
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
December 13, 2010 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Legislative Education Study Committee 
 
FR: Eilani Gerstner 
 
RE: STAFF REPORT:  BEGINNING TEACHER MENTORSHIP PROGRAM 

(PUBLIC EDUCATION DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TO LESC REQUEST) 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Since 2007, the Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) has received interim staff 
reports on the beginning teacher mentorship program.  During the 2009 staff report 
presentation, the committee voiced concerns regarding: 
 

· a district allowing Level 1 teachers to provide mentorship services to other teachers, 
even though receiving mentorship services is a condition for advancement from a Level 
1 to a Level 2 teaching license; 

 
· whether and how Level 3 mentor teachers are compensated for providing mentoring, 

given that law sets a higher salary for these master teachers because they are to assume 
increased responsibilities that include mentoring new teachers; and 

 
· the performance outcomes of mentoring programs, considering that the allocations for 

mentorship have increased to $1,016 per teacher in FY 10 from $365 per teacher in 
FY 06. 
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In 2010, LESC-endorsed legislation was enacted to amend the beginning teacher mentorship 
provisions in the School Personnel Act to require that: 
 

· mentorship services be provided by Level 2 or Level 3 teachers; 
· Level 1 teachers undergo a formal mentorship program for at least one full school year 

before applying for a Level 2 license; 
· the Public Education Department (PED) require mentorship for all first-year teachers; 
· if funds are available, PED may provide funding for mentorship services that extend 

beyond the first year of teaching if the local superintendent or charter school 
administrator certifies to the Secretary of Public Education that further formal 
mentorship of a beginning teacher is necessary to accomplish the purposes of the 
mentorship program; and 

· the state shall not pay for more than three years’ mentorship for any beginning teacher. 
 
Also in 2010 the LESC sent a letter to the Secretary of Public Education requesting that the 
PED, in collaboration with the Office of Education Accountability (OEA), examine: 
 

(1) the specific uses of mentorship funds in each school district, including the amounts of 
compensation provided to mentor teachers;  

 
(2) the performance outcomes of district mentorship programs, including beginning 

teacher retention rates and the rate and number of attempts required for Level 1 
teachers to advance to Level 2 licensure; and 

 
(3) in the instance of Level 1 “mentor” teachers: 

 
(a) the specific mentoring services each Level 1 mentor teacher is providing compared 

to the mentoring services provided by Level 2 and Level 3 mentors in the same 
school district; 

(b) the levels of teachers (Internship and Level 1) that each Level 1 teacher is 
mentoring; and 

(c) the years of teaching experience that each Level 1 mentor teacher has, including 
whether and for how long the teacher taught on an Internship license before 
receiving a Level 1 license. 

 
This staff report summarizes the findings of the response from PED and OEA, titled PED and 
OEA 2010 Mentorship Report (attached), including: 
 

· PED and OEA 2010 survey; 
· specific uses of mentorship funds; 
· performance outcomes of district mentorship programs, including (1) beginning 

teacher retention rates, and (2) Level 1 teachers advancing to Level 2; and 
· Level 1 mentor teachers. 
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PED and OEA 2010 Survey 
 
To address portions of the LESC request, PED surveyed 158 school districts and charter 
schools in September 2010.  PED reports that 96, or 61 percent, of those surveyed responded.  
A copy of the survey questions is included as Attachment 1 to the report.  References made 
below to the “2010 survey” are to this survey. 
 
 
Specific Uses of Mentorship Funds 
 
From FY 02 to FY 10, the Legislature appropriated a total of approximately $11.4 million for 
beginning teacher mentorship.  In FY 10, the Legislature appropriated approximately $1.4 
million, which provided funding of $1,016 per beginning teacher in FY 10 (provided directly 
to districts on a disbursement basis).  For FY 11, the Legislature did not appropriate dollars for 
the beginning teacher mentorship program. 
 
Pages 5 to 8 of the PED and OEA report include responses on the uses of FY 10 mentorship 
funds by survey respondents1. 
 
Among the results of the survey: 
 

· PED reports in the body of the report that stipends for mentors ranged from $150 to 
$2,000 per mentor.  However, Attachment 2 to the report indicates that stipends may be 
as high as $3,668.00; and Santa Fe Public Schools reports “stipends” for Level 1 
mentors ($8,975.00), Level 2 mentors ($16,581.25), and Level 3 mentors ($53,867.87).  
On this point, PED indicates, “it appears these two examples represent errors in the 
data reported.  For example, clearly Santa Fe Public Schools is not compensating 
mentors individually at the levels they reported.  It’s highly likely that the person 
entering the data for the district did not understand that we were asking for the 
individual stipend amount.  Instead, they provided the total compensation amount for 
their Level I, II and III mentors.”; 

 
· respondents spent a total of $329,348 on mentor training; and 

 
· respondents spent a total of $655,859 on supplies for their mentorship programs. 

 
 
Performance Outcomes of District Mentorship Programs 
 
The PED and OEA report investigated two possible indicators of the success of mentorship 
programs:  beginning teacher retention rates; and the rate that Level 1 teachers advance to 
Level 2, including the number of attempts needed. 
 

                                                 
1 Since the 2010 survey had only a 61 percent response rate, the results do not represent the use of funds in all 
school districts and charter schools, nor do they represent the total statewide cost of the mentorship program.  
Further, school districts and charter schools may use operational dollars to supplement the state appropriation for 
mentorship, and the uses of these dollars were not reported separately in the survey. 
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(1) Beginning Teacher Retention Rates 
 
PED reports that, in response to the LESC’s request, the department implemented a change in 
the Student Teacher Accountability Reporting System (STARS) to track retention data 
beginning with school year 2009-2010 (see pages 8 to 10 of the report).  PED reports that the 
department reviewed termination codes for exiting Level 1 teachers with only one year of 
experience or less, of whom there were 109 total.  Attachment 3 to the PED and OEA report 
includes data from individual districts. 
 

· The most commonly cited reason for departure was “Unknown” (51, or 47 percent).  
PED reports that “excessive reliance on this code indicates a need for improved 
personnel training on tracking teacher exits, which will be addressed by the PED.” 

 
· The next most-often cited reason was “Personal” (19, or 17 percent).  PED reports that, 

without breeching personal privacy issues, the department may be able to explore this 
reason further to develop effective intervention strategies. 

 
Finally, exiting teachers cited these other reasons, in descending order of frequency: 
 

· 10, or 9 percent, left to teach in another state; 
· 9, or 8 percent, left to teach in another New Mexico school district; 
· 9, or 8 percent, left because their contract was not renewed; 
· 4, or 4 percent, resigned prior to the completion of their contract; 
· 3, or 3 percent, were discharged prior to the end of their contract;  
· 3, or 3 percent, completed a short-term contract; and 
· 1, or 1 percent, took a leave of absence. 

 
(2) Level 1 Teachers Advancing to Level 2 
 
The report also provides data on the number of Level 1 teachers who have successfully 
completed the Professional Development Dossier (PDD)2 to advance to Level 2 licensure (see 
pages 11 to 12 of the report).  Attachment 4 of the report includes the number of Level 1 
teachers passing on each PDD resubmission from school year 2004-2005 through school year 
2009-2010, listed by school district. 
 
According to the report, 81 percent of Level 1 teachers passed their PDDs on their first 
submission.  When subsequent submissions are included, 91 percent of Level 1 teachers who 
attempted to advance have passed.  The School Personnel Act provides that Level 1 teachers 
who do not advance to Level 2 within five years lose their teaching license and must begin the 
licensure process again if they wish to teach in New Mexico. 
 

                                                 
2 The PED and OEA report notes that the PDD process includes five strands:  “Strand A focuses on Instruction; 
Strand B on Student Learning; and Strand C on Professional Learning.  These are submitted by the individual 
teacher.  Strand D requires that the teacher’s district superintendent verify the authenticity of the work in the 
PDD; and Strand E is a culminating report of annual evaluations conducted by the school district.” 
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Level 1 Mentor Teachers 
 
In 2009, PED and OEA surveyed 156 school districts and charter schools (with a 99 percent 
response rate) and reported to the LESC that one school district – Gallup-McKinley County 
Public Schools – reported using 23 Level 1 teachers to mentor other teachers in school year 
2008-2009.  The attached report indicates that this district has continued to rely on Level 1 
teachers as mentors in school year 2009-2010 although in lesser numbers.  Among its reasons, 
the district cited: 
 

· staff turnover; 
· remote location of some schools; 
· insufficient numbers of Level 2 and Level 3 teachers to pair with each first year Level 

1 teacher; and 
· cases where Level 1 teachers were considered to have superior teaching skills to 

available Level 2 or Level 3 teachers. 
 
This district reported that these Level 1 mentor teachers had from three to six years of teaching 
experience, with one of them having taught for one year on an Internship license.  The teachers 
they were mentoring had between zero and six years teaching experience. 
 

¨ Issue:  In the 2010 survey, 14 school districts and nine charter schools reported using a 
Level 1 mentor teachers in school year 2009-2010.  PED reports that the department 
has learned since conducting the survey that other districts are also using Level 1 
teachers as mentors. 

 
On page 13 of the report, PED notes that the School Personnel Act requires that 
mentorship services be provided by Level 2 or Level 3 teachers.  To address this issue, 
PED reports that the department will conduct a survey of school districts and charter 
schools that are using Level 1 teachers as mentors in school year 2010-2011 to 
determine “the reasons behind this lack of adherence to statutory requirements.” 






























































	FINAL Mentorship Staff Report
	Attachment - PED-OPEA Mentorship Report

