Reviewing Revised State Plans 

Meeting the Highly Qualified Teacher (HQT) Goal

State:
CALIFORNIA

Date:  July 27, 2006

Peer Review Panel’s Consensus Determination:

_____  The plan is acceptable. 

__X __ The plan has the deficiencies described below.

Comments to support determination:

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

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

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

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

	Y/N/U/NA
	Evidence

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

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

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

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

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


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

Finding:

___ Requirement 1 has been met

___ Requirement 1 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 1 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

Requirement 2:  The revised plan must provide information on HQT status in each LEA and the steps the SEA will take to ensure that each LEA has plans in place to assist teachers who are not highly qualified to attain HQT status as quickly as possible. 

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

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

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

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


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 2 has been met

_x_ Requirement 2 has been partially met

___ Requirement 2 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

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

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

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

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

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

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

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

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

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


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 3 has been met

___ Requirement 3 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 3 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

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

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

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

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

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

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

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

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

· in the percentage of teachers who are receiving high-quality professional development to enable such teachers to become highly qualified and successful classroom teachers?

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


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 4 has been met

_x_ Requirement 4 has been partially met

___ Requirement 4 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

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

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

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

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

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

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

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

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

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


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 5 has been met

_x_ Requirement 5 has been partially met

___ Requirement 5 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

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

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

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

	Y/N/U
	Evidence

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

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

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

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

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


Y=Yes; N=No; U=Undecided

Finding:

___ Requirement 6 has been met

___ Requirement 6 has been partially met

_x_ Requirement 6 has not been met

___ Additional information needed to make determination


_______ Date Requested
______ Submission Deadline

Supporting Narrative:

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

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

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

1
1

