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INTRODUCTION


Arizona’s commitment to highly qualified teachers in every Arizona classroom


The Arizona Department of Education (ADE) is pleased to present this plan addressing the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and our commitment to assuring that our state’s teachers are highly qualified. 

Arizona’s dual accountability system 

Accountability for student achievement in Arizona is structured around two complementary pieces of legislation, the federal No Child Left Behind Act and the state’s voter initiative, Proposition 301, which resulted in Arizona LEARNS.  Arizona LEARNS is the Arizona Department of Education's school accountability system. The ADE has aligned AZ LEARNS to meet the accountability requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.  Both accountability measures are focused on improving the conditions and structures in schools to ensure that leaders can lead more effectively, teachers teach more effectively, and all students are ultimately more successful academically.

The Arizona Department of Education has implemented the following measures to ensure that the federal and state accountability initiatives complement one another.  

· Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) is a component in the formula for calculating state achievement profiles;

· A single, online school improvement planning tool is used by all schools required to develop a plan, including schools that failed to make AYP, schools with Underperforming achievement profiles, schools that operate school-wide Title I programs, and schools that are seeking accreditation through the North Central Association, Commission on Accreditation and School Improvement;

· Arizona’s Standards & Rubrics for School Improvement is the shared instrument used for conducting evidence-based needs assessments;

· Arizona’s Resource Guide for the Standards & Rubrics for School Improvement helps connect all schools to appropriate, research-based information related to their identified needs;

·  “Solutions Teams,” a process for peer validation and feedback visits prescribed by Arizona LEARNS, will be available to schools in Title I School Improvement Years 1 and 2;

· The findings of these Solutions Teams are subject to ongoing analysis by ADE’s Best Practices Section, which then offers teachers research-based academies that address the most frequently cited challenges; and  

· The IDEAL (Integrated Data to Enhance Arizona’s Learning) web portal delivers high quality, research-based professional development to all teachers, even in the state’s most isolated rural areas.

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS side-by-side comparison
	NCLB
	
	AZ LEARNS

	Federal Law:

January 2002 reauthorization of ESEA


	
	State Law:

November 2000 Voter initiative Proposition 301/A.R.S. §15-241



	Annual snapshot of student performance, known as Adequate Yearly Progress, or AYP
	
	Annual, longitudinal examination of student performance, known as an Achievement Profile



	Components of Adequate Yearly Progress:

· AIMS Scores

· Percent of Students Assessed

· Attendance/Graduation Rates


	
	Components of Achievement Profile:

· AIMS Scores

· Measure of Academic Progress (MAP)         

· Graduation/Dropout rates

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)



	Identifies schools using a yes/no system  with regard to Adequate Yearly Progress:

· School made AYP

· School did not make AYP


	
	Identifies schools using a progressive scale:

· Excelling

· Highly Performing

· Performing Plus

· Performing

· Underperforming

Failing to meet academic standards



	All public schools receive an AYP determination, but consequences apply only to Title I schools
	
	Consequences apply to all public schools


	NCLB
	
	AZ LEARNS

	Did not make AYP 1 year:  

Warning Year
	
	Underperforming Year 1

	Did not make AYP 2 years:

· School Improvement Year 1


	
	Underperforming Year 2

	Did not make AYP 3 years:

· School Improvement Year 2


	
	Underperforming Years 3-6

Failing to Meet Academic Standards (pending site visit)

District Schools:

· Team Intervention Planning Session (TIPS) for determining the capacity and recommended interventions such as:

· Turnaround Personnel which may include one or more of the following, Turn Around Principal, Mentor Principal or Accomplished Teacher Leader for Academic Success (ATLAS).

· Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) is established between the LEA and the Arizona Department of Education based on the TIPS.

Charter Schools:

· The charter school sponsor will take action to revoke or restore the failing charter school



	Did not make AYP 4 years:

· Corrective Action


	
	

	Did not make AYP 5 years:

· Restructuring Planning


	
	

	Did not make AYP 6 years:

· Restructuring Implementation


	
	

	School is “free and clear” of these consequences as soon as it makes AYP for two consecutive years.


	
	District schools are “free and clear” of these consequences as soon as it is designated Performing, Performing Plus, Highly Performing, or Excelling.

Charter schools must operate under the terms of the consent agreement.




Arizona’s response to the Peer Review request for additional evidence

ADE submitted its Revised Highly Qualified Teachers Plan to the United States Department of Education (USDE) on July 7, 2006.  Arizona’s state plan was reviewed by a Peer Review Panel that concluded the plan as submitted did not provide sufficient evidence in some areas to ensure that Arizona would reach the goal of having all classes in core academic subjects taught by highly qualified teachers, and that poor and minority children would be taught at the same rates as other children, by highly qualified and experienced teachers.

This report is Arizona’s response to the request of USDE for additional evidence in each area in which the Peer Reviewers believed Arizona’s plan of July 7, 2006 did not provide sufficient evidence.   ADE has not included in this response, restatements of the evidence provided and previously found by the Peer Review Panel to be sufficient.   We look forward to USDE’s review and guidance related to these revisions.

HQT Requirement 1

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

1a) Does the revised plan include an analysis of classes taught by teachers who are not highly qualified?  Is the analysis based on accurate classroom level data?

District self reported data

The data in Table 1 below is a compilation of the High Qualified Teacher (HQT) data reported to ADE from self reports completed by all Arizona School Districts and submitted to USDE for the 2003-04 and 2004-05 school years.   These reports were not pre-populated with data from ADE.  All districts hand compiled the information. 

Districts reported that in the 2003-04 school year: 3.9% overall; 1.5% of all elementary core academic classes; and 5.6% of all secondary core academic classes were taught by non-Highly Qualified (HQ) teachers.  For the 2004-05 school years, 5.1% of all classes in combined elementary and secondary school; 2.5% in elementary; and 6.8% of all secondary classes were taught by non-HQ.  This is a 1.2% increase in the percentage of all classes taught by non-HQ from that reported by districts in 2003-04; a 1.0% increase in the percentage of elementary classes taught by non-HQ; and a 1.2% increase at the secondary level.   

Additionally, data collected in 2004-05 only, indicated that 4.1% of core academic classes in the highest poverty elementary schools and 9.4% of classes in the highest poverty secondary schools were taught by non-HQ teachers.  

Accuracy of Data at the Classroom Level

These reported increases in the percentages of non-HQ were troubling since ADE had been working diligently with district and charter schools statewide to help teachers meet the HQT requirements and anecdotal and certification evidence indicated increases in the numbers of teachers who now met the requirements but had not done so in 2003-04.  

In 2004-05, ADE began reviewing the district data collection processes used in reporting HQT data to ADE and also reviewing the accuracy of reported data through on site monitoring visits statewide.  

In their HQT reports for school year 2004-05, states were asked to report information both for elementary and secondary schools overall and for the highest-poverty quartile and lowest poverty quartile for each elementary and secondary.  To arrive at this determination, Arizona combined all schools together (both elementary and secondary) and then extracted the data for schools, whether they were secondary or elementary, from the top and bottom quartiles of the combined list of schools. Thus the number of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers in 2004-05 in high poverty and low poverty fields does not equal 50% of the number of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers in all elementary and in all secondary schools.  For future reporting Arizona will create two separate lists, one for all elementary schools statewide and one for all secondary schools statewide and report the top and bottom quartile figures from each list. 

Additionally it became apparent that HQT data collection needed to be expanded to assure it included all teachers working in Arizona’s schools, including those in the state’s 469 charter schools.  In many cases, information from charter schools had not been solicited because charter schools are, by state law, exempt from statewide reporting requirements regarding teacher qualifications.  However based on USDE’s non-regulatory guidance, as Local Education Agencies (LEAs), charter schools are now responsible for reporting federal data required under NCLB to the same extent and on the same timelines as all other LEAs in Arizona.  

ADE monitors also reported in their findings that the self reporting system employed in the data collection from each school and district lacked the controls necessary to assure its accuracy.  Findings by the state monitors indicated numbers and percentages of teachers not meeting HQT requirements at levels higher in many districts than those contained in the reports provided to ADE.  

Monitors also reported that many districts did not clearly understand the HOUSSE requirements and it appeared that some districts were reporting teachers as qualified under HOUSSE that did not meet the requirements.   

Table 1.  Core academic classes taught by non-HQ in high and low poverty schools

	School Type
	Number of Core Academic Classes Taught by all Teachers
	Number of Core Academic Classes Taught by Non-Highly Qualified Teachers
	Percentage of Core Academic Classes Taught by Non-Highly Qualified Teachers
	Increase in percentage of classes taught by Non-HQT 2003-04 to 2004-05

	
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2003-04
	2004-05
	2003-04
	2004-05
	

	All Schools
	103,430
	123,727
	  3,998
	 6,358
	3.9
	5.1
	     +1.2

	Elementary 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High-Poverty 
	
	  14,056
	
	    571
	
	4.1
	

	Low-Poverty 
	
	  10,965
	
	    149
	
	1.4
	

	All Elementary Schools
	 43,578
	  47,244
	     672
	 1,189
	1.5
	2.5
	     +1.0

	Secondary 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	High-Poverty 
	
	   7,562
	
	    713
	
	9.4
	

	Low-Poverty 
	
	   9,124
	
	    605
	
	6.6
	

	All Secondary Schools
	 59,852
	 76,483
	  3,326
	 5,169
	5.6
	6.8
	     +1.2


Note:  For the 2003-04 school year, data was submitted for all schools, high poverty, and low poverty schools, but was not broken out by elementary and secondary schools, and thus is not displayed in the table.  For 2004-05, data was submitted for all schools, high poverty, low poverty and by elementary and secondary schools.  

ADE’s plan to increase the specificity, timeliness, scope and accuracy of data

To assure that the new data collection resulted in the high quality and complete data collection envisioned by ADE, a four step process was designed to assure the accuracy of the collected data.  A timeline was developed which would have led to the capture of this data aligning with the timeline for the Revised HQT Plans.  Unfortunately as a result of the State of Arizona, Office of Auditor General’s Information Technology audit this summer, ADE was required to make improvements in all Information Technology (IT) areas. The most critical need was to better manage the security of its IT systems and applications. In anticipation of these findings, ADE recognized the need to focus on security risks and instituted a moratorium on IT design and development. The agency set aside all other IT agency priorities to focus upon securing the agency’s technical assets.  The timing of the moratorium (from 05-01-06 to 06-30-06) temporarily adversely impacted ADE’s ability to collect the 2005-2006 HQT data as planned.  

The modernization of ADE’s IT division has resulted in a stronger emphasis on service delivery to LEAs and will enhance the 2006-2007 and subsequent HQT data collection processes. The necessary upgrades are now complete and the four phase data collection, verification, analysis and reporting process with revised timelines is back on track and described in the following section.

Arizona’s four phase HQT data collection plan and timelines

May 26, 2006 – Phase I – Pilot -  HQT data collection instrument to 234 schools (182 elementary and 52 secondary – All Title I Schools identified as in Title I School Improvement

Two hundred and thirty-four HQT Data Collection Reports, pre-populated with individual teacher data, were emailed to schools identified for Title I School Improvement.  School and district personnel were asked to verify and correct data. To increase the accuracy of data reported from district and charter schools a new Highly Qualified Data Collection system was developed.  In this process, reporting forms are pre-populated with teacher data drawn from the School District Employee Report filed by each district and cross referenced using Teacher Certification Records. (The exception to pre-populated reports was for charter schools where this process was the first time charter schools were required to submit HQT and Certification data.) Thus district and charter schools need only make revisions to the data rather than the former system which required the district to create and report new data and add missing data from their records every year.   Beginning with this Phase, data from the reports can and will now be verified at ADE as they come in to the state, as well as through the continued monitoring processes in which state monitors confirm data through on-site and desk audits.

June 9, 2006 – Phase I – Pilot  - Reports  due to ADE

HQT Data Collection Reports due to  ADE from 234 schools identified for Title I School Improvement. 

July 7, 2006 – Phase I –  Pilot  - Data to USDE as part of Revised HQT Plan

ADE HQT Plan Phase I - data from Title I schools identified for school improvement - submitted to USDE.  This report includes the following Comprehensive Teacher Quality Data elements:

1. Race/Ethnicity;

2. Experience; 

3. Special Coursework (Bilingual or ESL endorsement);

4. Number and percent of HQ teachers:  

a. Disaggregated data to indicate which option teachers used to become highly qualified

i. Rigorous content exam (AEPA)

ii. Major or 24 hours in the content area

iii. HOUSSE rubric;

5. Number and percent of classes taught by HQ teachers;  

6. Number and percent of classes taught by non-HQ teachers; and 

7. Number and percent of teachers on Emergency Teaching Certificates. 

August 30, 2006 – Phase II – Field Test – HQT Data Collection -Instrument to districts
All schools in all districts that have one or more schools in Title I School Improvement.  This results in data collection from an additional 593 schools (in addition to the 234 schools in Phase I) for a total of 827 schools out 1486 statewide.  School districts that have one or more schools identified for Title I School Improvement accessed via VPN the HQT Data Collection application, pre-populated with individual teacher data.  School and district personnel were required to verify, correct, and supply missing data.

September 20, 2006  - Phase II – Field Test - Reports due to ADE

HQT Data Collection due to ADE from all schools in districts with one or more schools in Title I School Improvement.  

November 1, 2006 – Phase II – Field Test - Data analysis to USDE

HQT Data Collection Phase II - data from school districts that have one or more schools in Title I School Improvement (827 out of 1486 schools statewide)– due to USDE.  ADE data analysis will focus on HQT by school and district based on the Comprehensive Teacher Quality Data Elements identified in Phase I.  
December 1, 2006 – Phase III –   Full Implementation instrument to all districts/schools
Statewide HQT Data Collection for 2006-07 year.  HQT data collection web window opens for all district and charter schools. 

January 15, 2007 – Phase III – Full Implementation reports due to ADE

HQT Data Collection for 2006-07 due to ADE from all district and charter schools statewide.  

March 1, 2007 – Phase III – Full Implementation data analysis to USDE 

HQT Data Collection Phase III – 2006-07 data from all district and charter schools provided to USDE.  ADE data analysis will focus on HQT data by school and school district and high and low poverty.

August 1 - 2007 and following years – Phase IV –  Data collection window opens 

State-wide HQT Data Collection web window opens for all district and charter schools.  This new timeline will allow ADE time during the current school year to work with identified non-HQT districts, schools, and teachers.    

October 15 - 2007 and following years – Phase IV–Reports due to ADE

HQT web window closes on data collection for current school year.  Data due to ADE from all district and charter schools statewide. 

December 31 – 2007 and following years – Phase IV –Preliminary data analysis complete 

HQT Data Collection for current school year - data from all district and charter schools provided to state stakeholders.  ADE data analysis will focus on HQT by school and school district by each of the HQT data collection elements, high and low poverty, and schools not making AYP. 

December 31 – 2008 and following years – Phase IV –Consolidated Report to USDE 

HQT Data Collection for 06-07 school year - data from all district and charter schools provided to USDE.  ADE data analysis will focus on HQT by school and school district by each of the HQT data collection elements, high and low poverty, and schools not making AYP. 

Data collection and reporting

As can be seen from the timelines above, in its Phase I HQT data collection, Arizona has collected HQT data at the classroom level for the 234 schools in Title I School Improvement in 2005-06.   Of these, 182 were elementary schools and 52 were secondary schools.  Arizona defines secondary schools as “those schools serving grades 9 through 12,” and elementary schools as “all other schools.”  In Phase II that collection was expanded to include all schools in all districts that had one or more schools in Title I School Improvement for 2005-06.  In Phases III and IV, this data collection will be expanded to all district and charter schools.  As part of the Phase III and beyond data collection, these designations will be revised to provide a separate category for “middle schools.”

A major goal of the Phase I and II data collections has been to increase the accuracy of data reported from district and charter schools under ADE’s new Highly Qualified Data Collection system.  In this process, reporting forms were pre-populated with teacher data drawn from the School District Employee Report filed by each district and cross referenced using Teacher Certification Records.  Thus district schools needed only to make revisions to the data rather than the former system which required the district to create and report new data and add missing data from their records every year.   Because Arizona charter schools are not required to complete the School District Employee Report and charter school teachers are not required to be state certified, it was not possible to pre-populate the forms sent to charter schools. However, many charter schools do require their teachers to be state certified; therefore, it is possible to cross-check their HQT reports with the certification database.  Beginning with Phase I, data from the reports can and will now be verified at ADE as they come in to the state, as well as through the continued monitoring processes in which state confirms data through on-site and desk audits.
In Phase III, data for all schools statewide for the 2006-07 school year will be returned to ADE by January 15, 2007, carefully reviewed by ADE and a full analysis submitted to USDE by March 1, 2007.  For years following, these reports will be received by ADE in October and the preliminary analysis provided to state stakeholders by December 31 and provided to USDE via the annual Consolidated Report as their timeline requires.
Analysis of classroom level data for 2005-06

Accurate HQT data is available at the classroom level for 2005-06 based on Phase I data which includes the 234 schools identified as in Title I School Improvement for the 2005-06 school year.  Of these 234 schools, 162 are district public schools and 72 are charter schools.  

In Arizona, district and charter schools are public schools governed by local education agencies.  Further charter schools are defined as public schools established by contract with a district Governing Board, the State Board of Education or the State Board for Charter Schools to provide learning that will improve pupil achievement.

 
Elementary core academic classes 

Table 2.  Elementary high and low poverty school core academic classes taught by non-HQ by subject – Phase I data

	 
	All Schools
	High Poverty
	Low Poverty

	 
	Non HQ
	Total
	%
	Non HQ
	Total
	%
	Non HQ
	Total
	%

	Arts
	17
	232
	7.3%
	11
	170
	6.5%
	3
	13
	23.1%

	Elementary
	172
	2104
	8.2%
	136
	1598
	8.5%
	16
	138
	11.6%

	ESL/BLE
	7
	27
	25.9%
	5
	23
	21.7%
	0 
	 0
	0 

	Mathematics
	26
	215
	12.1%
	13
	137
	9.5%
	1
	4
	25.0%

	Science
	16
	158
	10.1%
	9
	97
	9.3%
	1
	4
	25.0%

	Social Studies
	10
	168
	6.0%
	3
	105
	2.9%
	2
	5
	40.0%

	Special Education
	80
	416
	19.2%
	62
	307
	20.2%
	 0
	14
	0.0%

	Language Arts/Reading
	35
	315
	11.1%
	16
	195
	8.2%
	2
	12
	16.7%

	Totals
	363
	3635
	10%
	255
	2632
	9.7%
	25
	190
	13.2%


In Arizona's elementary classrooms, Phase I data indicates that overall, 10% of classes are taught by teachers who do not meet the requirements of HQT.  In the 25% of elementary schools with the highest levels of poverty, 9.7% of classes are taught by teachers who were not HQ.   In the 25% of elementary schools with the lowest poverty, this percentage is 13.2%.   These results indicate that there is a disparity in the percentages of classes taught by HQ teachers in the high and low poverty schools that disparity appears to disadvantage low poverty schools.  

While the Phase I data appears to demonstrate that equity issues related to HQ status between high and low poverty in Arizona elementary schools does not result in children in high poverty schools being taught at a higher level by non-HQ teachers than other children, Phase II and III data will provide a fuller and more detailed picture.  ADE is committed to working to assure all children are taught by highly qualified teachers and will continue its efforts to address the issue of retention and recruitment though a variety of programs and strategies which are more fully described in the Equity Plan attached.

The data indicates that the classes of greatest concern, based on percentages of teachers who are NHQ are: 

1. ESL/Bilingual

2. Special Education (all areas combined)

3. Mathematics

4. Language Arts/reading

5. Elementary Education - self contained

In those highest poverty schools, the areas of greatest concern, based on the percentages of teachers who are not HQ are slightly different from the overall.  They are:

1. ESL/Bilingual

2. Special Education

3. Mathematics

4. Science

5. Language Arts/Reading

Secondary core academic classes


Table 3.  Secondary high and low poverty school core academic classes taught by non-HQ by subject – Phase I data

	Secondary
	All Schools
	High Poverty
	Low Poverty

	
	Non HQ
	Total
	%
	Non HQ
	Total
	%
	Non HQ
	Total
	%

	Arts
	1
	26
	3.9%
	1
	12
	8.3%
	
	2
	0.00%

	English
	5
	136
	3.7%
	4
	80
	5.0%
	1
	12
	8.3%

	Foreign Languages
	2
	20
	10.0%
	2
	12
	16.7%
	
	1
	0.0%

	Mathematics
	12
	117
	10.3%
	7
	71
	9.9%
	5
	11
	45.5%

	Science
	6
	91
	6.6%
	4
	50
	8.0%
	2
	17
	11.8%

	Social Studies
	8
	93
	8.6%
	7
	62
	11.3%
	1
	10
	10.0%

	Special Education
	5
	32
	15.6%
	5
	28
	17.9%
	
	1
	0.0%

	Totals
	39
	515
	7.6%
	30
	315
	9.5%
	9
	54
	16.7%


In Arizona's secondary classrooms, Phase I data indicates that overall, 7.6% of classes are taught by teachers who do not meet the requirements of HQT.  In the 25% of secondary schools with the highest levels of poverty, 9.5% of classes are taught by teachers who were not HQ.   In the 25% of secondary schools with the lowest poverty, this percentage is 16.7%.   These results indicate that there is a disparity in the percentages of classes taught by HQ teachers in the high and low poverty schools that disparity appears to disadvantage low poverty schools.  

While the Phase I data appears to demonstrate that equity issues related to HQ status between high and low poverty in Arizona secondary schools does not result in children in high poverty schools being taught at a higher level by non-HQ teachers than other children, Phase II and III data will provide a fuller and more detailed picture.  ADE is committed to working to assure all children are taught by highly qualified teachers and will continue its efforts to address the issue of retention and recruitment though a variety of programs and strategies which are more fully described in the Equity Plan attached.

The data indicates that the classes of greatest concern, based on percentages of teachers who are not HQ are: 

1. Special Education

2. Mathematics

3. Foreign Languages

4. Social Studies

5. Science

Unlike the analysis of the highest need areas in elementary schools, in those highest poverty secondary schools, the areas of greatest concern, based on the percentages of teachers who are not HQ were identical to those of the overall results.  

Classes in high poverty schools taught by non-HQ teachers
Despite the initial data analysis based on Phase I data, Arizona is concerned about the number of teachers in high poverty (and other) schools who have yet to meet HQT status.  Between now and the time the Phase III analyses is complete, Arizona has begun and will continue to implement strategies to help more teachers in high poverty schools meet the requirements of HQT.  Those strategies are described in the Arizona Equity Plan which is attached.

1b) Does the analysis focus on the staffing needs of schools that are not making AYP?  Do these schools have high percentages of classes taught by teachers who are not highly qualified?

The Phase I data collection was limited to the Title I schools not making AYP.  Thus the data analysis above reflects the HQT needs of schools not making AYP including data from:

a. Table 2 above and its analysis is of the elementary high and low poverty school core academic classes taught by HQ and Non-HQ teachers by subject for all schools in Arizona identified as in School Improvement Status for 2005-06; and

b. Table 3 above and its analysis is of the secondary high and low poverty school core academic classes taught by HQ and Non-HQ teachers by subject for all schools in Arizona identified as in School Improvement Status for 2005-06;

1c) Does the analysis identify particular groups of teachers to which the State’s plan must pay particular attention, such as special education teachers, mathematics or science teachers, or multi-subject teachers in rural schools?

Groups of teachers to whom the Arizona plan and strategy will pay particular attention

Arizona will use the analysis in Question 1a as the basis for identification of particular groups of teachers that Arizona will work to assure meet HQ status.  They are:

a. Non-HQ Elementary teachers teaching ESL/Bilingual, Special Education (all areas combined), Mathematics, Language Arts/reading, and Elementary Education - self contained;

b. In high poverty elementary schools, additional emphasis will be placed on science teachers;

c. Non-HQ secondary teachers teaching special education, mathematics, foreign languages, social studies and science;

d. Teachers in charter schools who do not hold bachelor’s degrees; and

e. Arizona has identified the HQ status of rural teachers as a area of potential concern pending Phase II and III data collection.

Arizona’s plan to assure all charter school teachers meet the HQ requirements regarding Bachelor’s degrees

Arizona’s rules and statutes governing charter schools do not require charter school teachers to hold state certification, nor is there a requirement designating a minimum level of educational attainment, as a requirement for employment as a teacher in an Arizona charter school.  In accordance with federal guidelines, the ADE is interpreting that all charter school teachers of core academic content must meet the HQ requirements under NCLB, other than the requirement for state certification.

Because charter schools have previously been exempted from state requirements on reporting and certification, Arizona’s first IT task has been to identify the number, location, educational, and HQ status of charter school teachers statewide.   As described in ADE’s HQ Data Collection project and timeline described in 1a above, this data will be available January 15, 2007 and provided to USDE on March 1, 2007.  In the meantime, as part of the Phase I data collection, information was solicited from the 74 charter schools that were identified as in Title I School Improvement for 2005-06.  That data is displayed in Table 4.

The data presented in this table has been self reported, as was the data collected from district schools prior to Phase I.   As such, it was not subject to the more rigorous procedures designed into the other Phase I data collection elements.  With those caveats in mind, it appears that more than 90% of charter school teachers hold Bachelor’s degrees or higher.  Additionally many teachers in charter schools hold full Arizona certification.  Assuring the remaining 10% of charter school teachers secure Bachelor’s degrees and assisting others in moving to HQ status is a priority focus of Arizona’s strategy to assure all students are taught by highly qualified teachers.   

Table 4.  Educational Level of Charter School Teachers – Phase I Data

	Highest Degree Held by Charter School Teacher
	Number of Charter School Teachers who are Non-HQ
	Percent of Charter School Teachers who are Non-HQ
	Number of Charter School Teachers who are HQ
	Percent of Charter School Teachers who are HQ
	Number of Charter School Teachers Holding this as Highest Degree

	Unknown
	43
	100%
	0
	0%
	43

	AA
	18
	100%
	0
	0%
	18

	BA
	37
	8.9%
	379
	91.1%
	416

	BS
	2
	11.8%
	15
	88.2%
	17

	Ed. Specialist
	   0 
	0.0%
	2
	100.0%
	2

	MA
	7
	3.8%
	175
	96.2%
	182

	Doctorate
	0 
	0.0%
	17
	100.0%
	17

	Grand Total
	83
	11.9%
	612
	88.1%
	695


Looking at the left most column, and subtracting teachers whose highest degree was marked as “unknown” or “AA,” 634 of the 695 teachers in all charter schools identified for Title I School Improvement in 2005-06, or 91.2%, were reported as holding a bachelors degree or higher.  Charter schools have additionally reported that 612 or 88.1% of their teachers meet HQ requirements.  This is seven percentage points lower than that reported for district schools.  While this represents a significant challenge, it also helps to define the scope of the challenge to ADE, the State Board of Education and the State Board for Charter Schools as they design and implement the programs that will move all charter school, and all other teachers, to HQ status.

Building on the strengths of Arizona’s charter schools

As described in A.R.S. § 15-181, charter schools are established to provide a learning environment that will improve pupil achievement and provide additional academic choices for parents and pupils.  Charter schools are public schools that serve as alternatives to district public schools.  ADE has prioritized its HQ work with charter schools into a two pronged approach.  In the first, ADE will work to reach teachers and the charter schools employing those teachers who do not hold Bachelor’s degrees.  A second effort will be targeted toward moving charter school teachers already possessing at least a Bachelor’s degree, but are non-HQ to HQ status.  ADE will develop procedures and monitor all charter schools to assure that all new core academic teachers hired by charter schools hold at least a bachelor’s degree beginning with the 2007-08 school year.  

ADE will enter into a high profile communication outreach to charter schools regarding non-degree holding and degree holding non-HQ teachers in Arizona charter schools about avenues and opportunities available to enable them to meet HQT requirements.  ADE will also provide technical assistance to charter schools to assist in helping non-HQ teachers meet these federal requirements.  Should these efforts not be effective, ADE will consider sanctions on the same timelines and in the same circumstances as those employed with teachers in, and district schools that, do not meet the NCLB HQT requirements.
The State Board for Charter Schools, as an authorizer of charter schools, but not the SEA responsible for monitoring compliance with NCLB, has worked to collect and incorporate NCLB HQT information into its processes.  This includes:

1. Technical Assistance to Charter Schools

a. Inclusion of the Highly Qualified Professionals Section of the Academic Achievement Division of the Arizona Department of Education as presenters at the annual New Operator Workshop;

b. Promoting and hosting specific HQT informational meetings for charter schools presented by the Highly Qualified Professionals Section;

c. Facilitating communication between the Arizona Charter Schools Association and the Highly Qualified Professionals Section;  

d. Including HQT collection and reporting documents in the First Year Site Visit technical assistance packet; and 

e. Participating in HQT charter school monitoring conducted by the Highly Qualified Professionals Section. 

2. Application

The application for a charter school sponsored by the State Board for Charter Schools has been revised each year to support the timeframes for HQT in the charter school classrooms.  The application instructions provide for a Personnel Plan as part of the overall Business Plan.  In that plan, the applicant is required to provide:

a. What personnel will be needed

i. Quantity and Title

ii. Qualifications

iii. Compensation

b. Plans for recruiting, hiring, and training

Additionally, there is a scoring section related directly to the qualifications of the instructional staff and the school’s compliance with hiring highly qualified teachers.  As shown below, the scoring criteria have evolved over time to support a charter’s full compliance with HQT.  

	Application Year
	Scoring Criteria (HQT specific)

	2007-08


	Description of qualifications for instructional staff identified aligns with the program of instruction described and with NCLB Highly Qualified criteria for required personnel.

	2006-07
	Description of duties and qualifications for instructional staff identified aligns with NCLB Highly Qualified criteria for required personnel within the timeframe required by law.

	2005-06
	Description of duties and qualifications for instructional staff identified aligns with NCLB Highly Qualified criteria for required personnel within the timeframe required by law.

	2004-05
	Description of duties and qualifications for each category (i.e. elementary teacher, middle school teacher, etc.) of staff identified.  Discussion includes how the school will meet NCLB Highly Qualified criteria for required personnel within the timeframe required by law.

	2003-04
	Describes process for recruiting students and personnel


3. The Board will support and work closely with the Highly Qualified Professionals Section of the Academic Achievement Division of the Arizona Department of Education to develop and deliver a communications plan for charter schools.  This communications plan will not only outline the requirements of NCLB HQT but also identify options and financial resources available to move charter school teachers to HQ within specified timelines.

Rural Teachers in Arizona

ADE has also identified the HQ status of rural teachers as an area of potential concern pending Phase II and III data collection.  The table below, drawn from Phase I data, illustrates the serious challenges still faced by rural schools, districts and teachers in meeting HQ status.  This data was gathered under the federal Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) program definitions.

Table 5a.  Core academic classes taught in REAP schools in Phase I Data Collection
	  
	REAP Charter Schools  
	 REAP Charter Schools  
	REAP District Schools
	 REAP District Schools
	REAP Total

	
	Number of courses taught by non-HQ teachers
	Number of courses taught by HQ teachers 
	Number of courses taught by non-HQ teachers
	Number of courses taught by HQ teachers
	 

	Arts
	1
	1
	8
	43
	53

	Elementary
	2
	15
	33
	318
	368

	English
	2
	1
	6
	44
	53

	ESL/BLE
	 
	 
	4
	4
	8

	Foreign Languages
	 
	 
	2
	12
	14

	Mathematics
	3
	5
	17
	70
	95

	Science
	 
	4
	13
	57
	74

	Social Studies
	 
	3
	5
	66
	74

	Spec. Ed
	2
	7
	21
	76
	106

	Language Arts/Reading
	1
	5
	9
	57
	72

	Grand Total
	11
	41
	118
	747
	917


Table 5b.  Core academic classes taught in non-REAP schools in Phase I Data Collection
	  
	NON-REAP Charter School
	 NON-REAP Charter School
	NON-REAP District School 
	NON-REAP District School 
	NON-REAP Total

	
	Number of courses taught by non-HQ teachers
	Number of courses taught by HQ teachers 
	Number of courses taught by non-HQ teachers
	Number of courses taught by HQ teachers
	 

	Arts
	6
	25
	13
	215
	259

	Elementary
	37
	194
	121
	1487
	1839

	English
	6
	77
	3
	63
	149

	ESL/BLE
	 
	13
	3
	21
	37

	Foreign Languages
	1
	8
	5
	17
	31

	Mathematics
	2
	74
	32
	220
	328

	Science
	8
	59
	23
	175
	265

	Social Studies
	4
	72
	15
	194
	285

	Sped
	4
	26
	74
	326
	430

	Language Arts/Reading
	4
	23
	29
	263
	319

	Grand Total
	72
	571
	318
	2981
	3942


Table 5c.  Summary of courses taught by non-HQ teachers in REAP and non-REAP schools - Phase I Data Collection
	
	REAP Charter Schools
	REAP District Schools
	Non-REAP Charter Schools
	Non-REAP District Schools

	Total Number of Teachers
	52
	865
	643
	3299

	Number of Non HQ Teachers
	11
	118
	72
	318

	Percent of Non HQ Teachers
	21%
	13.6%
	11.2%
	9.6%


In Tables 5a, 5b and 5c the Phase I data comparing the HQ status of teachers in REAP schools identified for Title I School Improvement in 2005-06 is compared to the HQ status of teachers in all other schools identified for Title I School Improvement in 2005-06.  In the most rural (REAP) charter schools, 21% of classes are taught by teachers who were not HQ as compared to 11.2% in those charter schools not meeting the REAP definition.  In the most rural (REAP) district schools, 13.6% of classes are taught by teachers who were not HQ as compared to 9.6% in those district schools not meeting the REAP definition. These results indicate that there is a disparity in the percentages of classes taught by HQ teachers in both charter school and district schools in the most rural areas of the state.  
ADE believes that these numbers may understate the actual number of rural schools as the federal definition is limited to the very few most isolated districts in the state.  ADE will continue to collect data on HQT status in rural areas of Arizona, including REAP data, through Phases II and III of the data collection.  

1d) Does the analysis identify districts and schools around the State where significant numbers of teachers do not meet HQT standards?

In the display of Phase I data below, the number and percentage of classes taught by HQ and Non-HQ teachers is displayed by county. 

Table 6.  HQ and Non-HQ status of Arizona classes by county

	County
	Number of classes taught by non- HQ teachers
	Number of classes taught by HQ teachers
	Total Number of classes taught
	Percent of classes taught by non-HQ teachers
	Percent of classes taught by HQ teachers

	  Greenlee
	7
	1
	8
	87.5%
	12.5%

	  Gila
	16
	48
	64
	25.0%
	75.0%

	  Pinal
	57
	190
	247
	23.1%
	76.9%

	  Cochise
	10
	48
	58
	17.2%
	82.8%

	  Yuma 
	51
	249
	300
	17.0%
	83.0%

	  Apache
	56
	312
	368
	15.2%
	84.8%

	  Pima
	85
	485
	570
	14.9%
	85.1%

	  Navajo
	33
	234
	267
	12.4%
	87.6%

	  Santa Cruz 
	6
	58
	64
	9.4%
	90.6%

	  La Paz 
	1
	10
	11
	9.1%
	90.9%

	  Yavapai
	1
	10
	11
	9.1%
	90.9%

	  Mohave
	3
	39
	42
	7.1%
	92.9%

	  Maricopa
	183
	2496
	2679
	6.8%
	93.2%

	  Coconino
	10
	160
	170
	5.9%
	94.1%

	  Total
	519
	4340
	4859
	10.7%
	89.3%


In Greenlee, Gila, and Pinal counties, classes taught by Non-HQ teachers exceed the state average by more than ten percentage points.  Each of these counties faces significant challenges.  Greenlee and Gila counties are located far from population centers.   They are former mining communities with sharply declining populations and low teacher salaries.  Pinal county faces different but equally challenging circumstances.  Sandwiched between the two largest metropolitan areas in Arizona, this formerly rural county faces difficulty in attracting and keeping HQ teachers who are drawn to the higher salaries of the nearby metropolitan areas.  Working to move teachers to HQ status and retaining them in these counties is a priority focus of Arizona’s strategy to assure all students are taught by highly qualified teachers.

1e)  Does the analysis identify particular courses that are often taught by non-highly qualified teachers?

Identifying the courses often taught by non-HQ teachers

In addition to the analysis in 1a above which examines classes most often taught by Non-HQ teachers from Phase I data, ADE has also used another method used to identify and track particular courses that are often taught by non-HQT teachers.  In this analyses ADE staff have examined statewide requests to the Arizona State Board of Education for the issuance of Emergency Teaching Certificates. Using this methodology, the following courses have been identified as often taught by non-highly qualified teachers:

1. Special Education (all 8 areas combined)

2. Elementary Education

3. Mathematics

4. English

5.   Science

ADE desired to look at more than a single year of data in making decisions about Emergency Certificates.  Because comparable data for the years prior to 2005-06 were not available, ADE made two separate comparisons which provided comparison data, even though each has certain limitations.  In the first displayed in Table 8, ADE compared overall Emergency Certification data for 2005 -06 to the period of from July 1 through September 15, 2006. 

In its first analysis, ADE created Table 7 below which shows the number and areas in which the AZ State Board of Education issued Emergency Teaching Certificates for the 2005-06 school year and the number of certificates issued in the year to date for 2006-07.  It is displayed from the greatest to least number issued.  The content areas in which the most Emergency Teaching Certificates issued in this group were: 

1. Special Education (all 8 areas combined)

2. Elementary Education

3. Mathematics

4. English

5. Science (all areas combined)

Table 7.  Comparison of Emergency Teaching Certificates issued in full year 2005-06

to the first 2.5 months of  2006-07

	Certificate Area
	Full Year 

2005-06 

(July 1 to June 30)
	Partial Year 

July 1, 2006 to Sept. 15, 2006
	Difference  between

2005-06 to YTD 2006-07 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Elementary Education
	922
	553
	-369

	Cross Categorical Special Ed
	527
	337
	-190

	Mathematics
	202
	130
	-72

	Learning Disability Special Ed
	149
	71
	-78

	English
	145
	95
	-50

	General Science
	98
	58
	-40

	Early Childhood Special Ed
	85
	70
	-15

	Social Studies
	66
	33
	-33

	Physical Education
	48
	25
	-23

	Spanish
	47
	27
	-20

	Emotional Disability Special Ed
	40
	34
	-6

	Mental Retardation Special Ed
	39
	23
	-16

	Music
	38
	30
	-8

	Speech and Language Impaired Spec Ed
	33
	12
	-21

	Language Arts
	27
	1
	-26

	Art
	25
	14
	-11

	Biology
	18
	20
	2

	Severely and Profoundly Special Ed
	16
	14
	-2

	History
	13
	7
	-6

	Business
	11
	2
	-9

	Dance
	11
	11
	0

	Computers
	10
	4
	-6

	Earth Science
	10
	3
	-7

	Hearing Impaired Special Ed
	10
	6
	-4

	Visually Impaired Special Ed
	10
	4
	-6

	French
	9
	3
	-6

	Chemistry
	8
	2
	-6

	Drama
	7
	6
	-1

	Family and Consumer Sciences
	6
	2
	-4

	Health
	5
	
	-5

	Agriculture
	4
	1
	-3

	Reading 
	4
	
	-4

	Physics
	3
	2
	-1

	American Sign Language
	2
	1
	-1

	Chinese
	2
	1
	-1

	German
	2
	3
	1

	Library/Educational Media
	2
	
	-2

	Navajo
	2
	4
	2

	Physical Science
	2
	1
	-1

	Political Science/American Government
	2
	
	-2

	Psychology
	2
	2
	0

	Sociology
	2
	
	-2

	Communication Arts
	1
	1
	0

	Computer Science
	1
	3
	2

	Electronics
	1
	
	-1

	Industrial Arts
	1
	1
	0

	Japanese
	1
	2
	1

	Journalism
	1
	
	-1

	Criminal Justice
	 
	1
	1

	Middle Grades Mathematics 7-8
	 
	3
	3

	Totals and Difference 2005-06 and Year to Date 2006-07
	2670
	1623
	-1047


In the table above, the number of Emergency Teaching Certificates issued shows an overall 60% decline between the fiscal year 2005-06 and the period of July 1, 2006 and September 15, 2006 (the period in which the greatest number of Emergency Teaching Certificates are issued.)  However because this table does not show an exact match in time period and previous year data is not available, ADE also analyzed matched time periods for which data was available in the table below.  This table captures data from July 1 to September 18 for each school year 2005-06 and 2006 -07.  

Table 8.  Comparison of Emergency Teaching Certificates issued in matched portions of 2005-06 to 2006-07
	Certificate Area
	July 1, 2005 through

Sept 15, 2005
	July 1, 2006

through

Sept 15, 2006
	Difference Between number of Emergency Teaching Certificates Issued in 2005 and 2006

	Elementary Education
	631
	556
	-75

	Cross Categorical Special Ed
	378
	344
	-34

	Mathematics
	155
	130
	-25

	Learning Disability Special Ed
	112
	72
	-40

	English
	99
	95
	-4

	General Science
	70
	58
	-12

	Early Childhood Special Ed
	56
	70
	14

	Social Studies
	44
	33
	-11

	Physical Education
	41
	25
	-16

	Music
	34
	30
	-4

	Spanish
	33
	27
	-6

	Emotional Disability Special Ed
	29
	34
	5

	Mental Retardation Special Ed
	22
	23
	1

	Language Arts
	21
	1
	-20

	Speech and Language Impaired Spec Ed
	21
	12
	-9

	Art
	17
	14
	-3

	Biology
	13
	20
	7

	Severely and Profoundly Special Ed
	12
	17
	5

	Dance
	10
	11
	1

	History
	9
	7
	-2

	Business
	8
	2
	-6

	Computers
	7
	4
	-3

	Drama
	6
	6
	0

	Earth Science
	6
	3
	-3

	Family and Consumer Sciences
	6
	2
	-4

	Hearing Impaired Special Ed
	6
	6
	0

	Visually Impaired Special Ed
	6
	4
	-2

	French
	5
	3
	-2

	Chemistry
	4
	2
	-2

	Reading
	4
	 
	-4

	Agriculture
	3
	1
	-2

	German
	2
	4
	2

	Physics
	2
	2
	0

	Political Science/American Government
	2
	 
	-2

	Sociology
	2
	 
	-2

	American Sign Language
	1
	1
	0

	Chinese
	1
	1
	0

	Communication Arts
	1
	1
	0

	Electronics
	1
	 
	-1

	Health
	1
	 
	-1

	Japanese
	1
	2
	1

	Journalism
	1
	 
	-1

	Library/Educational Media
	1
	 
	-1

	Physical Science
	1
	1
	0

	Psychology
	1
	2
	1

	Computer Science
	 
	3
	3

	Criminal Justice
	 
	1
	1

	Industrial Arts
	 
	1
	1

	Middle Grades Mathematics 7-8
	 
	3
	3

	Navajo
	 
	4
	4

	Grand Total
	1886
	1638
	-248


In this analysis, the number of Emergency Teaching Certificates issued shows an overall decline of 13% from a total of 1,886 in 2005 to 1,638 in 2006.  The content areas in which the most Emergency Teaching Certificates were issued reinforces the data reported in the first table and the highest number of Emergency Teaching Certificates issued by content area remains identical:

1.  Special Education (all 8 areas combined)

2. Elementary Education

3. Mathematics

4. English

5. Science (all areas combined)
Based on the identical results from both data sets, ADE is confident that the content areas selected represent valid data on which to base decision making regarding targeted assistance by content area, and in designing efforts to assist teachers in these areas to move to HQ status.
Elementary education emergency teaching certificates   

Most Emergency Teaching Certificates, especially those granted in the area of Elementary Education, address very short term certification delays.  Arizona is a rapidly growing state.  In fact the school population is expected to grow by 50% by 2018.  This means that in addition to aggressive “grow your own” strategies to credential more current Arizona residents as teachers, Arizona must continue to actively recruit teachers from out-of-state.  This is the basis for most of the requests for Elementary Education Emergency Teaching Certificates.  For example, many teachers recruited by Arizona schools are recent graduates from California’s schools of education.  California is up to eight months behind in issuing its teaching certificates.  Arizona can document that these new graduates have completed their educational requirements but must use the Emergency Certificate as a bridge certificate as new teachers wait for the official documents from California.   Exacerbating this problem are those teachers coming from out-of-state that have not previously completed Arizona’s subject matter tests.  The first administration of that test for the 2006-07 school year is after the beginning of the school year and results are not received by school districts until October.  For these teachers, too, Emergency Certificates are requested until the test results are in and recorded and the out-of-state teacher is eligible for an initial Arizona license.  

Arizona concerted effort to limit Emergency Certificates

To assure that Emergency Certificates are used primarily to solve short term certification problems, the State Board of Education has approved new administrative rules limiting the use of Emergency Teaching Certificates in Arizona.  These rules will limit the issuance of Emergency Teaching Certificates to a single year with the possibility of no more than two additional years in a lifetime.  The rules require applicants to file a plan, monitored by ADE, for obtaining HQ status.  Principals must approve and monitor such plans in addition to the monitoring by ADE.  

During this period, teachers on Emergency Certificates are contacted by ADE.  Those teachers who are not awaiting previously earned certificates or other documentation allowing them to rapidly move to an initial teaching license are provided with information about and counseled to enter the internship program. In this program, the intern candidate is enrolled in a State Board approved teacher preparation program or State Board approved alternative path to certification.  They are entitled to enter into a teaching contract while completing the requirements for an Arizona provisional teaching certificate.  

Requirement 2

The revised plan must provide information on HQT status in each LEA and the steps the SEA will take to ensure that each LEA has plans in place to assist teachers who are not highly qualified to attain HQT status as quickly as possible.

2a) Does the plan identify LEAs that have not met annual measurable objectives for HQT?

The Annual Measurable Objective for all Arizona LEAs was 100% HQT by the end of the 2005-06 school year. In Arizona both district and charter schools are defined as LEAs.  Data collected in Phase I indicates the following LEAs did not meet the 100% AMO for HQT.  It is anticipated that additional LEAs will be included following the Phase III data collection.

Table 9.  LEAs that did not meet the AMO of 100% HQT by the end of 2005-06 

	LEA Name
	LEA Name

	Academic and Personal Excellence, Inc.
	Laveen Elementary District

	Academy of Arizona 
	Liberty Traditional Charter School

	Academy Of Excellence, Inc.
	Life School College Preparatory, Inc.

	Academy with Community Partners  Inc
	Littleton Elementary District

	Air Academy Charter High School 
	Luz Social Services, Inc.

	Ajo Unified District
	Maricopa County Regional District

	Alhambra Elementary District
	Maya Public Charter High School 

	Altar Valley Elementary District
	Mcnary Elementary District

	Arizona Call-a-Teen Youth Resources, Inc.
	Mesa Unified District

	Arizona Community Development Corporation
	Miami Unified District

	Avondale Elementary District
	Murphy Elementary District

	Bicentennial Union High School District 
	Nadaburg Elementary District

	CAFA, Inc.Classics and Four Arts Academy
	New Visions Academy, Inc.

	Calli Ollin Academy 
	Nogales Unified District

	Camp Verde Unified District
	Ocotillo Public Charter High School 

	Career Success Schools
	Omega Alpha Academy 

	Cartwright Elementary District
	OMEGA SCHOOLS d.b.a. Omega Academy

	Casa Blanca Middle School 
	Painted Desert Demonstration Projects, Inc.

	Cedar Unified District
	Paradise Valley Unified District

	Cesar Chavez Learning Community, Inc.
	Patagonia Elementary District

	Cesar Chavez Middle Schools, Inc.
	Pathways Charter Schools, Inc

	Chandler Unified District
	Phoenix Advantage Charter School, Inc.

	Chinle Unified District
	Phoenix Elementary District

	LEA Name (cont’d)
	LEA Name (cont’d)

	Clifton Unified District
	Phoenix School of Academic Excellence

	Cochise Private Industry Council
	Phoenix Union High School District 

	Coolidge Unified District
	Pima County Board of Supervisors

	Country Gardens Educational Services, LLC
	Pima Prevention Partnership 

	Crane Elementary District
	Pinon Unified District

	Creighton Elementary District
	PPEP & Affiliates

	Desert Hills Public Charter High School 
	Precision Academy Systems, Inc

	Destiny School, Inc.
	Premier Charter High School 

	Douglas Unified District
	Primavera Technology Learning

	Dysart Unified District
	Red Mesa Unified District

	E.A.G.L.E. Academy, Inc.
	Renaissance Educational Consortium, Inc.

	El Dorado Public Charter High School 
	Riverside Elementary District

	Eloy Elementary District
	Roosevelt Elementary District

	Espiritu Community Development Corp.
	Sacaton Elementary District

	Flagstaff Unified District
	Sahuarita Unified District

	Florence Unified School District
	Salome Consolidated Elementary District

	Founding Fathers Academies, Inc
	Salt River Pima-Maricopa  Community Schools

	Fowler Elementary District
	San Carlos Unified District

	Friendly House, Inc.
	Sanders Unified District

	Ft Thomas Unified District
	Santa Cruz Valley Union High School District 

	Gadsden Elementary District
	Scottsdale Horizons Charter School 

	Ganado Unified District
	Shonto Governing Board of Education, Inc.

	General Health Corp. 
	Somerton Elementary District

	Gila Bend Unified District
	South Pointe Public Charter School 

	Glendale Elementary District
	Southgate Community Development Corp.

	Global Education Foundation
	Sunnyside Unified District

	Globe Unified District
	Tempe Elementary District

	Ha:san Preparatory & Leadership Charter
	Tertulia: A Learning Community

	Harvest Power Community Dev. Group
	Tuba City Unified District

	Holbrook Unified District
	Tucson Accelerated Public Charter High School

	Ideabanc, Inc.
	Tucson Unified District

	Indian Oasis-Baboquivari Unified District
	Valley of the Sun Waldorf Education Assoc.

	Integrity Education Corporation
	Vechij Himdag Alternative School, Inc.

	Ira H. Hayes Memorial Applied Learning Ctr
	Victory High School, Inc.

	Isaac Elementary District
	Washington Elementary District

	J O Combs Elementary Disrict
	West Phoenix Public Charter High School 

	Kayenta Unified District
	Whiteriver Unified District

	Kingman Unified School District
	Window Rock Unified District

	Lake Havasu Charter School, Inc.
	Yuma Elementary District


2b) Does the plan include specific steps that will be taken by LEAs that have not met annual measurable objectives? (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
2c) Does the plan delineate specific steps the SEA will take to ensure that all LEAs have plans in place to assist all non-HQ teachers to become HQ as quickly as possible? ? (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
Requirement 3

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

3a) Does the plan include a description of the technical assistance the SEA will provide to assist LEAs in successfully carrying out their HQT plans?  (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
3b) Does the plan indicate that the staffing and professional development needs of schools that are not making AYP will be given high priority?  (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
3c) Does the plan include a description of programs and services the SEA will provide to assist teachers and LEAs in successfully meeting HQT goals?  (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
3d)  Does the plan specifically address the needs of any subgroups of teachers identified in Requirement 1?  (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
3e) Does the plan include a description of how the State will use its available funds (e.g., Title I, Part A; Title II, Part A, including the portion that goes to the State agency for higher education; other Federal and State funds, as appropriate) to address the needs of teachers who are not highly qualified? ? (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
3f) Does the plan for the use of available funds indicate that priority will be given to the staffing and professional development needs of schools that are not making AYP?? (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
Requirement 4

The revised plan must describe how the SEA will work with LEAs that fail to reach the 100 percent HQT goal by the beginning of the 2007-08 school year.

4a) Does the plan indicate how the SEA will monitor LEA compliance with the LEAs’ HQT plans described in Requirement 2 and hold LEAs accountable for fulfilling their plans?  (Met in July 2006 Peer Review)
4b)Does the plan show how technical assistance from the SEA to help LEAs meet the 100 percent HQT goal will be targeted toward LEAs and schools that are not making AYP? 

Technical assistance
ADE prioritizes technical assistance for schools that have not made AYP and are Title I.  Specific HQT technical assistance is then prioritized based on schools that have the greatest percent of classes taught by teachers who are not highly qualified or high percentages of inexperienced teachers.  Our communication strategies focus on superintendents, school leaders, and teachers to ensure they understand and can effectively and efficiently implement the HQT requirements.  ADE Highly Qualified Professionals Unit has developed and provided uniform reporting documents and has designed and implemented new web-based HQT data collection processes.  The analysis of accurate, high-quality HQT data will be used to prioritize technical assistance in determining specific professional development needs of non-HQ teachers in schools that have not made AYP or are high poverty.  

Technical assistance teams, comprised of education specialists representing all federal programs provide coordinated assistance for LEAs, schools, and teachers.  This assistance includes phone and email support, school improvement planning, resource allocation planning, and federal program guidance (including completing HQT requirements). The assistance teams also present at statewide conferences sponsored by Title II, Title I School and District Improvement, Early Childhood, Best Practices, and Special Education Units within ADE.  In addition, the teams collaborate with professional educational organizations, institutions of higher education, and other stakeholders such as the Arizona Education Association to ensure clarity around HQT priorities, strategies, and requirements.

Title I schools not making AYP will receive this assistance on a priority basis ahead of all other schools.  Below is a chart which describes specific technical assistance provided based on the year in of Title I School Improvement:

Table 10.  Technical assistance from the SEA to help LEAs and schools that are not making AYP  
	Year in Title I Improvement
	How ADE provides technical assistance for schools

Note:  Services from previous years are provided in each succeeding year

	Warning
	1. Provide Process Workshop:  

· Timeline sample

· Public notification components 

· Title I School Improvement consequences

· Title II HQT requirements and consequences

· Arizona School Improvement Plan (ASIP) template 

· Grant application

	
	2.  Review public notification for AYP status

	
	3.  Review timeline for alignment with steps to write/revise ASIP

	
	4.  Review Title I School Improvement grant application


	Year in Title I Improvement
	How ADE provides technical assistance for schools

Note:  Services from previous years are provided in each succeeding year

	Warning Cont.
	5.  Review ASIP

	
	6.  Provide fall workshop on writing an ASIP 

	Year 1
	1. Provide Fall Process Workshop:

· ASIP template

	
	2. Review public notification for six required components 

	
	3. Review ASIP

· Is it aligned with AYP determination

· Has district technical support to school been described

· Has 10% of Title I funds been set aside for professional development

	
	4.  Solutions Team Leader review with school principal recommendations and     findings from  Solutions Team visit

	Year 2
	1.   Provide Fall Process Workshop:

· NCLB Coach

	
	2.   Review ASIP

· Have recommendations from Solutions team been addressed

	
	3.  NCLB Coach assigned to assist school in implementation of ASIP

	Year 3 – 

Corrective Action
	1. Provide fall process workshop - 

· Corrective Action timeline development 

· Choosing/implementing a corrective action(s) 

· State Intervention Specialist visit

	
	2. Review corrective action timeline

	
	3. Review ASIP 

· Are Corrective action(s) selected

· Has district technical support to school been described

	
	4.  Review quarterly report for progress toward Implementation of Corrective action and ASIP 

	
	5.  Review with school principal a Consensus Document containing recommendations and findings

	Year 4 – Plan for Restructuring
	1.  Provide fall process Workshop

· Plan to Restructure timeline development

· Choosing/implementing restructuring plan 

· State Intervention Specialist visit

	
	2.  Review plan to restructure timeline

	
	3.  Review ASIP

· Alignment with AYP determination

· Description district technical support to school

	
	4.  Review 

· Monthly reports describing progress development of Restructuring Plan

· Restructuring Plan for alignment with ASIP


	Year in Title I Improvement
	How ADE provides technical assistance for schools

Note:  Services from previous years are provided in each succeeding year

	Year 5 – Implementing Restructuring Plan
	1.  Provide fall process Workshop

Monthly implementation reports

	
	2. Document mentoring and guidance provided by State Intervention Specialist


	LEA (District) Improvement   Year 1
	1.   Provide fall Process Workshop

· LEA Improvement template

	
	2. Review public notification

· Review reimbursement  for notification

	
	3.   Review LEA Addendum

· Is Addendum aligned to NCLB Final Consolidated Plan

· Is Addendum aligned to LEA AYP determination

	
	4. Review LEA Title I application to include 10% set aside for professional development

	LEA Improvement Year 2
	1.   Review public notification

	
	2.   Review LEA Addendum Evaluation and Action Plan

	
	3.   Review LEA Title I application with 10% set aside for professional development 

	
	4. Review LEA participation in additional LEA Improvement Grant –  based on funding availability and prioritization of need 

	
	5.   Review findings of LEA Solutions Team visit

	LEA Improvement

Year 3 (Corrective Action)
	1.  Review public notification

	
	2. Review LEA Addendum Evaluation and Action Plan

· Review increase in student/staff engagement level

· Review findings of LEA Solutions Team visit

	
	3. Review LEA Title I application with 10% set aside for professional development to increase student/staff engagement level

· Review curriculum and professional development

	
	4.   Review of LEA participation in additional LEA Improvement Grant – based on funding availability and prioritization of need


SEA services in concert with Education Service Agencies (ESAs)

In addition to statewide services, regional service delivery agencies – ESAs- are a new organization of support utilizing the resources of the Offices of the County Superintendent of Schools.  This assistance vehicle was developed to respond to professional development needs of all teachers and LEAs within the state, to meet the goals of NCLB regarding highly qualified teachers, and to more effectively utilize dwindling funding. Under A.R.S. §15-301 County Schools Offices are designated as ESAs, whose goal it is to deliver technical assistance and educational services to school districts and charter schools in each respective county. 

The County ESAs assist districts and charter schools in acquiring nationally researched, scientifically-based best practices in school and instructional improvement that complement the ADE’s Standards and Rubrics for School Improvement as well as address the highly qualified teacher requirements outlined in NCLB. ESAs serve the entire K–12 educational system and ensure statewide capacity to deliver high-quality professional development programs that meet the identified county needs of teachers, principals, and students.  The County ESAs implement professional development plans and activities that reflect nationally recognized strategies and those defined in NCLB, Section 9101(34) for high quality professional development. 

State administered professional development programs that target teachers in district and charter schools not making AYP

To participate in the programs below, Arizona grants “competitive priorities” (additional points in a rubric based application for participation process) or “absolute priorities” (participation limited to those for whom the priority is granted) to teachers in district and charter schools not making AYP.

· What Works in Schools conference – Absolute Priority to teams from Title I Schools not making AYP


New in 2005-06, school teams were able to collaborate with Dr. Robert Marzano, staff from the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development Cadre Members (Bea McGarvey and Debra Pickering) and staff from the Arizona Department of Education, to assist in identifying the school level, teacher level, and student level factors that impact student achievement and how to incorporate these factors as they developed goals and wrote their Arizona School Improvement Plan (ASIP). A similar opportunity will be available in 2006-07.

· Best Practices Academies - Absolute Priority to teachers from Title I district and charter schools identified as not making adequate yearly progress and teachers from schools identified as underperforming on the state measure.


The Academies provide a concentrated focus on Solution Team findings, requests from ASSIST Coaches and Title I School and LEA Improvement Specialists, as well as requests from the field, and student achievement data.  All schools not making AYP and those schools identified as “Underperforming” by AZLEARNS are provided the opportunity to attend two Best Practices Academies per year at no cost, including travel reimbursements. Title I schools identified as not making AYP but not identified as underperforming on the state measures also receive priority and use their Title I School Improvement Grant to offset the cost of attending the academies.  Over 51 academies have been offered since 2004, with over 4,500 educators attending these events.  All academies address the necessary concepts and strategies to strengthen the skills and knowledge of teachers already working in high-poverty, low-performing schools.  

· Annual Mega Conference – Competitive Priority to Title I district and charter schools identified as not making adequate yearly progress and teachers from schools identified as underperforming on the state measure.
The Mega Conference offers a comprehensive array of professional development opportunities for NCLB program coordinators and for educators who implement NCLB programs.  The two and one-half day  conference is an opportunity to focus on NCLB program administration, federal accountability requirements, and coordination of programs including Title I, II-A, II-D, III, IV, V-A, Gifted, Migrant, Indian Education, Arts, Homeless, Neglected or Delinquent, Grants, and Operations. Through NCLB program coordinators’ attendance at this conference, relevant information is communicated to assist teachers in high-poverty, low-performing schools to strengthen their skills and knowledge in meeting student needs.

ADE partners with state agency for higher education

· State Agency for Higher Education (SAHE) - Competitive Priority to teachers from Title I district and charter schools identified as not making adequate yearly progress and teachers from schools identified as underperforming on the state measure.

The Improving Teacher Quality (ITQ) Grant Programs (Title II) are a major component of NCLB legislation.  These programs encourage scientifically-based professional development as a means for improving student academic performance.  Under Part A of Title II, funds are made available to state agencies for higher education (SAHEs) to support partnerships intended to increase the academic achievement of students in core subjects by enhancing the content knowledge and teaching skills of classroom teachers.  The state agency for higher education, the Arizona Board of Regents working in conjunction ADE awards and administers sub-grants on a competitive basis to eligible partnerships.  

Partnerships between an institution of higher education with teacher education, a college of arts and sciences, and high need school districts are at the foundation of these efforts.  The focus of the funded projects are on the core subjects defined as arts, music, civics and government, economics, English, foreign languages, geography, history, mathematics, reading or language arts, and science.  The partnerships fund professional development activities in core academic subjects to ensure that teachers, paraprofessionals, and (if appropriate) principals have subject-matter knowledge in the academic subjects they teach.

4c) Does the plan describe how the SEA will monitor whether LEAs attain 100 percent HQT in each LEA and school:

· in the percentage of highly qualified teachers at each LEA and school; and

· in the percentage of teachers who are receiving high-quality professional development to enable such teachers to become highly qualified and successful classroom teachers?
For the response to this question, please see pages 22 to26 of the attached Arizona HQT Equity Plan.
4d) Consistent with ESEA §2141, does the plan include technical assistance or corrective actions that the SEA will apply if LEAs fail to meet HQT and AYP goals?

Based on LEA reports submitted under Section 1119(b), if an LEA fails to meet HQT and AYP goals, the following will occur:

1. An LEA that fails to make progress toward meeting its annual measurable objectives for two consecutive years must develop an improvement plan that will assist them in meeting the objectives that they were prevented from meeting.  ADE will provide technical assistance to enable the LEA’s and schools to meet their annual measurable objectives.

2. An LEA that fails to make AYP for three consecutive years and has failed for three years to make progress toward meeting its annual measurable objectives must enter into an agreement on the use of the Title II, Part A funds under which ADE will:

a. Develop professional development strategies and activities based 


on scientifically based research to assist the LEA, its teachers and 



principals in meeting the annual measurable objectives for 




improving teacher quality;

b. Require the LEA to use these professional development 




strategies and activities; and

c. Prohibit LEAs from using Title I, Part A funds to fund any new 



paraprofessionals, except under certain limited instances.

Requirement 5

The revised plan must explain how and when the SEA will complete the HOUSSE process for teachers not new to the profession who were hired prior to the end of the 2005-06 school year, and how the SEA will discontinue the use of HOUSSE procedures for teachers hired after the end of the 2005-06 school year (except for the situations described below).
5a) Does the plan describe how and when the SEA will complete the HOUSSE process for all teachers not new to the profession who were hired before the end of the 2005-06 school year?

Effective July 1, 2007, the HOUSSE will be available on a limited basis (as described in 5b below).  Arizona will respond promptly in the event that the U.S. Department of Education issues future guidance requiring changes in the above policy.  

5b) Does the plan describe how the State will discontinue the use of HOUSSE after the end of the 2005-06 school year, except in the following situations:

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

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

Arizona will limit its use of HOUSSE procedures to the situations described below:
· Multi-subject secondary teachers in rural schools who, if HQ in one subject at the time of hire, may use HOUSSE to demonstrate competence in additional subjects within three years of the date of hire; 

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

· Teachers from other countries teaching in Arizona on a temporary basis who have been granted an Arizona Emergency Teaching Certificate;  and

· For those veteran teachers who are returning to the profession after an extended absence (i.e. maternity, military duty, lengthy illness, etc.), a process is being established where they may apply to the state to use HOUSSE to demonstrate content competency. This extension will be granted on a case-by-case basis and the returning teacher will have 12 months to complete the process. 

HOUSSE Transferability

Teachers not new to the profession transferring within a school district

Veteran teachers who completed the Arizona HOUSSE and transfer within the school district may use their previously completed HOUSSE rubric if the following conditions are met: 

1. Veteran teachers must have completed the HOUSSE rubric prior to the beginning of the 2007-08 school year (written documentation must accompany the HOUSSE rubric to meet the HQT requirements), and  

2. They are assigned to teach in the content area in which they have previously met the HQ requirements.

Teachers not new to the profession transferring between school districts

Veteran teachers who completed the Arizona HOUSSE rubric and transfer between Arizona school districts may use their previously completed HOUSSE rubric if the following conditions are met:

1. Veteran teachers must have completed the HOUSSE rubric prior to the beginning of the 2007-08 school year (written documentation must accompany the HOUSSE rubric to meet the HQT requirements), and  

2. They are assigned to teach in the content area is which they have previously met the HQ requirements.

Teachers changing content areas

Effective at the beginning of the 2007-08 school year, ADE requires that all new hires or veteran teachers changing content areas meet the HQT requirements without using the HOUSSE rubric unless they fall under the exceptions noted above.   

HQT teachers misassigned by district and charter schools into areas for which they are not HQ

Beginning with the 2007-08 school year, districts may not assign teachers to a content area in which they are not highly qualified, unless the district prepares a plan and provides the reasonable costs necessary for the teacher to meet the HQ requirement for the position within twelve months of the date of assignment.

HQT interstate reciprocity

ADE has proposed to the State Board of Education that Arizona grant HQT reciprocity to fully certified, out-of-state, teachers who can document they have met the appropriate requirements for HQ status in their home states.  This proposal will be on the October 2006 State Board Agenda as an information item and for action on the agenda of December 2006. 

Requirement 6

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

Please see the attached Arizona Highly Qualified Teachers Equity Plan.

6b) Does the plan identify where inequities in teacher assignment exist?

For the response to this question, please see pages 6 to 8 of the attached Arizona HQT Equity Plan.

6c) Does the plan delineate specific strategies for addressing inequities in teacher assignment?

For the response to this question, please see pages 8 to 18 of the attached Arizona HQT Equity Plan.

6d) Does the plan provide evidence for the probable success of the strategies it includes?

For the response to this question, please see pages 19 to 22 of the attached Arizona HQT Equity Plan.

6e) Does the plan indicate that the SEA will examine the issue of equitable teacher assignment when it monitors LEAs and how this will be done?

For the response to this question, please see pages 22 to 26 of the attached Arizona HQT Equity Plan.
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