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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT, TITLE II, Part A
Executive Summary

This report, mandated by Item Number 6100-001-0890 of the 2015–16 California State Budget Act, details requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 2001, for the preparation, training, recruitment, and retention of highly qualified teachers and principals.

The Compliance Monitoring, Intervention, and Sanctions (CMIS) program was developed by the California Department of Education (CDE) and authorized by the California State Legislature in 2007 to monitor the status and equitable distribution of teachers in local educational agencies in regard to the ESEA requirement for highly qualified teachers. 

This report provides the required data as requested through the California State Budget.
If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact Erin Koepke, Education Programs Consultant, Professional Learning Support Division, by telephone at
916-323-4873 or by e-mail at ekoepke@cde.ca.gov.
This report will be accessible on the CDE CMIS Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/tiicmis.asp. To obtain a copy of this report, please contact the Educator Excellence Office by telephone at 916-445-7331 or by e-mail at cmis@cde.ca.gov. 
Preparing, Training, and Recruiting Highly Qualified Teachers and Principals

Elementary and secondary EDucation ACT, Title II, Part A
Legislative Report requirements
Of the funds appropriated in this item, $945,000 is available from federal Title II funds for the CMIS program. This program is designed to help school districts meet the highly qualified teacher (HQT) requirements specified in the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (P.L. 107–110). The California Department of Education (CDE) shall submit a report on the CMIS program to the appropriate budget and policy committees of the Legislature, the Legislative Analyst’s Office, and the Department of Finance. The report shall identify (a) the number of school districts that received CMIS support in the
2016​–17 fiscal year and (b) the major components of the plans that those districts developed to respond to the federal HQT requirements. For each participating district, the report shall provide longitudinal data on the number and percentage of teachers who are and are not highly qualified. The report shall provide data separately for high- and low-poverty schools. For comparison, the report shall provide the same longitudinal data for the statewide average of all school districts as well as the average for school districts not receiving CMIS support.

California’s teacher Equity plan
In 2006, the State Plan for HQTs was created by the CDE and approved by the State Board of Education (SBE). This plan detailed strategies for how the state planned to meet the teacher quality requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 2001. Requirement Six of the HQT plan addressed issues specific to the equitable distribution of HQTs and is now known as the Teacher Equity Plan (TEP).

In 2007, the ESEA required that 100 percent of teachers meet HQT requirements. During that year, the State Plan for HQTs was updated by the CDE in collaboration with SBE staff to reflect changes necessary to the implementation of the policy set in the 2006 plan in order to meet this requirement.
In 2010, the TEP was revised by the CDE in collaboration with SBE staff to fully reflect the steps taken by the State to meet the ESEA requirements. The TEP was organized around the following five response areas and guiding questions from the U.S. Department of Education (ED):

1. Does the plan include a Written Equity Plan?

2. Does the plan identify where inequities in teacher assignments exist?

3. Does the plan delineate specific strategies for addressing inequity in teacher assignments? 
4. Does the plan provide evidence for the probable success of the strategies it includes?

5. Does the plan indicate that the state educational agency (SEA) will examine the issue of equitable teacher assignments when it monitors local educational agencies (LEAs), and does the plan describe how this will be done?
In 2014, the ED required the CDE to create a current and future work plan to remedy gaps in equitable access to excellent educators for all students. This plan details a theory of action and progress towards achieving equitable access to excellent teachers and leaders for all students. It provides information regarding the initiatives embarked upon by the CDE, under the leadership of State Superintendent of Public Instruction Tom Torlakson, the SBE, and the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, a collaborative partner in the State’s efforts to improve teacher quality, teaching quality, and instructional leadership. California’s 2015 State Plan to Ensure Equitable Access to Excellent Educators is located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/documents/caeeplan.pdf.

Compliance Monitoring, Intervention, and Sanctions
California’s “Revised State Plan for No Child Left Behind: HQTs” (State Plan) requires LEAs to develop and implement a detailed and coherent set of specific activities to ensure that poor and minority children are not taught by inexperienced, underqualified, or out-of-field teachers at higher rates than are other children in the district. To facilitate implementation of the State Plan, the Legislature authorized the CMIS program in 2007. The CMIS program has been included in the California State Budget since 2009.

The CMIS program is administered by the Educator Excellence Office of the CDE. The two primary roles of the CMIS program are to monitor LEAs for compliance with federal laws regarding HQTs and to provide technical assistance to LEAs to ensure they are successful in the development and implementation of a comprehensive plan that addresses the requirements set forth in the State Plan.

With the successful implementation of the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), LEAs can report the number of ESEA core courses per site, then count which of those courses are taught by HQTs. This provides the basis for validating the professional qualifications and certifications of teachers, assignments, and distribution of teachers. The process determines who will participate in the CMIS program. For purposes of determining equitable distribution within a district, “poor and minority students” are currently identified as those who attend schools in which 40 percent or more of the student population are eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Meals. “Schools with a high percentage of low-achieving students” are those that are in Program Improvement status. 
In the initial year of placement into level A of the CMIS program, LEAs with less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects (Elementary/Multiple Subjects, Mathematics, Foundational-Level Mathematics, English/Language Arts/Reading, Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Geosciences, Physics, Science Verification Process for Special Settings, Science Foundational, Social Science, Government, Economics, History/Geography, Drama/Theater, Visual Arts, Dance, Music, and Foreign Language) for one school year are notified by the CDE that they have not had 100 percent HQTs for one year. 
LEAs reporting less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects for two consecutive years are assigned to level B of the CMIS program. In level B, LEAs are required to create an Equitable Distribution Plan (EDP), which ensures that they coordinate, evaluate, and monitor schoolwide and districtwide programs and services in order to close the student achievement gap through teacher and principal quality. LEAs are also required to submit a professional development needs assessment as part of the EDP. Analyzing the results of a professional development needs assessment survey is an important and necessary step before writing and implementing a systematic professional development plan. 
Within the EDP, the LEA must develop and implement policies, strategies, and practices to ensure:
1. Immediate solutions for ensuring all ESEA core academic classes will be taught by HQTs.

2. Immediate solutions for ensuring that poor, minority, and underperforming students have access to experienced and effective teachers through the development of board-approved policy or contract language guiding placement of Short-Term Staff Permits and Provisional Intern Permits, and the equitable distribution of interns.

3. Immediate and long-term solutions to ensure retention of highly qualified, experienced, and effective staff.

4. Immediate solutions for ensuring that poor, minority, and underperforming students have access to experienced and effective administrators.
Submitted EDPs are reviewed by the CDE for compliance and likelihood of success. CDE staff members work with LEAs to address any gaps and provide technical assistance.
LEAs that reported staffing of less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects for three consecutive years and that concurrently failed to make Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) for three consecutive years are designated at level C of the CMIS program. In level C, LEAs enter into an agreement with the CDE according to the provisions of Section 2141(c) of the ESEA. The agreement consists of a Noncompliant Teacher Action Plan, a Memorandum of Understanding that outlines agreed-upon activities regarding the use of funds to ensure all teachers become highly qualified, and a Budget Agreement that reserves sufficient funds to pay for these activities. All three documents are required to be submitted to the CDE. 

On December 10, 2015, the new Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), was signed into law, reauthorizing the ESEA.

On January 11, 2016, 228 LEAs were invited to participate in the CMIS program. The CMIS program is designed to provide oversight and monitoring to ensure that all schools have achieved 100 percent HQT status for teachers assigned to teach core academic subjects as mandated by federal law. 

However, on January 28, 2016, the CDE received new information from the ED regarding the transition from the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) to the ESSA, eliminating the requirement to implement NCLB Sections 1119 and 2141. The letter can be found on the ED’s Web Page located at https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/transitionsy1617-dcl.pdf. 
To remain consistent with ED guidance and not place unnecessary burden on LEAs during the transition to ESSA, the Educator Excellence Office notified all LEAs in the CMIS program informing them that they will not be required to participate for the
2016–17 school year. This is in alignment with an SBE Memorandum Item number one dated April 16, 2016, titled: Transition Year Processes due to Suspension of the No Child Left Behind Act Highly Qualified Teacher Requirements. The item can be found on the CDE Web Page located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-ilsb-plsd-april16memo01.doc. However, the CDE is in the process of updating the CMIS program to provide technical assistance to LEAs in line with the new guidelines included in the ESSA.
tECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES

In accordance with sections 2141(a) and 2141(b) of the ESEA mandate that the SEA “ensure that each LEA that has not met annual measurable objectives for HQT for two consecutive years has an improvement plan in place and that the SEA has provided technical assistance to the LEA in formulating the plan”, the CDE developed the CMIS program. 
With the inception of the CMIS program, the CDE, in collaboration with county offices of education, began developing capacity within the current education structure. The Personnel Management Assistance Teams (PMAT), created by Senate Bill 1209 (Scott), Chapter 517, Statutes of 2006, ensured that schools had the resources and technical assistance needed to make long-term changes in hiring and retention practices and develop research-based professional development plans to ensure that all students, but especially poor and minority students, had access to effective teachers and principals. However, since the elimination of funding for the PMAT program in 2009, all technical assistance has been conducted by the Educator Excellence Office staff. 
In addition to the intensive technical assistance provided through the CMIS program, the Educator Excellence Office staff provides presentations and conducts workshops regarding HQTs at statewide conferences as appropriate, including multiple workshops at the annual Credential Counselors and Analysts of California Conference. 
Elementary and secondary education act

Teacher Quality Data

In October 2006, the CDE began using the California Basic Educational Data System (CBEDS) and Professional Assignment Information Form (PAIF) to collect ESEA compliance information for all core academic subject classes in California. This allowed California to determine ESEA compliance status by school site, school type, subject area taught, and the compliance status of the teacher of each class. In 2009–10, the CDE phased out the use of CBEDS-PAIF as part of the new longitudinal student information system, identified as CALPADS. As stated on page two of this report, CALPADS provides the basis for validating the professional qualifications and certifications of teachers, assignments, and distribution of teachers.
Listed below are the data from the time of the updated collection of ESEA compliance information for all core academic subject classes, specifically:

· LEAs with less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects for one school year (level A);

· LEAs with less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects for two consecutive years (level B); and

· LEAs with less than 100 percent HQTs in ESEA core academic subjects and that failed to make AYP for three consecutive years (level C).
The data from the 2014–15 school year are the most current certified data available to the CDE. There were 228 districts that participated in the CMIS program during
2014–15: 139 in Level A, 56 in Level B, and 33 in Level C. 
Note: *Districts reporting less than 80 percent HQTs have been contacted by CDE staff and are expected to report accurately during the next data collection period. 

Level A School Districts

	Table 1: Level A Districts 2014–15 Monitoring Year

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Alhambra Unified
	99.08%

	Alta-Dutch Flat Union Elementary
	95.00%

	Alvord Unified
	99.33%

	Anaheim Union High
	99.47%

	Anderson Valley Unified
	93.33%

	Arcohe Union Elementary
	97.94%

	Atascadero Unified*
	66.67%

	Bear Valley Unified
	95.24%

	Bella Vista Elementary
	97.37%

	Beverly Hills Unified
	93.75%

	Big Sur Unified
	92.86%

	Big Valley Joint Unified*
	75.00%

	Bishop Unified
	95.24%

	Black Butte Union Elementary
	87.50%

	Black Oak Mine Unified
	99.48%

	Brentwood Union Elementary
	98.86%

	Brittan Elementary
	98.04%

	Buena Park Elementary
	98.22%

	Burton Elementary
	97.73%

	Campbell Union
	96.90%

	Carlsbad Unified*
	73.81%

	Castaic Union
	96.35%

	Chico Unified
	97.42%

	Chula Vista Elementary
	97.83%

	Columbine Elementary
	90.00%

	Conejo Valley Unified
	99.43%

	Cutten Elementary
	92.31%

	Dinuba Unified
	98.13%

	Dublin Unified
	97.22%

	Earlimart Elementary
	96.02%

	El Dorado Union High
	94.59%

	Elk Hills Elementary
	90.00%

	Empire Union Elementary
	95.24%

	Esparto Unified*
	79.17%

	Eureka City Schools
	98.13%

	Evergreen Elementary
	97.11%

	Evergreen Union
	90.63%

	Fairfax Elementary
	96.30%

	Ferndale Unified
	92.86%

	Fowler Unified
	88.24%

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Franklin-McKinley Elementary
	92.86%

	Fullerton Elementary
	98.48%

	Garvey Elementary
	94.44%

	Glendale Unified
	99.27%

	Golden Plains Unified
	94.29%

	Hanford Elementary
	92.31%

	Hayward Unified
	99.00%

	Helendale Elementary
	90.54%

	Howell Mountain Elementary*
	0.00%

	Huntington Beach City Elementary
	96.15%

	Imperial Unified
	98.76%

	Jefferson Elementary*
	0.00%

	Kentfield Elementary
	97.16%

	Keppel Union Elementary
	91.30%

	Kernville Union Elementary
	93.94%

	Kingsburg Elementary Charter
	95.45%

	Kingsburg Joint Union High*
	43.90%

	Knightsen Elementary
	96.88%

	La Mesa-Spring Valley
	95.45%

	Lemoore Union Elementary
	95.83%

	Lemoore Union High
	96.55%

	Liberty Union High
	98.91%

	Loma Prieta Joint Union Elementary
	86.96%

	Lost Hills Union Elementary
	94.26%

	Madera Unified
	96.77%

	Magnolia Elementary
	97.06%

	Maxwell Unified
	88.89%

	McFarland Unified
	98.08%

	Mesa Union Elementary
	98.25%

	Mill Valley Elementary
	94.44%

	Modoc Joint Unified
	97.50%

	Morgan Hill Unified
	99.00%

	Morongo Unified
	98.86%

	Mt. Pleasant Elementary
	96.69%

	Mt. Shasta Union Elementary*
	0.00%

	National Elementary
	95.00%

	North Monterey County Unified
	96.00%

	Orange Unified
	98.96%

	Orcutt Union Elementary
	95.21%

	Oro Grande Elementary
	99.08%

	Oxnard
	98.88%

	Palm Springs Unified
	97.77%

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Palmdale Elementary
	96.07%

	Patterson Joint Unified
	97.58%

	Perris Union High
	92.00%

	Planada Elementary
	93.10%

	Pleasant Valley
	95.68%

	Pleasanton Unified
	99.23%

	Plumas Lake Elementary
	98.53%

	Princeton Joint Unified*
	78.95%

	Ramona City Unified
	98.39%

	Ravenswood City Elementary
	95.77%

	Red Bluff Joint Union High*
	0.00%

	Redondo Beach Unified*
	0.00%

	Redwood City Elementary
	98.44%

	Rialto Unified
	99.00%

	Rio Dell Elementary
	93.33%

	Rio Elementary
	91.94%

	River Delta Joint Unified*
	0.00%

	Rocklin Unified
	96.20%

	Roseville City Elementary
	98.77%

	Rowland Unified
	98.59%

	Sacramento City Unified
	99.11%

	Saint Helena Unified
	93.41%

	San Luis Coastal Unified
	95.88%

	San Mateo-Foster City
	98.89%

	San Ramon Valley Unified
	99.41%

	Santee
	98.67%

	Scotts Valley Unified
	98.35%

	Semitropic Elementary*
	60.00%

	Sequoia Union Elementary*
	27.27%

	Sequoia Union High
	94.12%

	Sierra-Plumas Joint Unified
	89.47%

	Snelling-Merced Falls Union Elementary*
	77.78%

	Sonora Union High
	98.04%

	South Fork Union
	90.70%

	South San Francisco Unified
	97.71%

	Southern Trinity Joint Unified
	96.00%

	Stanislaus Union Elementary
	96.00%

	Stone Corral Elementary
	85.71%

	Sunnyside Union Elementary
	88.64%

	Sylvan Union Elementary
	97.90%

	Taft City
	91.67%

	Tamalpais Union High
	99.47%

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Thermalito Union Elementary
	81.82%

	Three Rivers Union Elementary
	90.00%

	Twin Ridges Elementary*
	72.73%

	Union Elementary
	94.48%

	Val Verde Unified
	99.29%

	Wasco Union Elementary
	97.60%

	Wasco Union High
	97.30%

	Weaver Union 
	96.91%

	West Covina Unified
	99.17%

	Westminster
	98.65%

	Whitmore Union Elementary*
	75.00%

	Willow Creek Elementary*
	66.67%

	Willows Unified
	97.89%

	Windsor Unified
	95.16%

	Yuba City Unified
	99.28%


Level B School Districts
	Table 2: Level B Districts 2014–15 Monitoring Year

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Ackerman Charter
	96.00%

	Baker Valley Unified*
	53.33%

	Big Oak Flat-Groveland Unified
	94.74%

	Borrego Springs Unified
	96.61%

	Briggs Elementary
	92.31%

	Buttonwillow Union Elementary
	95.45%

	Castro Valley Unified
	98.62%

	Cienega Union Elementary*
	50.00%

	Cold Spring Elementary*
	72.73%

	Cucamonga Elementary
	96.25%

	Durham Unified
	97.56%

	Farmersville Unified
	95.83%

	Foresthill Union Elementary*
	52.63%

	Fullerton Joint Union High
	98.43%

	Gateway Unified
	91.49%

	Guadalupe Union Elementary
	94.20%

	Hamilton Unified*
	56.25%

	Heber Elementary
	92.71%

	Kings River-Hardwick Union Elementary
	96.88%

	Kirkwood Elementary*
	75.00%

	Manhattan Beach Unified
	95.84%

	Table 2: Level B Districts 2014–15 Monitoring Year

	District 
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Mattole Unified
	97.56%

	Mendocino Unified
	94.59%

	Meridian Elementary
	90.00%

	Mother Lode Union Elementary
	94.25%

	Napa Valley Unified
	98.92%

	New Jerusalem Elementary*
	45.76%

	Newark Unified
	95.95%

	Newcastle Elementary
	88.89%

	Oak Grove Elementary
	96.43%

	Oak Park Unified
	90.49%

	Petaluma Joint Union High
	97.74%

	Placer Hills Union Elementary
	98.11%

	Pleasant View Elementary*
	77.61%

	San Carlos Elementary
	98.56%

	San Dieguito Union High
	96.40%

	Santa Cruz City Elementary
	96.00%

	Siskiyou Union High
	88.00%

	Somis Union
	87.50%

	South Monterey County Joint Union High
	96.88%

	South Pasadena Unified
	98.94%

	Southern Humboldt Joint Unified
	89.32%

	Southern Kern Unified
	90.91%

	Standard Elementary
	97.17%

	Trinity Alps Unified
	96.81%

	Trona Joint Unified
	86.36%

	Twain Harte
	87.50%

	Two Rock Union
	80.00%

	Valley Center-Pauma Unified
	93.00%

	Valley Home Joint Elementary
	85.71%

	Waterford Unified
	95.14%

	Westmorland Union Elementary
	94.74%

	Wheatland 
	94.32%

	Wheatland Union High
	97.39%

	Winship-Robbins*
	77.78%

	Yreka Union High
	97.71%


Level C School Districts

	Table 3: Level C Districts 2014–15 Monitoring Year

	District
	2012 HQT Percentage
	2013 HQT Percentage
	2014 HQT Percentage

	Alameda Unified
	95.25%
	96.59%
	98.25%

	Antelope Valley Union High
	95.10%
	95.22%
	99.17%

	Antioch Unified
	97.97%
	97.44%
	96.91%

	Barstow Unified
	85.18%
	91.89%
	97.10%

	Campbell Union High
	90.53%
	95.82%
	98.92%

	Central Union High
	98.15%
	98.68%
	97.77%

	Coachella Valley Unified
	87.85%
	92.53%
	98.27%

	Dixon Unified
	96.37%
	97.13%
	91.30%

	Folsom-Cordova Unified
	95.86%
	94.94%
	99.39%

	Fremont Union High
	84.44%
	89.27%
	97.95%

	Fresno Unified
	97.34%
	97.07%
	99.35%

	Huntington Beach Union High
	97.96%
	96.36%
	99.20%

	Jefferson Union High
	92.44%
	95.48%
	98.23%

	John Swett Unified
	92.60%
	94.79%
	97.30%

	Klamath-Trinity Joint Unified
	92.13%
	92.98%
	87.50%

	Las Virgenes Unified
	99.04%
	98.28%
	99.32%

	Laton Joint Unified
	99.26%
	96.59%
	97.87%

	Long Beach Unified
	98.92%
	99.24%
	99.07%

	Lucerne Valley Unified
	92.23%
	98.65%
	85.42%

	Merced Union High
	94.02%
	94.28%
	97.64%

	Monterey Peninsula Unified
	84.99%
	85.65%
	95.24%

	Natomas Unified
	93.59%
	98.77%
	97.94%

	Oakland Unified
	80.38%
	82.47%
	96.97%

	Pittsburg Unified
	92.25%
	92.68%
	93.55%

	Porterville Unified
	94.06%
	93.95%
	98.10%

	Rio Bravo-Greeley Union Elementary
	93.77%
	86.45%
	93.85%

	Round Valley Unified
	98.26%
	97.79%
	95.83%


	Table 3: Level C Districts 2014–15 Monitoring Year

	District
	2012 HQT Percentage
	2013 HQT Percentage
	2014 HQT Percentage

	San Benito High
	98.72%
	98.83%
	95.19%

	San Juan Unified
	95.56%
	93.86%
	98.90%

	San Lorenzo Unified
	96.78%
	97.69%
	97.81%

	San Mateo Union High
	85.50%
	94.24%
	97.86%

	Vallejo City Unified
	86.58%
	73.77%
	96.88%

	Victor Valley Union High
	74.36%
	73.87%
	96.48%


	Longitudinal Statewide Average of All School Districts

	Table 4: Percent of Compliant ESEA Core Academic Classes

	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage

	Statewide
	784,435
	722,803
	92.2%
	767,508
	718,373
	93.6%
	780,930
	723,914
	92.7%

	Elementary
	163,484
	160,410
	98.2%
	160,138
	158,084
	98.9%
	165,896
	163,084
	98.3%

	Intermediate/Middle
	175,450
	169,207
	96.5%
	173,152
	168,017
	97.1%
	174,505
	168,106
	96.3%

	Junior-High
	5,578
	5,234
	93.9%
	5,013
	4,703
	93.9%
	5,010
	4,816
	96.1%

	High School
	328,253
	303,446
	92.4%
	320,201
	300,557
	93.8%
	321,106
	299,887
	93.4%

	Alternative 
	111,670
	84,506
	75.6%
	109,004
	87,012
	79.8%
	114,413
	88,021
	76.9%


*In the 2006–07 school year, the CDE realized that alternative education sites were going to have the most trouble complying with teacher quality requirements as a result of complex credentialing rules. At that time, the CDE gave the alternative education sites several years to come up with a plan to address making all teachers highly qualified in their core subject areas. Since that time, the Verification Process for Special Settings was implemented, and alternative education teachers are on their way to becoming properly credentialed. Starting in 2011–12, the CDE began monitoring alternative education sites for data on core classes and highly qualified teachers.

Alternative education includes special education, opportunity schools, kindergarten through grade twelve schools, juvenile court schools, district community day schools, county community schools, continuation schools, and alternative schools of choice.

	Data for All High-and Low-Poverty Schools

	Table 5: Elementary ESEA Data, 2014–15

	School Type
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Percentage Met AYP
	Average API Score

	Elementary Schools 
	153,039
	150,609
	98.41%
	11.2%
	816

	High-Poverty Schools 
	113,419
	111,440
	98.26%
	16.3%
	783

	Low-Poverty Schools 
	39,620
	39,169
	98.86%
	6.1%
	896


	Table 6: Intermediate/Middle/Junior High School ESEA Data, 2014–15

	School Type
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Percentage Met AYP 
	Average API Score

	Intermediate/Middle/

Junior High Schools
	173,502
	167,139
	96.33%
	0.04%
	802

	High-Poverty Schools
	123,042
	117,704
	95.66%
	0.02%
	768

	Low-Poverty Schools
	50,460
	49,435
	97.97%
	0.05%
	886


	Table 7: High School ESEA Data, 2014–15


	School Type
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Percentage Met AYP 
	Average API Score 

	High Schools
	282,380
	271,492
	96.14%
	15.3%
	759

	High-Poverty Schools
	188,531
	179,782
	95.36%
	15%
	730

	Low-Poverty Schools
	93,849
	91,710
	97.72%
	17.1%
	841


	Table 6: Alternative Education ESEA Data, 2014–15


	School Type
	Total Classes
	HQT Classes
	HQT Percentage
	Percentage Met AYP 
	Average API Score 

	Alternative Education Schools 
	64,503
	52,551
	81.47%
	36.3%
	677

	High-Poverty Schools
	52.074
	46,124
	88.57%
	37.2%
	646

	Low-Poverty Schools
	12,429
	6,427
	51.71%
	34.3%
	776


	Comparison of Districts 

	Table 8: Percent of Compliant ESEA Core Academic Classes

	
	2012–13 School Year
	2013–14 School Year
	2014–15 School Year

	
	Core Classes
	HQT Compliant Classes
	Non-HQT Compliant Classes
	Percentage HQT Compliant Classes
	Core Classes
	HQT Compliant Classes
	Non-HQT Compliant Classes
	Percentage HQT Compliant Classes
	Core Classes
	HQT Compliant Classes
	Non-HQT Compliant Classes
	Percentage
HQT Compliant Classes

	All Districts
	784,435
	722,803
	61,632
	92.2%
	767,508
	718,373
	49,135
	93.6%
	780,930
	723,914
	57,016
	92.7%

	All CMIS Districts
	709,137
	657,502
	51,635
	92.7%
	502,868
	462,692
	40,176
	92.0%
	673,424 
	641,791 
	31,633
	95.3% 

	CMIS *High- Poverty
	579,104
	531,861
	47,243
	91.8%
	434,205
	396,914
	37,291
	91.4%
	477,062
	455,046
	22,016
	95.4%

	CMIS Low- Poverty
	130,033
	125,641
	4,392
	96.6%
	68,663
	65,778
	2,885
	95.7%
	196,362
	186,745
	9,617
	95.1%

	All Non- CMIS Districts 
	75,298
	65,301
	9,997
	86.7%
	264,640
	255,681
	8,959
	96.6%
	107,506
	82,123
	25,383
	76.4%


· High-poverty status was established under the Title I program and is defined as 40 percent of the student body eligible for participation in the federal free or reduced-price lunch program.
Federal Law

Sections 2141(a) and 2141(b) of the ESEA mandate the SEA to “ensure that each LEA that has not met annual measurable objectives for highly qualified teachers for two consecutive years has an improvement plan in place and that the SEA has provided technical assistance to the LEA in formulating the plan.”

Section 2141(c) requires the SEA to “enter into an agreement on the use of funds with any LEA that has not made progress toward meeting its annual measurable objectives in meeting the highly qualified teacher challenge for three consecutive years and has also failed to make AYP for three years.” 

The SEA is required to “ensure that LEA plans include an assurance that through the implementation of various strategies, poor and minority students are not taught at higher rates than other students by inexperienced, unqualified- or out-of-field teachers.” §1112(c)(1)(L)

On December 10, 2015, the new ESSA, was signed into law, reauthorizing the ESEA.

On January 11, 2016, 228 LEAs were invited to participate in the CMIS program. The CMIS program is designed to provide oversight and monitoring to ensure that all schools have achieved 100 percent compliance with the HQT requirement for teachers assigned to teach core academic subjects as mandated by federal law. 

However, on January 28, 2016, the CDE received new information from the ED regarding the transition from the NCLB to the ESSA, eliminating the requirement to implement NCLB Sections 1119 and 2141. The letter can be found on the ED’s Web Page located at https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/transitionsy1617-dcl.pdf.
To remain consistent with ED guidance and not place an unnecessary burden on LEAs during the transition to ESSA, the Educator Excellence Office notified all LEAs in the CMIS informing them that they will not be required to participate in the CMIS program for the 2016–17 school year. This action is in alignment with a SBE Memorandum Item number one dated April 16, 2016, titled: Transition Year Processes due to Suspension of the No Child Left Behind Act Highly Qualified Teacher Requirements. The item can be found on the CDE Web Page located at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/pn/im/documents/memo-ilsb-plsd-april16memo01.doc.  However, the CDE does plan to update the CMIS program with the new guidelines included in the ESSA.
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