential); 

4. Teachers who are employed in a public school and who are assigned to teach English or social science courses in a classroom that is not self-contained (single subject: English or social science credential);

5. Teachers who are employed in a public school and who are assigned to teach mathematics or science courses in a classroom that is not self-contained (single subject: mathematics or science credential);

6. Teachers who hold a one-year emergency teaching permit or emergency career substitute teaching permit who are employed in a public school and assigned to teach reading/language arts or social science courses in a classroom that is not self-contained (single subject emergency: English or social science credential);

7. Teachers who hold a one-year emergency teaching permit or emergency career substitute teaching permit who are employed in a public school and assigned to teach mathematics or science courses in a classroom that is not self-contained (single subject emergency: mathematics or science credential); and

8. Teachers who hold a one-year emergency teaching permit or emergency career substitute teaching permit who are employed in a public school and assigned to teach students with disabilities (emergency: special education credential).

Holders of emergency 30-day substitute teaching permits issued by the CCTC are not eligible to receive AB 466 training.

LEAs participating in the AB 466 program are required to report the types of credentials their teachers hold and the types of professional development (reading/language arts or mathematics) their teachers completed. Below is the data submitted by the LEAs on the credential types.

	Table 2

Credential Held by Teachers Completing 40 Hours, 80 Hours or 120 Hours of AB 466 Professional Development

	Credential Type
	Number of Teachers
	Percentage of Teachers

	Single Subject: English or Social Science
	7,190
	9.6%

	Single Subject: Mathematics or Science
	1,010
	1.3%

	Special Education
	2,879
	3.8%

	Multiple Subject: Elementary
	48,947
	65.2%

	
Multiple Subject: Emergency
	3,001
	4.0%

	
Single Subject Emergency: English or Social Science
	2,752
	3.7%

	
Single Subject Emergency: Mathematics or Science
	151
	0.2%

	
Emergency: Special Education
	321
	0.4%

	
Unknown
	8,858
	11.8%

	
Total
	75,109
	100.0%


As of June 16, 2005, the AB 466 program has provided reimbursement to LEAs for 75,109 teachers who have attended 40, 80 or 120 hours of AB 466 training. Please note that some portion of the 75,109 is a duplicated count. Most of the teachers taking 80 hours of training were also counted in the 40 hours. Further, since the law permits multiple subject teachers in self-contained classrooms (kindergarten through grade eight) and special education teachers to take training in both math and reading, some teachers may have been counted as many as four times. The count of 75,109 does not include teachers who have attended AB 466 training but whose participation was paid for by a different funding source. LEAs have also used funding from Reading First; No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Title II, Part A; the California Mathematics and Science Partnership Program (NCLB Title II, Part B); and the College Readiness Program to finance AB 466 training for their teachers. 

Paraprofessionals and Instructional Aides

Although EC Section 99235 authorizes the participation of instructional aides and other paraprofessionals in AB 466 training, the FY 2004-05 Budget Act did not contain an appropriation to fund their training.

Instructional Materials

AB 466 connects approved professional development to state or local board approved instructional materials which are aligned with state content standards and curriculum frameworks. Materials include the following (see Appendix B for specific instructional material programs):

1. Mathematics materials for kindergarten through grade eight, including algebra, adopted by the SBE in 2001;

2. Reading/language arts materials for kindergarten through grade eight adopted by the SBE in 2002; and

3. Mathematics materials (including algebra II and geometry) and English/language arts materials for grades nine through twelve, which are standards-aligned and have been adopted by local boards of education.

For FYs 2002-03 and 2003-04 only, an LEA was allowed to participate in AB 466 professional development if the governing board of the LEA had approved the use of standards-aligned instructional materials, as adopted by the SBE subsequent to the adoption of content standards for kindergarten through grade eight [pursuant to Chapter 481, Statutes of 1998 (AB 2519)].

Professional Development Providers

Under AB 466, independent training providers delivering the initial 40 hours of the Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program must be approved by the SBE. Individual LEAs may also provide the 40 hours of professional development if they are approved as an AB 466 provider by the SBE (may provide professional development to LEA teachers only). In addition, professional development can be delivered by a CPDI approved by the University of California that incorporates professional development on instructional materials newly adopted by the SBE and that complies with the provisions of AB 466. Provider training is based on specific criteria established by the SBE. The SBE currently adds providers at most meetings. These criteria can be viewed on the CDE AB 466 Web site at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/pd/ca/ma/documents/mard03trprvdrscrit.pdf. Please see Appendix C for a list of current SBE-approved professional development providers.

Number of Teachers Trained by Professional Development Providers
Table 3 displays the number of teachers completing reading/language arts and mathematics professional development and the providers who delivered the training. Of the total 66,251 teachers shown on Table 3, 56,724 completed training in reading/language arts and 9,527 completed training in mathematics. Of the first 54 providers listed in Table 3, 30 delivered the intensive 40 hours of AB 466 training in mathematics, 21 delivered the 40 hours of training in reading/language arts, and three delivered the 40 hours of training in both mathematics and reading/language arts. The providers listed on Table 3 may also deliver the 80 hours of follow-up instruction. The row on Table 3 identified as “unknown” represents various LEAs that provided 80 hours of follow-up instruction to teachers within the LEA. 

	Table 3

Number of Teachers Trained by Subject 

and Professional Development Provider

	Name of Provider
	Reading Training
	Mathematics Training
	Total Teachers Trained

	Cal Poly University, Pomona
	0
	756
	756

	Cal Poly University, San Luis Obispo
	0
	273
	273

	Calabash Professional Learning Systems
	9,088
	798
	9,886

	Center for Applied Research in Education
	6
	0
	6

	Consortium on Reading Excellence, Inc. (CORE)
	4,363
	0
	4,363

	CPDI – Alameda COE
	130
	0
	130

	CPDI – CSU Chico
	25
	0
	25

	CPDI – Los Angeles COE
	344
	0
	344

	CPDI – Sacramento COE
	3,240
	0
	3,240

	CPDI – UC San Diego
	1,960
	0
	1,960

	CSU Chico Mathematics Project
	0
	105
	105

	CSU Fresno – San Joaquin Valley Mathematics Project
	0
	113
	113

	CSU Hayward Mathematics Project
	0
	680
	680

	CSU Monterey Bay/Monterey COE
	0
	370
	370

	CSU Sacramento Mathematics Project
	0
	24
	24

	Elk Grove Unified School District
	0
	555
	555

	Etiwanda School District
	79
	75
	154

	Fremont Unified School District
	210
	0
	210

	Fresno COE
	0
	76
	76

	Imperial COE
	0
	12
	12

	Los Angeles COE
	0
	79
	79

	Monterey COE
	0
	77
	77

	MPDI – CSU Fullerton
	0
	234
	234

	Name of Provider
	Reading Training
	Mathematics Training
	Total Teachers Trained

	MPDI – Sacramento COE
	0
	61
	61

	MPDI – San Diego State University
	0
	1,539
	1,539

	MPDI – University of the Pacific, Stockton
	0
	47
	47

	Pearson Education
	21
	0
	21

	Redwood Area Mathematics Project (RAMP)
	0
	4
	4

	RIC – Alameda COE
	1,196
	0
	1,196

	RIC – Butte COE
	313
	0
	313

	RIC – Imperial COE
	644
	0
	644

	RIC – Los Angeles COE
	1,555
	0
	1,555

	RIC – Sacramento COE
	16,930
	0
	16,930

	RIC – San Diego COE
	3,246
	0
	3,246

	RIC – San Joaquin COE
	2,229
	0
	2,229

	Riverside COE
	0
	32
	32

	Sacramento COE (non-RIC)
	3,628
	605
	4,233

	San Jose State University
	0
	55
	55

	Santa Barbara Elementary School District
	66
	0
	66

	Santa Clara COE
	0
	2
	2

	Santa Clara Valley Mathematics Project
	0
	37
	37

	Santa Cruz COE
	56
	0
	56

	Sonoma COE
	0
	8
	8

	Sonoma State University
	0
	49
	49

	Sopris West, Inc.
	1,982
	0
	1,982

	SRA/McGraw-Hill
	296
	0
	296

	Stanislaus COE
	0
	23
	23

	Tri-Counties Mathematics Project
	0
	11
	11

	UC Berkeley Mathematics Project
	0
	44
	44

	UC Davis Mathematics Project
	0
	76
	76

	UC Irvine Mathematics Project
	0
	8
	8

	UC Santa Barbara
	0
	31
	31

	UC Santa Cruz
	0
	70
	70

	Wright Group/McGraw Hill
	25
	0
	25

	Various 80-hour District Providers
	5,092
	2,598
	7,690

	
Subtotal
	56,724
	9,527
	66,251

	Unknown
	--
	--
	8,858

	
Total
	56,724
	9,527
	75,109


Summary

The Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program has been in operation for three years. During this time, the SBE has approved 375 LEAs to participate in the program. As of June 16, 2005, 75,109 teachers (duplicated count) have taken advantage of AB 466 professional development opportunities. Of the 66,251 teachers for whom training and credential information was collected, approximately 86 percent completed professional development in reading/language arts and 14 percent completed professional development in mathematics. As of June 16, 2005, $78.5 million has been allocated to participating LEAs since FY 2002-03. The CDE currently has pending requests in excess of $9 million. In addition, the CDE typically receives a significant number of requests at the end of June. Consequently, the CDE expects to spend most of FY 2004-05 $31.7 million appropriation.

There are currently 29 providers approved by the SBE to offer reading/language arts professional development. Among these providers are various county office of education Reading Implementation Centers (RICs) and CPDIs located throughout California. In addition, the SBE has approved 17 professional development providers to deliver training in mathematics that include schools districts, county offices of education, Mathematics Professional Development Institutes, approved by the University of California, as well as private entities.

Part II. Survey Results: Program Effectiveness and Teacher Retention

In accordance with EC Section 99240(b), Part II of this report provides the following:

1. The methodology used to collect and analyze information on program effectiveness and teacher retention; 

2. Data concerning AB 466 program effectiveness based on survey results from teachers and principals; and 

3. Information detailing the retention rate, by credential type, of teachers who participated in AB 466 training.

The next three sections describe the methodological procedures employed in evaluating the effectiveness of the AB 466 programs of teacher training. These include an explanation of data collection tools, the research population, and the data analysis.

Data Collection Tools

All data secured by the CDE were provided as summaries by school district staff. Thus, data collection tools were supplied to districts to be distributed, in turn, to teachers who had been the recipients of AB 466 training and to the principals of the schools that employed them. Completed data collection tools were then submitted back to district staff who summarized them for report to the state.
Four survey instruments were used to gather the data. The first of these was the District Teacher Data Report. This tool, designed to be completed by district staff, asked for a summary of the numbers of “... all teachers who completed at least 40 hours of AB 466 training since 2002-03, regardless of the funding source used to pay for the training.” In addition, those receiving training who were no longer teaching in the district were to be enumerated. These numbers were to be provided separately for eight types of teachers, based on the kinds of credentials they had for teaching, and for all responding teachers combined. Those surveyed included four types of fully‑credentialed teachers (Multiple Subject: Elementary, Single Subject: English or Social Science, Single Subject: Mathematics or Science, and Special Education) and four types of emergency‑credentialed teachers (Multiple Subject: Emergency, Single Subject Emergency: English or Social Science, Single Subject Emergency: Mathematics or Science, and Single Subject Emergency: Special Education). 

The school principals of these teachers’ school sites were surveyed using a second tool, the Principal Survey. This tool was then summarized by district staff as the District Summary of the Principal Survey. The tool consisted of two parts, the first designed for the summary of data concerning the teachers who participated in the reading training program and the second concerning participants in the mathematics training program. Included in each section were items for the report of the number of principals responding and for ratings to be made on four‑point scales in terms of the degree, or how much, these items applied as “Very Much,” “Somewhat,” “Very Little,” and “Not At All.” The items included for the rating on the Principal Survey were:

1.
To what extent did the AB 466 training in reading meet the needs of the teachers at your site?

2.
Have the teachers at your site demonstrated increased teaching effectiveness in reading since completing the AB 466 training?

3. Have you received positive feedback from teachers at your site regarding the training in reading? 

4.
To what extent did the AB 466 training in mathematics meet the needs of the teachers at your site?

5.
Have the teachers at your site demonstrated increased teaching effectiveness in mathematics since completing the AB 466 training?

6.
Have you received positive feedback from teachers at your site regarding the training in mathematics? 

Responses to the teacher reading survey were summarized by district staff using the District Summary of the Teacher Reading Survey. The tool provided for specification of the total number of respondents for the district, their ratings using the four‑point scales as described above for the Principal Survey, and space for the summarization of comments made by individual teachers.

Teachers who participated in the reading AB 466 training completed the Teacher Reading Survey. Program participants were asked to respond to 11 questions, nine of which contained multiple-choice ratings and two of which were open-ended. The first nine questions were all followed by ratings scaled in terms of the degree, or how much, these items applied as: a. “Very Much,” b. “Somewhat,” c. “A Little,” and d. “Not At All,” as shown below:

1.
In general, to what extent did you find the AB 466 training to be effective?

2.
Do you have an improved understanding of the reading instructional materials (i.e., state-adopted textbook) as a result of the training? 

3.
Did the training enhance your subject matter knowledge?

4.
To what extent do you use the reading instructional materials in your classroom?

5. To what extent do you use what you learned from the training in your classroom?

6.
To what extent did the training improve your teaching in the subject area?

7.
To what extent have you observed an increase in student engagement as result of your AB 466 training?

8.
Did the 40-hour training meet your needs?

9.
Did the 80-hour training meet your needs? (if applicable)

The two open-ended questions were:

10. What aspect of the training was the most helpful to you?


11. In what ways would you suggest the training be improved?
The Teacher Mathematics Survey of teachers participating in the mathematics training program paralleled that for the reading program in terms of the 11 questions shown above.

Research Population

According to CDE data files on June 1, 2005, AB 466 supported training has been provided in 350, or about 35 percent, of the state’s school districts serving 61 percent of the state’s student population. The reading training was the most frequently provided, and training of 54,024 teachers was supported by the legislation in 329 districts. The mathematics training was supported for only 9,484 teachers in 90 districts. Please note the research population numbers differ from the numbers presented in Table 3, which reflect the most current data.

Sample Design
 

In order to permit data collection in a timely and efficient manner, districts and teachers were sampled for this evaluation. Sampling was a multi-stage process, with districts stratified by the sizes of their student enrollments and with the numbers of teachers selected for the surveys sufficient to permit precise and reliable measurement of the numbers of the kinds of teachers receiving training and their rates of retention, and sufficient to measure their judgments about the effectiveness of the program.

In order to facilitate stratification, the 350 school districts that had supported training were combined into three categories on the basis of enrollment. Small districts had enrollments under 20,000 students, while medium districts had enrollments between 20,000 and 45,000 students, and large districts had enrollments of more than 45,000. This resulted in 301 small districts with 18 to 19,711 students enrolled in the 2003-04 school year, 39 medium districts with 20,164 to 41,343 students enrolled, and 10 large districts with 49,746 to 747,009 students enrolled.

For the purposes of this study, ten districts were selected from each stratum, and each was asked to survey a sample of its teachers who had participated in AB 466 training. In estimating sizes for these samples, the overall rate of retention for teachers was arbitrarily selected for use as the outcome of interest. Based on statistical estimation procedures, the number of teachers selected for the surveys was determined to be 385 per district. These values maximize the size of the required sample, and are therefore optimally conservative. The sample size was then subjected to a correction for the actual numbers of teachers trained, resulting in values ranging from 23 for districts with the fewest teachers trained to 374 for the one with the most. Table 4 presents the districts selected, which of the three size‑strata they were in, and the numbers of teachers each was to include in the sample.

	Table 4

Selected Districts

	CD Code
	District
	Sample Size
	CD Code
	District
	Sample Size

	Small Districts

	1964816
	Mountain View ESD
	111
	3467397
	North Sacramento ESD
	164

	1965110
	Whittier City ESD
	170
	3667702
	Etiwanda ESD
	217

	3073924
	Los Alamitos USD
	81
	4369369
	Alum Rock Union ESD
	308

	3373676
	Coachella Valley USD
	256
	4369690
	Sunnyvale ESD
	150

	3375176
	Lake Elsinore USD
	201
	5672462
	Hueneme ESD
	119

	Medium Districts

	0761796
	West Contra Costa USD
	319
	3367173
	Palm Springs USD
	102

	1563321
	Bakersfield City ESD
	160
	3768411
	Sweetwater UHSD
	150

	1964808
	Montebello USD
	142
	3768452
	Vista USD
	182

	1964840
	Norwalk-La Mirada USD
	241
	3968676
	Stockton City USD
	285

	3066423
	Anaheim City ESD
	309
	4369666
	San Jose USD
	24

	Large Districts

	0161259
	Oakland USD
	345
	3467439
	Sacramento City USD
	298

	1964733
	Los Angeles USD
	374
	3467447
	San Juan USD
	23

	3066464
	Capistrano USD
	60
	3667876
	San Bernardino City USD
	210

	3066670
	Santa Ana USD
	285
	3768338
	San Diego City USD
	362

	3467314
	Elk Grove USD
	310
	3868478
	San Francisco USD
	114


Data Analysis

The statistics used to summarize the data collected for this evaluation are very basic. For the District Teacher Data Report, rates of teacher retention were computed as the numbers of teachers in each credentialing category and overall minus the number who had left teaching, divided by the numbers of teachers. These rates were then weighted serially, first by the ratio of the numbers trained to the numbers sampled to yield estimates within districts. Finally, rates were weighted and pooled to a single number for the state as a whole.

For the data obtained with the District Summary of the Teacher Reading Survey and the District Summary of the Teacher Mathematics Survey, the percentages of teachers responding in each of the four alternative ratings were computed. In addition, the means of teacher ratings were computed, using as the numeric values 4 for the “Very Much” alternative, 3 for the “Somewhat” alternative, 2 for the “Very Little” alternative, and 1 for the “Not At All” alternative. Values produced by these computations were then weighted by the respective numbers of teachers trained in the reading and mathematics programs, respectively, as was done for the first survey. Data were then pooled to produce estimates for the state as a whole.

The principal survey data could not be weighted as could be done with the teacher data, because the total numbers of principals in the sampled districts and in the districts providing training could not be discerned. Thus, the data for the District Summary of the Principal Survey were simply tabulated as the percentages in the four rating categories and the means for the ratings calculated.

Of the 30 districts contacted, 28 participated in the study. All ten small districts, nine of the medium-sized districts, and nine of the large districts submitted data to CDE. 

Teacher Survey Results for the Reading Program

Teachers who participated in the AB 466 reading training were asked to respond to 11 questions, nine of which contained a Likert-style scale and two of which were open-ended. 

Table 5 displays the number of teachers who completed the Teacher Reading Surveys, the program rating means for each of the nine survey questions, and the percentages of teachers responding to each rating. The program ratings were assigned numerical values so that means for each question could be computed. “Very Much” was assigned a value of 4; “Somewhat,” a value of 3; “Very Little,” a value of 2; and “Not At All,” a value of 1. The difference between 100 percent and the sum of the percentages per item is the percent of no responses.

	Table 5

Ratings of Training Effectiveness by Teachers

	Reading Program

	Survey Questions
	Number of Teachers
	Program Rating Means
	4

Very Much
	3

Somewhat
	2

A Little
	1

Not At All

	1. Effectiveness of training
	4,595
	3.3
	46%
	40%
	10%
	2%

	2. Improved understanding of materials
	4,622
	3.4
	53%
	34%
	8%
	2%

	3. Enhanced subject matter knowledge
	4,593
	3.1
	35%
	42%
	15%
	6%

	4. Use of instructional materials in classroom
	4,539
	3.7
	77%
	13%
	4%
	1%

	5. Use of training in the classroom
	4,564
	3.4
	52%
	34%
	9%
	2%

	6. Improvement in teaching in subject area as result of training
	4,551
	3.1
	35%
	44%
	14%
	4%

	7. Increase in student engagement as result of training
	4,493
	2.9
	26%
	43%
	18%
	9%

	8. Extent to which 40-hour training met needs
	4,529
	3.1
	35%
	41%
	13%
	5%

	9. Extent to which 80-hour training met needs
	2,295
	3.1
	18%
	19%
	6%
	3%


As is apparent from the ratings above, teachers were generally favorable in their evaluations of the reading training. The highest mean rating was use of instructional materials in the classroom (3.7), followed by achieving an improved understanding of materials (3.4), use of the training in the classroom (3.4), and effectiveness of training (3.3). The lowest mean rating was increase in student engagement as a result of Training (2.9).

The percentages of teachers responding to each rating are also revealing. For example, nearly half of the teachers (46 percent) found the training to be “Very Much” effective, and another 40 percent “Somewhat” effective. Over three fourths (77 percent) of respondents reported using the reading instructional materials “Very Much” in the classroom. Over half (53 percent) reported a “Very Much” improved understanding of the instructional materials as a result of the training, and 52 percent reported using “Very Much” of what they learned from their training in the classroom.

Teacher Comments about the Reading Training

Two open-ended questions were also included in the survey pertaining to the AB 466 training program in reading:

10. What aspect of the training was the most helpful to you?

11. In what ways would you suggest the training be improved?
A total of 1,020 teacher comments on Question 10 and 1,030 teacher comments on Question 11 were submitted to the CDE. All teacher comments were coded by category so that percentages could be calculated. Tables 6 and 7 display the results.

	Table 6

 Teacher Responses to Most Helpful Aspect 

of the Reading Training 

	Survey Questions
	Percent of Total Responses

	Materials
	45.7%

	Active participation
	33.6%

	Strategies
	6.0%

	Access for English learners and special needs students
	4.9%

	Presenters
	4.1%

	Writing instruction
	2.1%

	Nothing helpful
	1.4%

	Liked all aspects
	0.9%

	Miscellaneous
	1.3%


The categories in Table 6 are briefly explained below.

Materials. The largest percentage of teacher comments fell under the category of Materials (46 percent). This category included positive comments about the organization of the training binders and the explicit instruction presented in the area of materials. In particular, participants were grateful for guidance and support in the areas of: the Teacher’s Manual, pacing charts, unit lesson planners, and workshop.

Active participation. This was the second most frequently occurring category. Participants felt better able to bridge the gap between theory and practice through hands-on experience. The opportunities to share experiences and solutions to common difficulties with colleagues were viewed as time well spent.

Strategies. Six percent of the responses commended the focus on classroom strategies. Of particular value were the video clips and the examples and modifications that the trainers provided during the training. 

Access for English learners and special needs students. Five percent of the responses targeted Universal Access. These teachers felt better prepared to provide individualized instruction.

Presenters. Four percent of the responses praised the presenters for their professionalism and preparedness. 

Writing. Two percent of the participants were encouraged to see writing instruction included in the training. Many of these teachers expressed a desire for still more in-depth training in writing.

Nothing helpful. Under two percent indicated that there was nothing helpful in the training.

Liked all aspects. Almost one percent of the comments were general remarks about liking all aspects of the training. 

Miscellaneous. Just over one percent were miscellaneous comments addressing such matters as the room temperature and the food. 

	Table 7

Teacher Responses to How the Reading 

Training Might Be Improved 

	Survey Questions
	Percent of Total Responses

	Active participation and more application
	39.1%

	Refocusing content of training
	11.1%

	Access for English learners and special needs students
	8.2%

	Time allotment or timing
	7.6%

	Nothing negative
	6.7%

	Other aspects of training process
	6.4%

	Presenters
	4.8%

	Writing
	4.1%

	Differentiation based on teacher expertise
	3.9%

	Materials
	2.8%

	Follow-up needed
	1.8%

	Homework
	1.8%

	Miscellaneous
	1.7%


The categories in Table 7 are briefly explained below.

Active participation and more application. The largest percentage of teacher comments fell under the category of Active Participation and Application (39 percent). This category included requests for less lecture and more demonstration lessons, modeling, time for lesson planning, collaboration, videos, strategies, and interactive time with colleagues. 

Refocusing content of trainings. The second most frequently occurring category was the need to refocus content to other areas of emphasis such as technology, showing how to fit all components into time structures, and different aspects of research.

Access for English learners and special needs students. Eight percent of the comments called for more specific ideas and suggestions to help English learners and special needs students access the program. Teachers requested how-to strategies for differentiating instruction, providing remediation, and meeting the individual needs of students. 

Time allotment of trainings. Another eight percent suggested that the 40-hour training could have been completed in fewer days, in a few cases suggested it should be longer, and commented about how the timing of the session might be improved. 

Nothing negative. Seven percent of the responses had only positive comments and no suggestions for improvement. 

Other aspects of training process. Six percent provided suggestions for improving other aspects of the process, such as more time going through books, and alternative approaches for grouping teachers.

Presenters. Five percent of the comments pertained to the need for improving the presenters. Teachers indicated a preference for experienced classroom teachers with a wealth of practical ideas and successful experience implementing the program with a diversity of children.

Writing. Four percent of the comments pertained to the need for more attention to the teaching of writing.

Differentiation based on teacher expertise. Four percent expressed the desire to see the training differentiated for teachers with varying amounts of expertise and experience. 

Materials. Three percent expressed concerns about the materials (for example, too much content) or the desire to use other materials. 

Follow-up needed. Two percent commented that they would now appreciate follow-up training as a refresher or opportunity to interact with other teachers. 

Homework. Two percent of the comments were suggestions about eliminating or improving the quality of the homework.

Miscellaneous. Two percent of the comments were miscellaneous remarks pertaining to training location, room temperature, room size, and quality of lunches.
Principal Ratings for Reading/Language Arts

Principals at schools in which teachers participated in AB 466 reading training were asked to respond to three survey questions pertaining to reading. 

Table 8 displays the number of principals who completed the questions pertaining to reading within the Principal Survey, the program rating means for each of the three survey questions, and the percentages of principals responding to each rating. The program ratings were assigned numerical values so that means for each question could be computed. “Very Much” was assigned a value of 4; “Somewhat,” a value of 3; “Very Little,” a value of 2; and “Not At All,” a value of 1. The difference between 100 percent and the sum of the percentages per item is the percent of no responses.
	Table 8

Ratings of Reading Training Effectiveness by Principals

	Survey Questions
	Number of Principal
	Program Rating Means
	4

Very Much
	3

Somewhat
	2

A Little
	1

Not At All

	1. Training meets teachers’ needs
	425
	3.6
	59%
	38%
	2%
	1%

	2. Training increased 

 teaching effectiveness
	428
	3.4
	48%
	48%
	4%
	1%

	3. Received positive feedback from teachers
	429
	3.2
	43%
	41%
	13%
	3%


As is evident from Table 8, the mean ratings were quite high, ranging from 3.2 to 3.6. The highest mean rating (3.6) of reading training effectiveness was elicited by the question: To what extent did the AB 466 training in reading meet the needs of the teachers at your site. This was considerably higher than the rating of 3.1 (see Table 5) assigned by teachers when asked To what extent did the 40-hour training meet your needs? When asked the extent to which the training increased teaching effectiveness, the mean rating for principals was 3.4 which exceeded the mean rating of 3.1 by teachers on a parallel question (see Table 5). These data suggest that there may be a gap between the perceptions of principals and teachers about the extent to which the AB 466 training meets teachers’ needs in reading. The question asked of principals receiving the lowest mean rating was Have you received positive feedback from teachers at your site regarding the training in reading? (3.2).

The percentages of principals responding to each rating are also of interest. Over half (59 percent) of principals reported that the training “Very Much” met the needs of teachers and 38 percent reported that it did “Somewhat.” Almost half (48 percent) of principals reported that teachers at their sites “Very Much” demonstrated increased teaching effectiveness, and 43 percent reported that they received “Very Much” positive feedback from teachers regarding the training.

Teacher Mathematics Survey Results 

Teachers who participated in the AB 466 mathematics training were also asked to respond to eleven questions, nine of which contained a Likert-style scale and two of which were open-ended.

Table 9 displays the number of teachers who completed the Teacher Mathematics Surveys, the program rating means for each of the nine survey questions, and the percentages of teachers responding to each rating. The program ratings were assigned numerical values so that means for each question could be computed. “Very Much” was assigned a value of 4; “Somewhat,” a value of 3; “Very Little,” a value of 2; and “Not At All,” a value of 1. The difference between 100 percent and the sum of the percentages per item is the percent of no responses.
	Table 9

Ratings of Mathematics Training Effectiveness by Teachers

	Mathematics Program

	Survey Questions
	Number of Teachers
	Program Rating Means
	4

Very Much
	3

Somewhat
	2

A Little
	1

Not At All

	1. Effectiveness of training
	1,058
	3.3
	44%
	36%
	12%
	3%

	2. Improved understanding of materials
	1,130
	3.2
	45%
	36%
	12%
	6%

	3. Enhanced subject matter knowledge
	1,129
	3.0
	34%
	41%
	16%
	9%

	4. Use of instructional materials in classroom
	1,121
	3.6
	65%
	25%
	8%
	1%

	5. Use of training in the classroom
	1,124
	3.3
	43%
	40%
	12%
	2%

	6. Improvement in teaching in subject area as result of training
	1,133
	3.1
	33%
	47%
	14%
	4%

	7. Increase in student engagement as result of training
	1,102
	2.9
	26%
	45%
	19%
	7%

	8. Extent to which 40-hour training met needs
	1,106
	3.1
	37%
	39%
	15%
	5%

	9. Extent to which 80-hour training met needs
	330
	3.0
	10%
	11%
	4%
	3%


The overall pattern of response with regard to the mathematics training was generally favorable. The survey question receiving the highest mean rating of the mathematics training was use of instructional materials in the classroom (3.6), followed by achieving an improved understanding of materials (3.4), use of training in the classroom (3.3), and general effectiveness of the training (3.3). The lowest mean rating was increase in student engagement as a result of training (2.9).

This pattern can be discerned from the percentages of teacher responses per rating.

For example, when asked to what extent did you find the AB 466 training in mathematics to be effective, 44 percent responded “Very Much,” and 36 percent, “Somewhat.” Almost two thirds (65 percent) indicated that they use the mathematics instructional materials “Very Much,” and 43 percent indicated that they use what they learned in the training “Very Much.” One third (33 percent) reported that the training improved their teaching in the subject area.
Teacher Comments About the Mathematics Training

As was the case in reading, the same two open-ended questions were included in the survey pertaining to the AB 466 training program in mathematics (see Tables 10 and 11).

	Table 10

Teacher Responses to Most Helpful Aspect 

of the Mathematics Training

	Survey Questions
	Percent of Total Responses

	Review and use of SBE materials
	28.4%

	Teacher collaboration/Grade level discussion
	23.2%

	Lesson planning time
	13.5%

	Hands-on materials and other activities
	8.8%

	Classroom and Instructional strategies
	6.7%

	Relating materials to the California Standards
	6.2%

	Trainer/presenter
	4.1%

	All helpful
	1.2%

	Not helpful
	0.9%

	Miscellaneous
	7.0%


There were a total of 341 responses to the request for comments about the most helpful aspect of the training. The teacher responses were categorized by comments that appeared most often and then a percentage was calculated. A brief explanation of each category is given below.

Review and use of SBE materials. This category includes positive responses regarding the use and examination of materials.

Teacher collaboration and grade level discussions. Responses in this category express the appreciation respondents had for the opportunity to share and collaborate with other colleagues without time restraints.

Lesson planning time. Many of the responses in this category reflect the appreciation to be able to conduct planning sessions whether for the year, within a grade level, and to create examples for lessons.

Hands-on materials and other activities. Participants enjoyed the opportunity to work with manipulatives such as Algebra tiles, learn how to make hands-on materials for the classroom to enhance conceptual learning, and create math games along with problem solving activities.

Classroom and instructional strategies. The responses in this category reflect the benefits participants received from learning about instructional strategies and classroom practices, such as utilizing a test-generator software and Accelerated Math programs, discovering the best time of day to teach students, developing problem solving strategies, and adequately using questioning skills.

Relating materials to the California Standards. Responses show that teachers benefited from reviewing the standards and applying them to the program, as well as correlating the standards to the materials.

Trainer/presenter. The majority of responses in this category express an appreciation of the instructor’s knowledge and method of presenting materials.

All helpful. Responses indicate that the entire training was beneficial.

Not helpful. Responses reflect the training was a source of frustration and an inadequate use of time.
Miscellaneous. This category contains responses that did not fit into the designated categories. Examples include conduct mini workshops, create math journals, utilize reading information, learn about developing student understanding, and the use of student assessments. 

	Table 11

Teacher Responses to How the 

Mathematics Training Might Be Improved

	Survey Questions
	Percent of Total Responses

	40-hour structure
	15.0%

	More hands-on activities
	10.4%

	No improvement needed 
	10.8%

	More lessons modeled/use of materials
	9.2%

	More grade-level discussions/collaboration
	8.8%

	Trainers/instructors
	8.5%

	More preparation time
	7.3%

	80-hour structure
	5.4%

	More content (how to teach)
	5.0%

	Assessments
	1.5%

	Technology
	1.5%

	Train at time of material adoption
	1.2%

	Miscellaneous
	15.4%


There were a total of 260 responses to the request for comments about how the training might be improved. The teacher responses were categorized by comments that appeared most often and then a percentage was calculated. A brief explanation of each category is given below.

40-hour structure. The majority of suggestions in this category reflects that the duration of the training was too long and that the 40-hour intensive could be structured in segments of two to three days at a time, with time in between intensive trainings to implement the strategies learned and return to another intensive to discuss the implementation.

More hands-on activities. Responses indicate the need for manipulatives and more hands-on activities that engage student learners.

No improvement needed. Slightly less then 11 percent of responses indicates that AB 466 trainings were well received and changes were not necessary.

More lessons modeled/use of materials. This category indicates that respondents wanted to see actual lessons modeled, view video tapes of lessons discussed, and have access to lessons that have actually worked in the classroom.

More grade-level discussions/collaboration. Responses indicate a great need for more teacher discussions and collaborations by grade level, school sites, and as professionals.

Trainers/instructors. Responses included a need for presenters to be more prepared, have used the SBE adopted materials themselves, and are current classroom teachers.

More preparation time. Responses indicate a need for additional time for creating classroom materials, planning lessons, and developing mathematics activities.

80-hour structure. In this category most of the responses pertained to the lack of clarity in the collection of activity hours. Other responses include the tediousness of logging hours for the follow-up.
More content/how to teach. Responses include the need to know more content, implementing real world applications, and how to teach the content.

Assessments. Responses in this category included the need to learn more about assessments to assist students, review various student assessment materials, and receive a better understanding of their use and purpose.
Technology. Respondents wanted to spend more time learning mathematics software for generating assessments and collecting data for student progress, as well as spending more time in computer labs.

Train at time of material adoption. Responses reflect the need for trainings to occur at the time of the LEA’s adoption of the SBE materials. Professional development occurred too long after teachers began using the text. 

Miscellaneous. This category had a vast array of comments, such as: the use of video observations, receive training at the time of text adoption, a need for a parent component, alignment with the California mathematics standards and assessments, more space for training, reflect the needs of English language learners, clarification of expectations after the training, receive teacher survey in a more timely manner, connect more to diverse students, implement a yearly refresher course, opportunity to use additional materials in addition to SBE-approved materials, trainings either too basic or too advanced. Also in this category were comments that were difficult to categorize.

Principal Survey Results for Mathematics

Principals at schools in which teachers participated in AB 466 mathematics training were asked to respond to three survey questions pertaining to mathematics. 

Table 12 displays the number of principals who completed the questions pertaining to mathematics training on the Principal Survey, the program rating means for each of the three survey questions, and the percentages of principals responding to each rating. The program ratings were assigned numerical values so that means for each question could be computed. “Very Much” was assigned a value of 4; “Somewhat,” a value of 3; “Very Little,” a value of 2; and “Not At All,” a value of 1. The difference between 100 percent and the sum of the percentages per item is the percent of no responses.
	Table 12

Ratings of Mathematics Training Effectiveness by Principals

	Survey Questions
	Number of Principals
	Program Rating Means
	4

Very Much
	3

Somewhat
	2

A Little
	1

Not At All

	1. Training meets teacher’s needs
	267
	3.3
	42%
	49%
	7%
	3%

	2. Increased teaching effectiveness
	263
	3.2
	33%
	57%
	7%
	3%

	3. Received positive feedback from teachers
	264
	3.1
	38%
	42%
	14%
	7%


As is evident from Table 12, all mean ratings were just over 3.0, a fact revealing that principal ratings of the mathematics training were generally favorable. On the question of whether the training meets teachers’ needs, the mean principal rating was 3.2 compared to the mean teacher rating of 3.1 when teachers were asked the extent to which the 40-hour training met their needs. As was the case with reading, the principal ratings exceeded those of the teachers.

Forty-two percent of principals reported that the training “Very Much” met the needs of teachers and 49 percent reported that it did “Somewhat.” One third (33 percent) of principals reported that teachers at their sites “Very Much” demonstrated increased teaching effectiveness, and 38 percent reported receiving “Very Much” positive feedback from teachers regarding the training.

Comparison of Mean Ratings for Reading and Mathematics Programs

Table 13 displays teachers’ ratings of training effectiveness for reading and mathematics in side-by-side columns, for comparative purposes. 

	Table 13

Ratings of Reading & Mathematics Training 

Effectiveness by Teachers

	
	Reading Program
	Mathematics Program

	Survey Questions
	Number of Teachers
	Program Rating Means
	Number of Teachers
	Program Rating Means

	1. Effectiveness of training
	4,595
	3.3
	1,058
	3.3

	2. Improved understanding of materials
	4,622
	3.4
	1,130
	3.2

	3. Enhanced subject matter knowledge
	4,593
	3.1
	1,129
	3.0

	4. Use of instructional materials in classroom
	4,539
	3.7
	1,121
	3.6

	5. Use of training in the classroom
	4,564
	3.4
	1,124
	3.3

	6. Improvement in teaching in subject area as result of training
	4,551
	3.1
	1,133
	3.1

	7. Increase in student engagement as result of training
	4,493
	2.9
	1,102
	2.9

	8. Extent to which 40-hour training met needs
	4,529
	3.1
	1,106
	3.1

	9. Extent to which 80-hour training met needs
	2,295
	3.1
	   330
	3.0


The ratings for reading are based on larger numbers than the ratings for mathematics because more teachers participated in the reading training than in the math training statewide, and this difference was reflected in the survey sample size. The overall patterns are very similar for both content areas. In both areas, the highest ratings are for use of instructional materials in the classroom (3.7 for reading and 3.6 for mathematics). In both cases the lowest mean rating is for increase in student engagement as result of training (2.9 for reading, and 2.9 for mathematics). 

Table 14 displays principals’ evaluations of both reading and mathematics training to allow for convenient comparisons between the two content areas.  

	Table 14

Ratings of Reading & Mathematics Training 

Effectiveness by Principals

	
	Reading Program
	Mathematics Program

	Survey Questions
	Number of Principals
	Program Rating Means
	Number of Principals
	Program Rating Means

	Training meets teacher’s needs
	425
	3.6
	267
	3.2

	Improved understanding of materials
	428
	3.4
	263
	3.2

	Received positive feedback from teachers
	429
	3.2
	264
	3.1


It is evident from the data that the ratings for the reading training are higher than the ratings for the mathematics training on each of the three parallel survey questions.

Retention Rate of Teachers Who Participated in AB 466 Training

Data were collected to meet the requirement of EC Section 99240(b). The data estimates the impact of AB 466 on the rates at which participating teachers remained in teaching. Twenty‑seven of the 30 districts surveyed reported summary data for a total of 18,175 teachers. The percentages of teachers who completed at least 40 hours of AB 466 training either in mathematics or reading since 2002-03 are presented in Table 15, overall and broken down by eight different types of teaching credential.

	Table 15

Teacher Retention Rates by Credential Type

	Credential Type
	Percent of Teachers 

Still Teaching

	Multiple Subject: Elementary
	95.9

	Multiple Subject: Emergency
	95.1

	Single Subject Emergency: English or Social Science
	85.3

	Single Subject Emergency: Mathematics or Science
	96.5

	Single Subject Emergency: Special Education
	96.1

	Single Subject: English or Social Science
	96.5

	Single Subject: Mathematics or Science
	96.2

	Special Education
	95.0

	Total
	95.8


As can be seen in Table 15, 95.8 percent of these teachers overall are continuing in their teaching careers. The range of the percentage of those still teaching by their credential type extends from 85.3 percent to 96.5 percent, with all but one type having rates in the middle 90 percent’s. The exception to this pattern is those teachers with Single Subject Emergency Credentials for English or Social Science. Further data would be necessary to account for this exception. Specific data are not available concerning the retention rates for teachers who were not exposed to the effects of AB 466. However, the Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning1 (CFTL) has reported that the attrition rate for cohorts of teachers in California in the years from 1990‑91 through 2002‑03 has averaged 4.6 percent and that the retirement rate in this period has averaged 1.8 percent. The data suggest that the retention rate has been between 93.6 percent and 95.4 percent, depending on whether the retirement rate is included. The 95.8 percent rate presented in Table 15 for teachers overall is very similar to what would have been expected without this program. 

Summary of Findings

According to CDE data files, AB 466 supported training has been provided in 350, or about 35 percent, of the state’s school districts serving 62 percent of the state’s student population. The reading training was the most frequently provided, and training of 54,024 teachers was supported by the legislation in 329 districts. The mathematics training was supported for only 9,484 teachers in 90 districts.

It appears, in general, that AB 466 training has been favorably received by both reading and mathematics teachers and principals throughout California. This finding is based on a study of the effectiveness of AB 466 training conducted by the CDE. Data were provided by a sample of 28 school districts throughout the state, which included ten small, nine medium-sized, and nine large districts. Nearly half of the teachers participating in the reading training (46 percent) found the training to be “Very” Effective, and another 40 percent, “Somewhat” effective. Likewise, in mathematics, 44 percent of the teachers found the training to be “Very” effective, and 36 percent, “Somewhat” effective. 

The highest mean rating for both groups was use of instructional materials in the classroom. In reading over three fourths (77 percent) reported using the reading instructional materials “Very Much” in the classroom and 65 percent of teachers reported using the mathematics instructional materials “Very Much” in the classroom. 

In both reading and mathematics the highest mean ratings are for use of instructional materials in the classroom (3.7 for reading and 3.6 for mathematics). In both areas the lowest mean rating is for increase in student engagement as a result of training (2.9 for reading and 2.9 for mathematics). Further research is needed to determine whether AB 466 training can be linked to gains in student achievement.
An open-ended question asked teachers to suggest how the training might be improved. In reading, 39 percent of the comments called for less lecture and more demonstration lessons, modeling, time for lesson planning, collaboration, videos, strategies and interactive time with colleagues. This category of comment was followed by 11 percent which requested refocusing content to other areas of emphasis such as technology or showing how to fit all the instructional components together. Another eight percent of the comments called for more specific ideas and suggestions to help English learners and special needs students access the program.

In mathematics, the most commonly occurring responses were comments reflecting that the duration of the training was too long, restructuring the 40-hour intensive into segments of two days at a time, with time in between for program implementation.

In addition, almost ten percent called for more hands-on activities, almost nine percent desired more lessons modeled, and eight percent requested more collaboration and grade-level discussions.

Principals were even more positive in their evaluations of AB 466 training than were teachers. For example, a mean rating of 3.4 was registered by principals on the extent to which the reading training increased teaching effectiveness, whereas for teachers, the mean rating was 3.1. Likewise, a mean principal rating of 3.2 was registered on the extent to which the mathematics training increased teaching effectiveness while, for mathematics teachers, the mean rating was 3.1.

Data were also collected from 27 districts for estimates on the impact of AB 466 on the rates at which teachers who participated in the training remained in teaching. These data were collected by credential type. In general, 95.8 percent of those teachers are continuing in their teaching careers. 

Appendix A

	Eligible Teachers and Types of Professional Development


	Teachers
	Allowable Training
	Follow-up

	Kindergarten through eighth "self contained" classroom
	40 hours mathematics
40 hours reading/ language arts 
	80 hours mathematics
80 hours reading/language arts

	Kindergarten through eighth multiple-subject credentialed teachers, whose primary assignment is to teach in a classroom that is "not self-contained" 
	40 hours mathematics OR 

40 hours reading/language arts (depending on primary teaching assignment)
	80 hours mathematics OR
80 hours reading/language arts (depending on primary teaching assignment)

	Kindergarten through twelfth teachers providing exceptional needs students instruction in mathematics and reading/language arts 
	40 hours mathematics
40 hours reading/language arts
	80 hours mathematics
80 hours reading/language arts

	Secondary teachers with single subject credentials in English or social science
	40 hours reading/language arts
	80 hours reading/language arts

	Secondary teachers and substitutes with one year emergency teaching permits for English and social science
	40 hours reading/language arts
	80 hours reading/language arts

	Secondary teachers with single subject credentials in mathematics or science
	40 hours mathematics
	80 hours mathematics

	Secondary teachers and substitutes with one-year emergency permits for mathematics or science
	40 hours mathematics
	80 hours mathematics


Appendix B

	PUBLISHERS OF STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ADOPTED READING/LANGUAGE ARTS AND ENGLISH/LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT AND MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Programs Adopted by the State Board of Education After January 1, 2001

	Reading/Language Arts and English/Language Development Programs

	Glencoe/McGraw-Hill—Grades 4-6, 6-8
Sopris West Language, (4-6), 

Copyright © 2002
The Readers Choice, (6-8), Copyright © 2002
	The Hampton-Brown Company—Grades 4-8
High Point—Basics Student Book, Copyright © 2001
Levels A-C Student Book, Copyright © 2000

	Holt, Rinehart and Winston—Grades 6-8
Holt Literature and Language Arts,
Copyright © 2003
	Houghton Mifflin Company—Grades K-6
HM Reading: A Legacy of Literature,
Copyright © 2003 

	McDougal Littell Inc.—Grades 6-8
McDougal Littel Reading and Language Arts Program, Copyright © 2002
	Prentice Hall School Division—Grades 6-8
Prentice Hall Literature: Timeless Voices, Timeless Themes, Copyright © 2002

	Scholastic Inc. —Grades 4-8
Scholastic Read 180, Copyright © 2002
	SRA/McGraw-Hill—Grades K-6, 4-8
SRA/Open Court Reading, (K-6), Copyright © 2002
SRA/Reach, (4-8), Copyright © 2002

	Wright Group/McGraw-Hill—Grades 4-8 Fast Track Reading Program, Copyright © 2002

	Mathematics Programs

	CSL Associates—Grades K-6
Success With Math Coach,
Copyright © 2001
	Harcourt School Publishers—Grades K-6
Harcourt Math, Copyright © 2002

	Houghton Mifflin—Grades K-5
Mathematics by Houghton Mifflin
Copyright © 2002
	McDougal, Littell & Company—Grades 6-8 
Concepts and Skills, Copyright © 2001
Structure and Method, Copyright © 2001

	McGraw-Hill—Grades K-6
McGraw Hill Mathematics,
Copyright © 2002
	Prentice Hall—Grades 7 and 8 
Prentice Hall Pre-Algebra, CA Edition (7), Copyright © 2002
Prentice Hall Algebra 1, CA Edition (8), Copyright © 2002

	Sadlier-Oxford, Div. of W.H. Sadlier, Inc.
Grades K-6
Progress in Mathematics, CA Edition,
Copyright © 2001
	Saxon Publishers—Grades K-3, 3-6
Saxon Math K-3 ( K-3), Copyright © 2001
Math 54, 65, Copyright © 2001 Math 76, Copyright © 1997, and Math 87, Copyright © 1999 (3-6)

	Scott Foresman—Grades K-6 Scott Foresman CA Mathematics, Copyright © 2001


Appendix C

	APPROVED AB 466 PROVIDERS 
FOR MATHEMATICS
	PROGRAM(S) FOR WHICH TRAINING 
CURRICULUM IS APPROVED

	Elk Grove Unified School District 
(Providing training for district only)
	McDougal Littell, Concepts and Skills, Course 2, Geometry, and Algebra II 

	Elk Grove Unified School District 
(Providing training for district only) 
	Prentice Hall, Pre-Algebra, California Edition, and Algebra I, California Edition

	Etiwanda School District
Contact: Rebecca Lawrence
(909) 948-7739 rebecca.lawrence@etiwanda.k12.ca.us
	Scott Forsman, California Mathematics, grade six

	Etiwanda School District
Contact: Rebecca Lawrence
(909) 948-7739 rebecca.lawrence@etiwanda.k12.ca.us 
	Prentice Hall, Pre-Algebra, California Edition, and Algebra I, California Edition 

	Fresno, Los Angeles, Merced, Monterey, Sacramento, Santa Cruz, Tulare, and Ventura County Offices of Education 
Contact: Lori Hamada 
Fresno COE
(559) 497-3729
lhamada@fcoe.k12.ca.us
	Harcourt, Harcourt Math, kindergarten through grade six

	Los Angeles and Sacramento County Offices of Education
Contact: Edna Murphy
Mathematics Consultant
(562) 922-6808
Murphy_edna@lacoe.edu 
	Prentice Hall, Pre-Algebra, California Edition

	Riverside, Sacramento, Alameda,
San Bernardino, Orange, and Los Angeles Offices of Education
Contact: Victoria Kukuruda
Riverside County Office of Education
(909) 600-5631
vkukuruda@rcoe.k12.ca.us
	Houghton Mifflin, Mathematics, grade six 

	Sacramento and Los Angeles County Offices of Education 
Contact: Pat Duckhorn
California Lead Representative
(916) 228-2244
pduckhorn@scoe.net
	McGraw-Hill, Mathematics, kindergarten through grade six 


	Sacramento and Los Angeles County Offices of Education 
Contact: Pat Duckhorn 
California Lead Representative
(916) 228-2244 
pduckhorn@scoe.net 
	Saxon Math, Math 65, Math 76 and Math 87, grades four through six 

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Pat Duckhorn 
Director, Mathematics 
(916) 228-2244 
pduckhorn@scoe.net 
	Prentice Hall, Pre-Algebra, California Edition, and Algebra I, California Edition 

	Sacramento , Imperial, Santa Clara , Stanislaus, Los Angeles , and San Diego County Offices of Education (COE)
Contacts: California Lead Representatives by Regions

Regions 1, 2, and 3
Pat Duckhorn
Sacramento COE
(916) 228-2244
pduckhorn@scoe.net 

Regions 4 and 5 
Jivan Dhaliwal 
Santa Clara COE
(408) 453-4351 
Jivan_dhaliwal@sccoe.org 

Regions 6, 7, and 8
Chris King
Stanislaus COE
(209) 525-6602
cking@stan-co.k12.ca.us 

Regions 9, 10, and 11 
Linda Menvielle 
Imperial COE 
(760) 312-6482
lmenville@icoe
	McDougal Littell, Concepts and Skills, Course 1, Course 2, and Algebra 




	Sacramento, Los Angeles, and San Diego County Office of Education 
Contact: Pat Duckhorn 
California Lead Representative
(916) 228-2244 
pduckhorn@scoe.net 
	Scott Foresman, California Mathematics, kindergarten through grade six

	Sacramento, Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange, and Los Angeles Offices of Education 
Contact: Victoria Kukuruda 
Riverside County Office of Education 
(909) 600-5631
vkukuruda@rcoe.k12.ca.us 
	Houghton Mifflin, Mathematics, kindergarten thorough grade five 

	Technology in Learning 
Contact: Tom Coull 
(925) 631-1017 
tcoull@technologyinlearning.com
	Houghton Mifflin, Mathematics, kindergarten through grade five

	Technology in Learning 
Contact: Tom Coull 
(925) 631-1017 
tcoull@technologyinlearning.com 
	Harcourt, Harcourt Math, kindergarten and grade two

	Tehama County Department of Education
Contact: Lisa Sandberg
(530) 528-7388
Ilsandber@tcde.tehama.k12.ca.us
	Saxon, Math K, kindergarten

	Tehama, Los Angeles, and Sacramento County Offices of Education 
Contact: Pat Duckhorn 
California Lead Representative
(916) 228-2244 
pduckhorn@scoe.net 

Lisa Sandberg
(530) 528-7388
Ilsandber@tcde.tehama.k12.ca.us
	Saxon, Saxon Math, Math 54, grade three; Saxon Math, An Incremental Development, grades one through three

	Tehama, Fresno, Los Angeles, and Sacramento County Offices of Education 
Contact: Lisa Sandberg
(530) 528-7388
Ilsandber@tcde.tehama.k12.ca.us
	Sadlier-Oxford, Progress in Mathematics, grades four through six

	APPROVED AB 466 PROVIDERS 
FOR READING/LANGUAGE ARTS
	PROGRAM(S) FOR WHICH TRAINING 
CURRICULUM IS APPROVED

	Calabash Professional Learning Systems 
Contact: Kathy Evans 
(408) 392-3100 
Kathy_Evans@hmco.com 
	Houghton Mifflin, Reading, Legacy of Literacy 
Note: This provider is approved to provide professional development for teachers, paraprofessionals, and instructional aides. 

	California Professional Development Institutes (University of California, San Diego) 
Contact: Gretchen Laue 
(858) 822-0148 
glaue@ucsd.edu 
	Hampton Brown, High Point 

	California Professional Development Institutes (University of California, San Diego) 
Contact: Gretchen Laue 
(858) 822-0148 
glaue@ucsd.edu 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, REACH Program 

	California Reading Development Center at Sacramento County Office of Education (including Alameda, Butte, Imperial, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Joaquin County Offices of Education) 
Contact: Jill Relles
(916) 228-2425
jrelles@scoe.net 
	Houghton Mifflin, Reading, A Legacy of Literacy, kindergarten through grade six 

	California Reading Development Center at Sacramento County Office of Education (including Alameda, Butte, Imperial, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Joaquin County Offices of Education) 
Contact: Jill Relles
(916) 228-2425
jrelles@scoe.net 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2000, kindergarten through grade five, and Open Court 2002, kindergarten through grade six 


	California Reading Implementation Centers
(at Alameda, Butte, Imperial, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Joaquin County Offices of Education) 
Contact: Jill Relles 
(916) 228-2425 
jrelles@scoe.net 
	Houghton Mifflin, Reading, A Legacy of Literacy 

	California Reading Implementation Centers
(including Alameda, Butte, Imperial, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Joaquin County Offices of Education) 
Contact: Jill Relles 
(916) 228-2425 
jrelles@scoe.net 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2002, Foro Abierto, kindergarten through grade three

	California Reading Implementation Centers at Sacramento Office of Education (including Alameda, Butte, Imperial, Los Angeles, Sacramento, San Diego, and San Joaquin County Offices of Education)
Contact: Jill Relles 
(916) 228-2425
jrelles@scoe.net
	Houghton Mifflin, Reading, Lectura, kindergarten through grade two

	Center for Applied Research 
Contact: Bonnie Grossen 
Executive Director 
(503) 207-5602 
bgrossen@oregon.uoregon.edu 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, REACH Program 

Note: This provider is approved to provide professional development for teachers, paraprofessionals, and instructional aides. 

	CORE, Inc. 
Contact: Linda Diamond 
Executive Vice President 
(510) 595-3400, ext. 101 
ldiamond@corelearn.com 
	Houghton Mifflin Reading, A Legacy of Literacy 

	CORE, Inc. 
Contact: Linda Diamond 
Executive Vice President 
(510) 595-3400, ext. 101 
ldiamond@corelearn.com 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2002 


	CORE, Inc. 
Contact: Linda Diamond 
Executive Vice President 
(510) 595-3400, ext. 101 
ldiamond@corelearn.com 
	Prentice Hall Literature, Timeless Voices, Timeless Themes, grades six through eight 


	CORE, Inc. 
Contact: Linda Diamond 
Executive Vice President 
(510) 595-3400, ext. 101 
ldiamond@corelearn.com
	Heinle/Thomson, Visions, grades nine through twelve 

	Etiwanda School District
Contact: Rebecca Lawrence
(909) 948-7739
rebecca.lawrence@etiwanda.k12.ca.us 
	Houghton Mifflin, Reading, Legacy of Literacy, kindergarten through grade five 

	Etiwanda School District
Contact: Rebecca Lawrence
(909) 948-7739 rebecca.lawrence@etiwanda.k12.ca.us 
	McDougal Littell, Reading and Language Arts Program, (Language of Literature), grades six through eight 

	Heinle/Thomson
Contact: Robert Walters
(866) 664-4340
robert.walters@thomson.com
	Visions, grades nine through twelve 

	LEA Consortium 
Center USD, Foresthill USD 
Forestville USD, Fremont USD 
Inglewood USD, Lemoore USD 
McKinleyville USD, Patterson 
USD, Rincon Valley USD, Santa Barbara SD (Provider training for own districts only)
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2002 

	Los Angeles Unified School District
Contact: Jim Morris
Assistant Superintendent
(213) 241-6444
jim.morris@lausd.net 
	Houghton-Mifflin, Lectura, kindergarten through grade two

	Los Angeles Unified School District
Contact: Jim Morris
Assistant Superintendent
(213) 241-6444
jim.morris@lausd.net 
	SRA McGraw Hill, Foro Abierto, kindergarten through grade three


	Pearson Education 
Contact: Shawn Brown 
(800) 577-1580 
Shawn.Brown@phschool.com 
	Prentice Hall Literature, Timeless Voices, Timeless Themes, grades six through eight

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	Hampton Brown, High Point 

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	Holt, Rhinehart, and Winston, Literature and Language Arts, grades six through eight and nine through eleven

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	McDougal Littell, Reading and Language Arts Program, grades six through eight 

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	Prentice Hall Literature, Timeless Voices, Timeless Themes, grades six through eight and nine through ten

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, REACH Program 

	Sacramento County Office of Education 
Contact: Vicki Alterwitz 
(916) 228-2633 
valter@scoe.net 
	McDougal Littell, The Language of Literature, grades nine and ten 

	San Diego County Office of Education
Contact: Nancy Giberson
Assistant Superintendent
(858) 292-3645
giberson@sdcoe.net 
	Houghton-Mifflin, Lectura, kindergarten through grade six

	San Diego County Office of Education
Contact: Nancy Giberson
Assistant Superintendent
(858) 292-3645
giberson@sdcoe.net 
	SRA/McGraw Hill, Foro Abierto, kindergarten through grade three


	Santa Cruz County Office of Education 
Contact: Connie Benton 
(831) 477-5541 
cbenton@santacruz.k12.ca.us 
	McDougal Littell, Reading and Language Arts Program, grades six through eight

(Training materials updated July 2004)

	Scholastic Inc. 
Contact: Mark R. Moyer 
(800) 342-5331 
mmoyer@scholastic.com 
	READ 180, California Edition 

	Smar 2 tel Learning Links, LLC 
Contact: Marianne R. Steverson
(310) 419-8996
mrsteverson@smartel.net 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2002, kindergarten through grade five

	SRA/McGraw-Hill 
Contact: Sharon Lane 
(760) 918-7953
sharon lane@mcgraw-hill.com 
	SRA/McGraw-Hill, Open Court 2002 

	Sopris West 
Contact: Kris Olyejar 
LANGUAGE! Training Coordinator 
(877) 547-7323 
kriso@sopriswest.com 
	Glencoe/McGraw-Hill, (Sopris West), LANGUAGE! A Literacy Intervention Curriculum 

	Wright Group/McGraw-Hill 
Contact: Sara Bouwman 
INSIGHT Professional Development 
(800) 523-2371, ext. 3358 
sara_bouwman@mcgraw-hill.com 
	Fast Track Reading 

Note: This provider is approved to provide professional development for teachers, paraprofessional and instructional aides. 


� The 3,001 teachers who hold multiple subject, emergency credentials, includes interns and pre-interns.


� The 2,752 teachers who hold single subject emergency: English or social science credentials, includes interns and pre-interns.


� The 151 teachers who hold single subject emergency: mathematics or science credentials, includes interns and pre-interns.


� The 321 teachers who hold single subject emergency: special education credentials, includes interns and pre-interns.


� The credential type for 8,858 teachers is unknown because most of these teachers were trained prior to June 30, 2002, when collection of this information was not required or the LEA failed to report credential data.


�Discussion of the sample design, including sample size estimation and the weighting of sample results, can be found in Cochran’s Sampling Techniques, 3rd Edition published by John Wiley & Sons in 1977. See especially chapters 10 and 11 on multistage sampling.


1 Esch, C.E., Chang-Ross, C. M., Guha, R., Tiffany-Morales, J., & Shields, P.M. (2004). California’s Teaching Force 2004: Key Issues and Trends. Santa Cruz, CA: The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning. Appendix B.
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