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The recommendations to the State Board of Education (SBE) from the African American Advisory Committee (AAAC) were based on the guiding principles that the committee established to facilitate the work that is needed to improve academic achievement of African American students. The recommendations were built on the principles that the AAAC:

· Communicate and promote high expectations; 

· Make decisions based on current and confirmed academic research; 

· Focus on early grades in order to provide students a strong academic foundation; 

· Recommend policies and practices in Reading/Language Arts; 

· Hold all educational leaders accountable; 
· Promote a rigorous curriculum and use multiple measurements of assessment; and, 
· Ensure that community and student engagement are the priority in all decisions. 
In making these recommendations, the AAAC was mindful of the SBE’s authority and influence that could ultimately affect the implementation of these recommendations. The areas of influence the committee considered included the review of applicable fiscal controls that the SBE has the authority to exercise, the accountability factors that would need to be addressed, and the policies that would need to be established. In each of these areas, it is recommended that the SBE explore its scope of authority, involvement and influence on legislative and governmental action in relationship to each of the recommendations.  

The recommendations at this current time focus on accountability, special education, and teacher quality and instruction. Each issue includes the stated recommendation(s), the background and research, and the data and documentation. 
The intent of this advisory committee is to provide the first set of recommendations to the SBE with the understanding that the work of the AAAC is continual and that it will present additional recommendations to the SBE each year. The assistance of this advisory committee is to provide clarity and background around recommendations for the SBE that will assist in decision making around the critical needs of African American students. The AAAC will continue to focus on improving the academic achievement of African American students in the California educational system. 
Area of Focus: Accountability 
In 2009, there were roughly 14,500 African-American students in California public schools whose academic performance was apparently not considered or monitored as a subgroup under the current accountability and reporting system, because they were enrolled in schools where they constituted less than 50 in number or less than 15 percent of the school population. The scores for these 14,500 students did not appear on school-level subgroup reports, but rather were grouped into schoolwide averages masking their academic performance and potentially only appeared in district level subgroups. This is a flaw in the design of California's accountability reporting system, reflecting a general lack of transparency and accountability built into the K-12 system when it comes to subgroup proficiency on the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) California Standards Test (CST) reports and the Academic Performance Index (API) reports. For those African American students whose scores were not reported, the system does not ascertain whether they reach grade-level proficiency or graduate from high school prepared for college.

 

The API was adjusted in 2006 to equally weight growth targets for subgroups as well as the schoolwide API. In practice, however, this reporting has proven ineffective, as schools are only held accountable in terms of both compliance and public opinion relative to their schoolwide API scores. African-American student performance, and that of other student subgroups, are included in schoolwide API reports but their specific performance is a non-factor for purposes of accountability and improvement goals. For those students that are counted, the system has no accountability as to whether African American students reach grade-level proficiency or leave high school prepared for college. In addition, whether or not a school meets its API growth target for African-American students holds essentially no consequences in terms of accountability. This circumstance is the result of flawed implementation practices as well as flawed reporting practices.

 

Compounding this, under past and current school improvement programs totaling more than $2 billion invested, only the schoolwide API carries weight when the state evaluates whether a school in these programs meets its growth target, and that growth target is set very low.
Recommendations 
The following recommendations outline some initial steps that can strengthen school, district, and state accountability for the academic achievement of African American students and their peers in other subgroups.

The AAAC requests that the SBE consider the following:


1. For all assessments and accountability reports, revise formats to display subgroup data as prominently as schoolwide data. This policy principle should be applied to all assessment program printed reports, including the STAR program, California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) and California English Language Development Test (CELDT), as well as all Accountability Progress Reporting (APR) and School Accountability Report Card (SARC) reports. 
2. For all intervention programs, including but not limited to the Quality Education Investment Act (QEIA), Program Improvement (PI), Corrective Action, and School Improvement Grant (SIG), consider schoolwide and subgroup status and growth data to determine eligibility as well as program exit. 
3. Include CST and CAHSEE subgroup proficiency and accountability data for all subgroups with more than 10 students on all of the above-mentioned assessment and accountability reports. This recommendation is intended to increase the transparency and visibility of subgroup data, but is not intended to cause any changes in the N-sizes needed for data to be used for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) or API calculations. For example, all subgroup data with a N-size greater than 10 would be reported, but subgroup data with a N-size large enough to be used for accountability determinations would further be identified as data contributing to formal accountability calculations. 
Research and Background
The only current benefit for California public schools meeting their API growth targets is that they are eligible to become a California Distinguished School, National Blue Ribbon School, or Title I Academic Achievement Awards School. Schools that fail to meet their API growth targets are eligible for additional funding through state intervention programs such as the QEIA. While local educational agencies (LEAs) receive API scores, they do not receive growth targets. As a result, subgroups that do not meet the N-size requirements at a particular school site are not given consideration in these programs.
The federal accountability requirements are primarily based on grade-level proficiency results. The only inclusion of the API results in the federal requirements is that schools must show a single point of schoolwide API growth or have a schoolwide API of 680 or higher.
The Educational Results Partnership, a nonprofit organization, downloaded and analyzed the 2009 AYP dataset from the California Department of Education’s (CDE) Web site to determine the number of African American students whose academic achievement was not a determining factor in the results for their school because the number of African American students fell below the 50 students or 15 percent of the student population threshold utilized by California in its school accountability systems. Based on this review, it found that 14,502 African American students fell below this threshold. 
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Area of Focus: Special Education  

Recommendation 1: Corrective Action for Local Educational Agencies in Program Improvement  

When considering the assignment of corrective action and sanctions of LEAs in PI, or in reviewing and approving districts’ Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) or LEA Plans for LEAs in PI Year 3, include in SBE deliberations a review of district data addressing disproportionality to determine whether the LEA or its PI schools within the LEA have compliance issues related to the following:
· Disproportional rates of suspension and expulsion of African American students; 
· Disproportional rates of African American students in special education; or 
· Disproportional number of African American students within specific categories of special education. 
In addition, the AAAC recommends that the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, explore and identify the root causes of the disproportionality phenomena so that instructional practices in general education can be improved to remedy and prevent this pervasive problem. In addition, the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, is asked to identify and promote preventative measures, such as early screening and appropriate instructional interventions that will help educators in general education meet the needs of at-risk African American students whose instructional needs are not necessarily ones that need to be addressed in special education. 
Research and Background
The SBE currently receives periodic and as necessary updates for LEAs that are out of compliance while in PI. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) requires the SBE to assign corrective actions or sanctions for those school districts identified in PI Year 3. In determining the appropriate corrective action(s) for the identified PI Year 3 school districts, the SBE considers available data to assess a school district’s current condition and needs. However, this review process fails to include data related to African American students who are significantly disproportionally represented in any PI school. Requesting information to learn whether Local Educational Plans (LEAs) in PI Year 3 have significantly disproportionate representation of African American students would add valuable information to the SBE corrective action review process and shine a light on this insidious problem. The AAAC recommends the SBE request and use these data as part of their deliberations. 
Data and Documentation
According to data from DataQuest posted on the California Department of Education Web site, there has been a consistent decrease in the number of African American students in California schools but a consistent increase in the proportion of African American students placed in special education (See Table 1). 

Table 1
	African American Students in Special Education by Year

	Number of African American Special Education Students in California 
	Number of All African American Students in California (CBEDS)

	Percent of African American Students in Special Education in California


	Dec 05
	78,881
	495,017
	15.9%

	Dec 06
	77,426
	477,776
	16.2%

	Dec 07
	75,541
	466,141
	16.2%

	Dec 08
	74,064
	454,781
	16.3%


Source: California Department of Education, DataQuest, 2010  
The representation of African American males in special education classrooms across the state is nearly double that of African American females; this is a disturbing trend (See Table 2).
Table 2


	Gender
	Dec. 2005
	Dec. 2006
	Dec. 2007
	Dec. 2008

	African American Females
	26,071
	25,452
	24,612
	23,901

	African American Males
	52,810
	51,974
	50,929
	50,163

	Total African American
	78,881
	77,426
	75,541
	74,064


Source: California Department of Education, DataQuest, 2010  
In 2009, the largest percentage of African American special education students was categorized as emotionally disturbed (ED), having a specific learning disability (SLD), or having a speech or language impairment (SLI). 
ED is defined as a condition exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics over a long period and to a marked degree, which adversely affects a child’s educational performance:
1. An inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health factors;
2. An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers;
3. Inappropriate types of behavior or responses under normal circumstances; 
4. A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; and 
5. A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or school problems.
SLI is a communication disorder, such as stuttering, impaired articulation, language impairment, or a voice impairment that adversely affects a child’s educational performance. 

SLD is a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, that may manifest itself in the imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations, including conditions such as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. 
It should be noted that California schools use the discrepancy model to determine eligibility under the SLD category. Students are identified for special education services under the SLD category by comparing the difference between their academic achievement and assessed intellectual ability. There are two problems with this discrepancy model:
· African American students are disproportionally identified for placement in special education; and 
· African American students are disproportionally identified within special education for placement in certain special education disability categories including ED, SLD, and SLI (See highlighted columns in Table 3). 

Table 3
	June 2009
	Total Number African American Students   
	Mental Retardation 
	Speech or Language Impairment 
	Emotionally Disturbed 
	Other Health Impairment 
	Specific Learning Disability 
	Autism 

	Infant
	524
	79
	15.1%
	119
	22.7%
	
	0.0%
	121
	23.1%
	2
	0.4%
	7
	1.3%

	Preschool
	4,572
	318
	7.0%
	2,494
	22.7%
	12
	0.3%
	141
	3.1%
	364
	8.0%
	711
	1.3%

	Kindergarten
	3,405
	222
	6.5%
	1,964
	57.7%
	53
	1.6%
	191
	5.6%
	310
	8.0%
	452
	13.3%

	First
	4,306
	247
	5.7%
	1,998
	46.4%
	139
	3.2%
	322
	7.5%
	885
	20.6%
	441
	10.2%

	Second
	5,318
	267
	5.0%
	1,833
	34.5%
	211
	4.0%
	544
	10.2%
	1,722
	32.4%
	428
	8.0%

	Third
	5,889
	254
	4.3%
	1,537
	26.1%
	336
	5.7%
	604
	10.3%
	2,447
	41.6%
	384
	6.5%

	Fourth
	6,623
	340
	5.1%
	1,323
	20.0%
	383
	5.8%
	709
	10.7%
	3,163
	47.8%
	367
	5.5%

	Fifth
	7,061
	351
	5.0%
	1,026
	14.5%
	498
	7.1%
	784
	11.1%
	3,734
	52.9%
	335
	4.7%

	Sixth
	7,218
	313
	4.3%
	729
	10.1%
	606
	8.4%
	813
	11.3%
	4,082
	56.6%
	323
	4.5%

	Seventh
	7,516
	366
	4.9%
	489
	6.5%
	725
	9.6%
	810
	10.8%
	4,581
	60.9%
	259
	3.4%

	Eighth
	7,752
	376
	4.9%
	370
	4.8%
	858
	11.1%
	755
	9.7%
	4,766
	61.5%
	269
	3.5%

	Ninth
	9,245
	421
	4.6%
	258
	2.8%
	1,235
	13.4%
	871
	9.4%
	5,907
	63.9%
	237
	2.6%

	Tenth
	8,804
	446
	5.1%
	207
	2.4%
	1,273
	14.5%
	744
	8.5%
	5,565
	63.2%
	237
	2.7%

	Eleventh
	8,177
	460
	5.6%
	172
	2.1%
	1,151
	14.1%
	574
	7.0%
	5,317
	65.0%
	221
	2.7%

	Twelfth
	8,745
	646
	7.4%
	132
	1.5%
	1,102
	12.6%
	528
	6.0%
	5,661
	64.7%
	268
	3.1%

	12+ Grade
	1,940
	577
	29.7%
	27
	1.4%
	179
	9.2%
	64
	3.3%
	672
	34.6%
	166
	8.6%

	Ungraded
	280
	136
	48.6%
	1
	0.4%
	44
	15.7%
	11
	3.9%
	20
	7.1%
	47
	16.8%

	SOURCE:  California Department of Education,                                  

                   DataQuest, 2010
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 illustrates that African American students entering school are more likely to be identified with a SLI. Beginning in the fourth grade, African American students are more likely to be labeled with a SLD. Most alarming, is the fact that the longer these students are in school, the more likely they are to be labeled as ED. 
Recommendation 2: Track Over Time the Number of African American Students Entering and Exiting Special Education Programs

The AAAC recommends that the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, investigate special education entry and exit data over time, by ethnicity and grade level to document the rate at which African American students matriculate through special education programs from entry to exit for the 2007-2012 school years. These data should be made available to the public. 
In addition, the AAAC recommends that the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, investigate more deeply the instructional practices of special education teachers that promote the academic progress of African American students toward exiting the program and also identify practices that are not effective in meeting this goal. How do special education students, for example, access the core curriculum to ensure their educational success when school districts and schools have difficulty in identifying and evaluating appropriate practices? Teachers and administrators must become knowledgeable about which instructional practices, when implemented in the general education setting, are successful at closing and/or preventing achievement gaps and decreasing the number of African American students placed in special education. 

Background and Rationale
In attempting to close the achievement gap, most school districts have placed more emphasis on increasing the academic proficiency levels of general education students. While laudable, the AAAC is concerned that little attention has been dedicated to decreasing the disproportionate placement of African American students in special education or on early identification and intervention for at-risk African American students prior to their referral to special education. The AAAC is concerned that once placed in special education, African American students may not have full access to quality instruction, currently adopted standards-based instructional materials, and extra intensive instructional support to prepare them to be successful on the CSTs and CAHSEE. Greater emphasis must be placed on providing African American students placed in special education with instruction they need to successfully exit the program. These data clearly demonstrate the need for all levels of the educational system to prioritize available resources to provide at-risk African American children, both in general and special education, with the education they need to be successful in life. 
Data and Documentation:  (See Special Education Recommendation One) 

Recommendation Three: Track Data from LEA Disproportionality Plan 

The AAAC recommends that the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, track and review the data that illustrate which of the four required focus areas LEAs with significant disproportionality of African American students choose to implement to determine which of the four leads to greater improved academic outcomes over time. These data should be analyzed to identify best practices for decreasing significant disproportionality. To that end, the following data should be collected and analyzed:
1. The focus area chosen for the schools within the LEA;  
2. The number of African American students enrolled in the schools, in both general education and special education; 

3. Measurable success(es) in improving academic student achievement across educational settings;
4. The number of students, including African American students, who exit special education as a result of changes in instructional and placement practices associated with the implementation of the focus area; and
5. Whether the percent of African American students referred to special education decreases during the implementation of a LEA disproportionality plan. 
Research and Background 
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requires State Education Agencies to identify LEAs with significant disproportionate representation of subgroups in special education. School districts identified as having a significantly disproportionate subgroup representation must appoint a leadership team and develop a plan and budget designed to improve practice and to mitigate/correct the overrepresentation. CDE guidance directs identified school districts to choose one of the four focus areas around which their plan should be developed including:

Focus Area 1: Closing the Achievement Gap (CTAG)

Examine ways to improve student achievement at all levels and to create an integrated, seamless system of student learning from preschool through the senior year of college. A LEA should examine the results of the California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) and the California School Climate Survey (CSCS) to guide LEA efforts in CTAG and improving the teaching and learning environments of all schools.

Focus Area 2: Culturally Responsive Educational Systems

Become aware of cultural differences, adapting programs and interventions as appropriate and monitoring intervention effects not only in general, but also in particular for groups of students that have been historically marginalized. There are at least four LEA/school organizational areas in which culturally responsive principles may be applied: 1) Data Analysis and Monitoring; 2) Policies, Practices, and Procedures of Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2); 3) Curriculum and Instruction; and 4) Student Engagement.

Focus Area 3: Response to Instruction and Intervention

Provide students with a general education approach of high quality instruction, early intervention, and prevention and behavioral strategies. RtI2 is an assessment and intervention process for systematically monitoring student progress and making decisions about the need for instructional modifications or increasingly intensified services using progress monitoring data. 

Focus Area 4: Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

Improve educational outcomes for students with disabilities utilizing best practices while ensuring compliance with state and federal laws and regulations related to IDEA.

Data and Documentation: (See Special Education Recommendation One)
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Recommendation One: Instruction 
Though African American students represent approximately eight percent of the total student population of California, 477,776 of the 6,229,980 K-12 population in 2008-09, 16.3 percent or 74,064 of these students were enrolled in special education programs across the state. Disproportional representation of African American students in special education raises the question of whether these at-risk students have access quality instruction and adequate opportunity to learn in the general education environment prior to referral for placement in a special education program. 

Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2) is a schoolwide process of early intervention and prevention of academic and behavioral difficulties. It is a process that utilizes all resources within a school in a collaborative manner to create a single, well-integrated system of instruction and interventions informed by student outcome data. Accountability for positive outcomes for all students is a shared responsibility of all staff members (California Department of Education, 2009). Against this backdrop, the AAAC recommends the following preventative measures:
· Develop and disseminate guidance documents, planning and implementation tools, and Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2) professional development modules for teachers and principals to assist school districts and schools to appropriately, effectively, and fully implement a RtI2 model;
· Encourage all LEAs and schools to provide students at risk of referral to special education with the research-based assessments, instruction, and appropriate interventions of an effective RtI model in the general education setting before initiating a to special education referral; and 
· Develop policy that requires school districts that have a disproportionate population of African American students enrolled in special education services to illustrate how these students are provided full access and adequate daily instruction in the current state adopted core instructional materials including state adopted intensive intervention programs for students who are two or more years below grade level. If they are not in compliance, the AAAC requests that the SBE, in collaboration with the CDE, work to impose funding penalties.

· Identify LEAs and schools that are successfully implementing a RtI2 program that has resulted in improved academic achievement among African American students and lowered the referral rates of African American children for special education placement.   
Background and Research:   
The Discrepancy Model

Currently most schools in California use a discrepancy model to identify students as learning disabled. A severe discrepancy is indicated by the difference between intelligence quotient (IQ) and achievement test scores. A major concern of the use of the discrepancy model to identify students as learning disabled is whether the model accurately differentiates students with disabilities from those whose behavioral or academic difficulties reflect other factors, including inappropriate or inadequate instruction. Instead, it should only be those students who are persistently non-responsive to more intensive and alternative instructional or behavioral interventions over time that should be considered as possible candidates for special education (Fletcher, Barnes, & Francis, 2002; Ortiz, 2002). Although researchers have questioned the validity of the discrepancy model for the past several decades, the practice is still widely used (Aaron, 1997).
Forty-six studies addressing the validity of the IQ-achievement discrepancy as a classification for low-performing readers were reviewed in a meta-analysis conducted by Stuebing, et. al. They found the IQ-achievement discrepancy as an eligibility criterion for a reading disability was not valid. They also found that the IQ-discrepant and IQ-consistent groups did not differ with regard to academic performance or behavior and differed only slightly in cognitive ability. 

Response to Intervention and Response to Instruction and Intervention 
The response to intervention model is a multi-tiered approach to providing research-based instruction and interventions to struggling learners at increasing levels of duration and intensity. It includes early screening, high-quality instruction and targeted interventions that are matched to student need based on diagnostic and other assessments, and frequent progress monitoring to make educational decisions. 
In California the RtI model is called Response to Instruction and Intervention (RtI2) and is described as a systematic, data-driven approach to instruction that benefits every student. RtI2 is meant to communicate the full spectrum of instruction, from general core to supplemental or intensive, to meet the academic and behavioral needs of students. RtI2 integrates resources from general education, categorical programs and special education through a comprehensive, integrated system of core instruction and interventions to benefit every student.
RtI2 offers a way to eliminate achievement gaps through a school-wide process that provides assistance to every student, both high achieving and struggling learners. However, it seems that general education teachers tend to view Rtl2 as the responsibility of special education teachers and a resource for special education students and their teachers. Because of this view, a number of school districts ineffectively promote and implement a Rtl2 program, which could be a valuable resource to prevent struggling African American students, especially males, from entering the special education path to low expectations and achievement.
On November 14, 2008, CDE issued a letter on RtI² stating that the data gain during the implementation of an effective RtI² system can be part of the process to identify students with learning disabilities. The CDE noted that research evidenced that implementation of RtI² in general education reduced the disproportionate representation of certain groups of students identified as needing special education services. RtI² must be seen as a preventative resource to be used by general education. However, RtI² has been implemented far too loosely as just another proforma step before referring struggling African American students to special education.
Data and Documentation:   
See data provided under the special education recommendation.
Recommendation Two: Salary Allocations

· Request an analysis of average teacher salaries within and across districts throughout the state for discrepancies between average teacher salaries within schools where the African American student enrollment exceeds the districtwide average enrollment of African American students compared to schools where African American student enrolments is less than the entire district’s average African American student enrollment; 

· Examine the correlation between African American students’ academic performance on standardized tests in schools where the average teacher salary is less than the district’s average teacher salary and the African American student enrollment exceeds the district’s average African American student enrollment; and 

· Encourage all school districts to include the average teacher salary on a school-by-school basis as part of the SARC that also includes student performance data. 

Recommendation Three: Teacher Assignment Policies

The AAAC requests that the SBE initiate a review of school district policies for assigning teachers to schools, permitting teacher transfers and reducing the teaching force in periods of budget constraints. Change should occur in district policies that use years of experience as the sole criterion for displacing teachers when reduced funding requires districts to invoke reductions in force (RIF). 

The AAAC recommends that the indicators used by the SBE for determining inequitable distribution of teachers include:

· Twenty-five percent or more of the faculty has fewer than three years teaching experience; 

· Five percent or more of the faculty is teaching more than one class outside of their degree major; and 
· More than ten percent of the teachers with less than three years of teaching experience are laid off during a reduction in force.  

Rationale

Disparities in the allocation of funds to schools, combined with inequitable teacher assignment and transfer policies, result in massive teacher turnover and a preponderance of new, inexperienced teachers in schools serving the highest concentrations of African American and Latino students. Using years of experience as the sole criterion for displacing teachers in periods of reduced school funding prevents inexperienced teachers from remaining in schools long enough to become effective in their teaching practices, thus school stability and continuity in instruction are compromised.  

These policies mask the fiscal and instructional inequities produced by using revenue generated from schools in low-income/high minority enrollment communities to subsidize the salaries of teachers in schools located in higher-income communities that on average have lower African American student enrollment. Existing policies result in denying students in economically and racially segregated schools equitable access to opportunities to learn. 

Research and Background

Value-added studies in Tennessee, Massachusetts, Texas, and Alabama can be instructive for other states, including California. These studies established a correlation between patterns of students’ performance on standardized tests and the teachers they were assigned over a three-year span. Students receiving three years of instruction with effective teachers versus those students receiving three years of instruction with ineffective teachers could account for a difference of up to fifty-three percentile points on standardized testing. 

A school employing a large number of beginning teachers and few experienced teachers will have a much lower average of teacher salaries, even if their salaries are competitive with those in neighboring schools. Conversely, a school with an experienced senior staff will have a higher average of teacher salaries. There are also considerable differences across the state, as school districts vary in size, the degree of urbanization and geographic region (retrieved 07/09/10 from http://www.ed-data.k-12.ca.us/welcome/asp). 

Data and Documentation 

In 2005, The Education Trust-West conducted a study, California’s Hidden Teacher Spending Gap, which produced important findings about inequalities in students’ access to highly qualified teachers. Studies conducted by The Civil Rights Project/Projecto Derechos Civiles at the University of California, Los Angeles (2007) and the Stanford University Institute for Research on Educational Policy and Practice (2006) produced similar findings. 
· In 2005-2006, forty percent of California’s black students attended schools that were between ninety and one-hundred percent non-white (2007);

· California schools with higher percentages of minority students, mainly African American and Latino, also had lower percentages of credentialed and experienced teachers (2006); and 
· Students in schools with the highest percentages of minority students, mainly African American and Latino, were five times more likely as students in schools with lower percentages of minority students to have an underprepared teacher (2005). 
Recommendation Four: Effective Teacher Index 
The AAAC requests that the SBE, in consultation with the CDE, commission a study group to create an effective teacher index to include effectiveness with African American students and other students who experience a persistent achievement gap. 
The AAAC recommends that the SBE adopt a systemic approach to culturally responsive teaching and learning that implies the necessity for teachers who are capable of implementing culturally responsive pedagogy. The IDEA has set precedent by identifying culturally responsive systems as a means for improving instructional practices to mitigate the disproportionate representation of historically marginalized subgroups in special education and to provide equitable opportunities to learn for all students. Among the four focus areas recommended by IDEA from which LEAs may choose as the basis for their plan to address this problem, Focus Area 2 specifically calls for culturally responsive systems and names instruction and curriculum as one of the key elements. Attention to Focus Area 2 helps to define the attributes of an effective teacher, particularly in states like California with highly diverse student populations and with equally disparate academic achievement performance among those groups.

Additionally, the AAAC asks that the SBE contact the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing to request that they require evidence of deep content knowledge in mathematics for the multiple subject credential to ensure that elementary school teachers are capable of building the conceptual knowledge and operational skills that students need for high achievement in mathematics throughout their schooling. 

Background and Research 

Studies conducted by Darling-Hammond and Young (2000) and Nelson-Barber (1999) identify two effective teacher qualities:

· Teachers’ level of literacy, as measured by vocabulary skill and other standardized assessments, accounts for more variance in student achievement than any other factor. Ethnographic and analytic skills enable teachers to acquire the cultural knowledge and understanding necessary to bridge communication between themselves and their students. 
· Deep content knowledge and content pedagogy account for teachers’ ability to provide effective learning experiences that facilitate student learning. 

Data and Documentation 

A forum of leading researchers from The Forum for Education and Democracy convened by Linda Darling-Hammond, Gloria Ladson-Billings, Deborah Meier, Nancy and Theodore Size and Pedro Noguera have described the current state of teacher accessibility to students as one with dramatically different levels of training in which the least prepared teachers are teaching the most educationally vulnerable students.    
Haycock and Penske (2006), in Teacher Inequality: How Poor and Minority Students are Shortchanged on Teacher Quality, and Sunderman and Kim (2005), in Teacher Quality: Equalizing Opportunities and Outcomes, correlated teacher effectiveness with student achievement, socioeconomics, and race. They note that the disparities in access to effective teachers persist while the achievement gap in English-Language Arts between African American students and 
Caucasian students and Latino and Caucasian students has remained unchanged. 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) notes for example that forty percent of white fourth grade students tested at or above proficient in reading tests as compared to fourteen percent of African American students and eleven percent of Latino students (UCLA, 2007). The CDE STAR results displayed below reveal a similar gap throughout the state in standardized test scores over a seven-year span. 

STAR Program CST Test Results, 2003-2009, English-Language Arts
Table 2: Percentage of Student Scoring at Proficient and Above by Subgroup*
	Ethnicity
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	Percentage Change 2008-09
	Percentage Change 2003-09

	African American or Black
	22
	23
	27
	29
	30
	33
	37
	4
	15

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	31
	31
	35
	37
	39
	40
	44
	4
	13

	Asian
	55
	57
	61
	64
	66
	69
	73
	4
	18

	Filipino
	48
	50
	55
	58
	60
	62
	66
	4
	18

	Hispanic or Latino
	20
	20
	25
	27
	29
	32
	37
	5
	17

	Pacific Islander
	31
	31
	36
	39
	40
	43
	47
	4
	16

	White
	53
	54
	58
	60
	62
	64
	68
	4
	15


STAR Program CST Test Results, 2003-2009, Mathematics  
Table 3: Percentages of Students Scoring at Proficient and Above by Subgroup*
	Subgroup
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	Percentage Change 2008-09
	Percentage Change 2003-09

	All Students
	35
	34
	38
	41
	41
	43
	46
	3
	11

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female 
	34
	34
	38
	40
	40
	42
	46
	4
	12

	Male 
	35
	35
	39
	41
	41
	43
	46
	3
	11


	Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American or Black 
	19
	19
	22
	25
	25
	27
	30
	3
	11

	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	29
	28
	32
	34
	34
	36
	39
	3
	10

	Asian
	60
	60
	65
	67
	67
	70
	72
	2
	12

	Filipino
	44
	45
	50
	53
	53
	55
	59
	4
	15

	Hispanic or Latino
	23
	23
	27
	30
	30
	33
	36
	3
	13

	Pacific Islander
	31
	31
	35
	38
	38
	40
	43
	3
	12

	White 
	47
	46
	51
	53
	53
	54
	57
	3
	10
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