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[EXT] 6.65.3 NMAC hearing on 19 January 2021 Comment #1
Chris Mechels <cmechels@q.com>
Wed 12/23/2020 10:45 AM
To:FeedBack,

Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

Dear Mr. Sena,
It seems this hearing must be canceled as you have failed to give proper, 30 days, notice on the Sunshine Portal, as
required by 14-4-5.2. Notice of proposed rulemaking.
This includes under "provide to the public", as defined in the Rules Act, a requirement to post the notice on the
Sunshine Portal, which you have failed to do.
Without this proper posting the rulemaking, per the Rules Act, is "invalid".
This failure is puzzling, as is the fact that the last Sunshine Portal posting was in March 2020.
Regards,
Chris Mechels
505-982-7144
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https://webmail.state.nm.us/owa/
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12/23/2020

1/15/2021

[EXT] Educator Preparation Program Accountability (6.... - FeedBack, Rule, PED

[EXT] Educator Preparation Program Accountability (6.65.3)
Rulemaking Feedback
Adrian I. Sandoval <adrisand@aol.com>
Fri 1/15/2021 12:57 PM
To: FeedBack,



Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

1 attachment

CM Rule Change Letter 1.15.21 Final-signed.pdf;

Please feel free to contact me should you have questions or concerns.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.
Adrian I. Sandoval
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January 15, 2021
Policy Division
New Mexico Public Education Department
300 Don Gaspar Ave. Room 121
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Dear Mr. John Sena,
It is with sincere enthusiasm that the Coalition for the Majority (CM) writes this letter to provide
constructive feedback regarding the proposed rulemaking changes to Educator Preparation
Program Accountability (6.65.3), as announced for the hearing on January 19, 2021.
First, we would like to express our solidarity with the letter from our higher education colleagues
who are bilingual, ESL and Indigenous language professors. Their concerns highlight the need
for educator preparation programs to be aligned with the needs of culturally and linguistically
different students, changes in practice and overall accountability for such changes. These and
other cited items reveal some important areas within the document that warrant further attention.
Towards this goal, the Coalition for the Majority offers the following points to be considered in
the spirit of supporting the continued improvement of the proposed changes in 6.65.3:
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Under 6.65.3.7 B: There are no assurances here to include culturally and linguistically
responsive (CLR) practitioners as part of the “certified review team.”
Under 6.65.3.7 G: With regard to the “cooperating teacher,” there is no reference to a
CLR instructional background. What is the point of referring to CLD students later on, if
we are not ensuring that the lens becomes a systemic practice throughout?
Under 6.65.3.7 H: The reference here to a “day-one ready educator” highlights
students’ needs without emphasizing their culturally and linguistically different needs.
Under 6.65.3.7 L: The reference to the “local community” does not emphasize the notion
of a local culturally and linguistically different community. Such language ensures that
all members of the community are in consideration.
Under 6.65.3.7 T: The reference here to “accommodations” should be changed to
“culturally and linguistically responsive pedagogy.”
Under 6.65.3.9 B: The reference to “experiences” needs to be changed to “culturally
and linguistically responsive experiences.”
Under 6.65.3.9 B (2): This gives the impression that diverse settings are random and
occasional in our state, instead of the norm.
Under 6.65.3.9 B (3): The reference to “students” needs to be changed to “culturally
and linguistically different” students. This is non-negotiable.
Under 6.65.3.9 C: The reference to “practices” needs to be changed to “CLR practices.”
Also, we ask, what is intended or defined by the reference to “…notably indigenous
families…?”
Under 6.65.3.9 D: There is no reference here to CLR experts.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Under 6.65.3.9 E: Any reference to “pedagogy” needs to be referred to as “CLR
pedagogy.” Again, this appears to be an addendum when the norm demands this to be a
daily moral instructional imperative.
Under 6.65.3.9 G (1-2): There is no reference to CLR. There is a need to include CLR as
a valued asset and it should be part of the exit requirements.
Under 6.65.3.10 A: A reference to hours of CLR coursework needs to be included.
Under 6.65.3.10 B (1): Language development should be referenced here.
Under 6.65.3.10 B (4): Instead of “notably” we suggest using “…more specifically” or
“especially” or “in particular…”
Under 6.65.3.11: Due to the urgency and importance of CLR practices, this may need to
occur at a greater frequency than every five years.
Under 6.65.3.11 A (1-4): CLR has to be explicitly stated here. If not, it will be of
periphery importance.
Under 6.65.3.11 C (1-5): Rubric labels need to be reconsidered. Some of these relate
more to business practices rather than a teacher or student focus.
Under 6.65.3.12 A: The reference to “probation” is not constructivist language. What is
the current terminology use by NMPED instead of the word “probation?”
Under 6.65.3.12 A (1): This can be more inclusive of stakeholders, i.e. the schools or
communities that hire the teachers from the IHE. Their expectations of teachers are
important to consider.

We hope these recommendations will be considered and contribute to a quality document that
will improve educator preparation. We value NMPED’s continued invitations requesting input
that we offer based on our coalition’s collective years of experience. Finally, we encourage a
system of accountability be developed and applied to ensure that action will be taken to align the
daily practice of teacher development with the guidance of appropriate rule changes. Too often,
these efforts prove fruitless due to the lack of communication and collective commitment
between our institutions of higher education and the New Mexico Public Education Department.
Sincerely,

Adrian I. Sandoval

Adrian I. Sandoval, CM Member
adrisand@aol.com

Rebecca Blum Martínez, Ph.D., CM Chair
Patricia Jiménez-Latham, Ed.D., CM Secretary
Carlotta Penny Bird, Ed.D.
Julia Rosa López Emslie, Ph.D.
Lois Meyer, Ph.D.
Rep. Rick Miera
Regis Pecos
David Rogers
Loretta Salazar, Ph.D.
Tomás E. Salazar, Ph.D.
Christine Sims, Ph.D.
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[EXT] written comments about rule-making 6.65.3 NMAC, Educator
Preparation Progam Accountability
Rebecca Blum Martinez <blummtz@gmail.com>
Fri 1/15/2021 2:42 PM
To: FeedBack,



Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

1 attachment

Letter about Rule Change 1.13.2021.docx;

Dear Mr. Sena,
Please find written comments attached.
thank you,
Rebecca Blum Martinez
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January 15, 2021

Dear Mr. Sena,
We write to you about the proposed rule changes to Educator Preparation Programs,
6.65.3.We appreciate the efforts that are being made to incorporate the needs of Indigenous,
bilingual, English Learners and Special Education students into Teacher Preparation programs.
We are a group of bilingual, English as a Second Language and Indigenous language
experts that have been working together for 5 years. Our group is comprised of bilingual, ESL
and Indigenous language professors from Western New Mexico University, New Mexico State
University, New Mexico Highlands University and the University of New Mexico.
The New Mexico Higher Education Department has funded our work for the past five
years. Our major goal is to create bilingual, Indigenous language and ESL teacher pipelines from
our corresponding high schools to our university teacher preparation programs. We have studied
the ESL programs in our respective universities and sought ways to align our courses so that
students can more easily transfer credits from one university to another.
We have also spent a great deal of time reflecting on the competencies required of
bilingual teachers. We have developed goals that reflect the knowledge, dispositions and skills
needed by bilingual teachers, and have aligned them with the NM Bilingual Multicultural
Education competencies, and with the InTASC standards. Each InTASC standard has
corresponding dispositions and knowledges and skills that ensure cohesiveness.
We are now in the process of revising our respective elementary bilingual education
programs to reflect those goals, competencies and standards, and to integrate them into the
elementary education license programs, based on the needs of students in the state and in our
local contexts.
We provide this background in order to establish our credentials for the comments we
include below about the proposed rule changes.
•

As our introduction indicates, making substantive and needed changes to Educator
Preparation programs that will ultimately serve bilingual, ESL and Indigenous children,
takes a great deal of thought and care. The proposed changes deserve greater
consideration in your draft of 6.65.3 and a conceptualization (i.e. knowledge, methods,
skills, dispositions, practices, clinical experiences) of the inserted phrases: “including
indigenous students, special education students, bilingual students, and English language
learners” and “notably those that address cultural and linguistic awareness.” There is a
need for the specific kinds of changes that are to be made, as well as how they will be
evaluated. Without more specificity some EPPs might include superficial changes such as
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•

•

•

•

one required class, or one short activity or a scattering of readings and state that the rule
has been met. As was clear from Judge Singleton’s ruling, this would not be enough.
Further, some form of evaluation or accountability for reporting requirements as
mentioned in the proposed rule change under sections 6.65.3.10 A-D is required. Program
changes or data reported should reflect current theoretical understandings in the field.
Additionally, the aforementioned lack of specificity leads to a vague understanding and
approval process (Section 6.65.3.12) of the components (6.65.3.11.A.1-4), elements
(6.65.3.11.B.1-3) and classification scales (6.65.3.11.C.1-5) during the comprehensive
state approval site visits.
The EPP board membership should be made up of experts in the fields of bilingual and
ESL education, and Indigenous languages, members of the educational and local
communities, especially those who are tribal members and speakers of the community
languages.
What kinds of accountability measures will be required, and who will oversee the
accountability? Without the necessary expertise in these areas, how will NMPED know
that the Educator Programs have implemented substantive changes?
The proposed rule-making does not provide any specificity about the dispositions that are
critical to the preparation of teachers serving diverse groups of students. For example
there is no mention of:
o Sociolinguistic consciousness; multilingualism in New Mexico
o Valuing linguistic diversity
o Advocacy for culturally and linguistically diverse students
o Demonstrating and applying community knowledge (Funds of Knowledge)
o Self- Aware of own biases (Lucas & Villegas, 2011, 2013, Ladson-Billings, 1994;
1995, Gay, 2018, Sims, Werito, Lee, Araujo, 2018)

Finally, what are the implications for this rule change? What relationship if any will these
changes suggest for the endorsements in Bilingual Multicultural Education, TESOL and those
who are speakers of Indigenous languages?
We would be elated if real changes were to happen in Educator Preparation programs, however,
without consideration of the issues we have raised here, the same system of teacher preparation
will be perpetuated and the children of NM will continue to be underserved.
We suggest a task force or committee be established to develop a manual that would consider
how to ensure accountability on the part of Teacher Preparation programs. This committee could
also suggest the content of professional development (e.g. historical context, skills, dispositions)
offered to professors of EPPs who may not have the background to address the needs of the
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students that are the focus of this rule change. We offer our assistance in your work to support
these rule changes.
Sincerely,
Rebecca Blum Martínez, Professor Bilingual/ESL Education, UNM
Christine Sims, Associate Professor, Bilingual/ Indigenous Languages, UNM
Alexandra Neves, Associate Professor, Bilingual/ESL Education, WNMU
Blanca Araujo, Associate Professor, Teacher Preparation Coordinator, NMSU
Magdalena Pando, Assistant Professor, Bilingual Education, NMSU
Elizabeth Valenzuela, Assistant Professor, Bilingual/ESL Education NMHU
María Haase, Assistant Professor, Bilingual/ESL Education NMHU
Carlos LópezLeiva, Associate Professor, Bilingual/ESL Education, UNM
Leila Flores Dueñas, Associate Professor, Bilingual Education, Coordinator of Elementary and
Secondary Education, UNM
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[EXT] 6.65.3-NMAC Educator Prep Program Accountability
Rulemaking
Stacy Diller <sdiller@dmsk12.org>
Sat 1/16/2021 4:24 PM
To: FeedBack,



Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

1 attachment

6.65.3-NMAC_Educator-Prep-Program-Accountability_Integrated_WebFinal.docx;

To Whom It May Concern:
It was recently brought to my attention NMAC 6.65.3.9 Educator Preparation Program General Requirements additional language might
adversely affect small rural districts with EPP candidates working toward licensure. Please review 6.65.3.9.B(2) requiring the EPP experience
to include diverse settings where indigenous students, special education students, bilingual students and English language learners attend
school. Many of our rural areas have limited numbers and seldom have students enrolled in all of these categories.

Please reconsider the language to be more inclusive of all potential EPP candidate settings. Like all other districts in New Mexico we
struggle to hire quality instructional staff and would appreciate your support in ensuring there will not be additional barriers due to our
location and clientele.
Sincerely,
-Stacy Diller
Principal
Des Moines Municipal School District
(575)278-2611
(575)278-2617
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This is an amendment to 6.65.3 NMAC, Sections 2, 7, 9 10, 11 and 12, effective 2/9/2021.
TITLE 6
CHAPTER 65
PART 3

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
SCHOOL PERSONNEL EDUCATOR PREPARATION
EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY

6.65.3.1
ISSUING AGENCY: Public Education Department, hereinafter the department.
[6.65.3.1 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.1 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.2
SCOPE: [All EPPs] Educator preparation programs approved by the department and seeking
approval of the department, serving candidates in New Mexico.
[6.65.3.2 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.2 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
6.65.3.3
STATUTORY AUTHORITY: Sections 22-2-1, 22-2-2, and 22-10A-19.2 NMSA 1978.
[6.65.3.3 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.3 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.4
DURATION: Permanent.
[6.65.3.4 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.4 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.5
EFFECTIVE DATE: October 29, 2019, unless a later date is cited at the end of a section.
[6.65.3.5 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.5 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.6
OBJECTIVE: To improve the preparation of day-one ready educators through streamlined
evaluation, review, and approval of educator preparation programs in the state.
[6.65.3.6 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.6 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.7

DEFINITIONS:
A.
“Candidate” means an individual enrolled in an EPP for licensure offered through a departmentapproved EPP provider.
B.
“Certified review team” means the team trained by the department to conduct comprehensive
state EPP approvals. Members of the certified review team may serve in multiple roles. The following shall be
represented:
(1)
a representative of the department;
(2)
a dean or director from a [another] department-approved EPP, other than the one being
reviewed;
(3)
a faculty member from a [another] department-approved EPP, other than the one being
reviewed;
(4)
a member of a LEA administrative team; and
(5)
a principal or eligible cooperating teacher from a local public school.
C.
“Clinical experience” means the guided, hands-on application of knowledge and theory to actual
practice through collaborative and facilitated learning activities taking place in field-based assignments.
D.
“Completer” means a candidate who earns a certificate or diploma from [an] a departmentapproved EPP [approved by the department].
E.
“Comprehensive state approval” means the process conducted by the certified review team to
evaluate and approve EPPs.
F.
“Comprehensive state approval site visit” means the visit conducted by a certified review team
to evaluate EPP performance for certification.
G.
“Cooperating teacher” means an educator who meets the following qualifications:
(1)
is employed by a LEA;
(2)
is mutually selected by the LEA and the EPP;
(3)
has at least three years of experience under the appropriate license;
(4)
is the primary evaluator of the candidate during their clinical experience; and
(5)
either meets the necessary performance level as defined by the department on their
educator effectiveness report or, for an educator who recently relocated to New Mexico and does not yet have an
educator effectiveness report, to have met one of the following requirements:
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(a)

the teacher is a level three-A teacher with a minimum of six years teaching

experience; or
(b)
the teacher is a nationally board certified teacher.
H.
“Day-one ready educator” means a teacher who positively impacts measurable student success
from the first day the educator begins teaching by demonstrating deep content knowledge, the ability to motivate
and actively engage students, the ability to personalize learning based on students’ needs, including the needs of
indigenous students, special education students, bilingual students, and English language learners, and a willingness
to engage in continuous efforts to improve teaching abilities.
I.
“Disposition” means the professionalism demonstrated by a candidate indicating capacity to be a
day-one ready educator.
J.
“EAR” means educator accountability report required annually and designed to create a uniform
statewide educator accountability reporting system to measure and track teacher and administrator education
candidates from pre-entry to post-graduation in order to benchmark the productivity and accountability of New
Mexico's educator workforce.
K.
“EPP” means an educational preparation program offered by an educational preparation provider
[that is] intended to lead to teacher licensure upon candidates’ successful completion of the program.
L.
“EPP advisory board” means the group of individuals appointed by the EPP who have unique
knowledge regarding the educational needs of the local community, including knowledge of the needs of indigenous
students, special education students, bilingual students, and English language learners.
M.
“EPP application” means a written request, on a department-approved form, to the PPSC to be a
department-approved EPP.
N.
“EPP provider” means any individual, private or public education association, corporation, or
institution of higher education offering an EPP.
O.
“EES” means the department-approved educator evaluation system.
P.
“Initial approval” means the first time an EPP provider [seeks and is] sought and was granted
approval from the PPSC to create a new EPP in the state of New Mexico.
Q.
“LEA” means a local educational agency. A LEA may be a public school district, a state-charted
charter school, or a state-educational agency.
R.
“New Mexico teacher assessments” means the tests required for individuals seeking initial New
Mexico licensure.
S.
“PPSC” means the professional practices and standards council, which approves EPPs as defined
in 6.2.8 NMAC.
T.
“Program revision” means the addition of new licensure programming or modifications made to
an existing department-approved EPP, including changes to standards, modifications to address the needs of special
education students, and accommodations to address the needs of indigenous and bilingual students, and English
language learners.
U.
“Quality review rubric” means the department-approved tool used by the certified review team
during a comprehensive state approval site visit.
V.
“Revocation” means a department decision to no longer recognize an EPP as approved by the
department nor to license candidates completing coursework at the revoked EPP provider within three semesters of
revocation.
[6.65.3.7 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.7 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
6.65.3.8

APPLICATION PROCESS FOR APPROVAL:
A.
EPP providers seeking a program revision for an existing department-approved EPP and EPP
providers seeking initial approval of an EPP shall submit an EPP application to the department.
B.
Applications shall provide the information outlined in the PPSC manual and meet the general
requirements of 6.65.3.9 NMAC.
[6.65.3.8 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.8 NMAC, 10/29/2019]
6.65.3.9
EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: EPPs shall
meet requirements [as stated] in [state] statute, regulation, and [the following additional requirements] this section.
A.
EPPs shall establish rigorous entry requirements, including a successful completion of the
department’s required background check and approval process.
B.
EPPs shall ensure [that] opportunities for clinical experiences are provided to candidates
continuously throughout their enrollment.
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(1)
Clinical experiences shall begin upon the candidate’s entrance into an EPP.
(2)
The majority of clinical experiences shall align with the area, subject, or category of
certification or license being sought by the candidate, including in diverse settings where indigenous students,
special education students, bilingual students, and English language learners attend school.
(3)
During at least one of the candidate’s multiple clinical experiences, candidates shall serve
as a teacher in a school under the supervision of a cooperating teacher and plan and deliver independent instruction
to students on a regularly scheduled basis.
C.
EPPs shall ensure [that] candidates embrace and execute their responsibility as educators to
develop the skills and capacities to implement meaningful practices for parent and family engagement, notably
indigenous families, and keeping all families fully informed of their child’s progress [towards] toward college-andcareer readiness, on a regular basis, using objective measures in all subject areas, to include families where a
language other than English is spoken.
D.
EPPs shall establish partnerships with stakeholder groups to fulfill requirements related to clinical
experiences and meet the needs of LEAs. At a minimum, partners shall include:
(1)
classroom teachers;
(2)
principals;
(3)
superintendents;
(4)
human resource directors;
(5)
curriculum directors; and
(6)
the EPP advisory board.
E.
Programs for all teachers shall include instruction in pedagogy [that is] aligned with department
standards pursuant to 6.61.2 NMAC through 6.61.12 NMAC, including pedagogy that serves indigenous students,
special education students, bilingual students, and English language learners.
F.
EPPs shall conduct a minimum of three formally documented observations that include verbal and
written feedback on the candidate’s practice.
(1)
Observations and evaluations of candidates shall be aligned with the following four
domains of EES to serve All New Mexico students, including indigenous students, special education students,
bilingual students, and English language learners:
(a)
planning and preparation;
(b)
creating an environment for learning;
(c)
teaching for learning; and
(d)
professionalism.
(2)
Results of evaluations and observations shall inform program interaction with the
candidate including feedback, placement, remediation, and support.
(3)
Documentation of observations shall be stored by the EPP for a minimum of five years
after candidate completion and shall be available to the completer and the department upon request.
G.
EPP providers shall establish rigorous exit requirements in alignment with those required to seek
licensure from the department. [These] Exit requirements shall include, at a minimum, [include] the following:
(1)
successful demonstration of competency in all relevant areas, subjects, or categories of
the New Mexico teacher assessments; and
(2)
a written recommendation from the EPP that the candidate demonstrates the dispositions
necessary for success in the classroom and other learning environments.
H.
EPP providers shall detail in the EPP application how the EPP provider plans to provide support to
the candidates’ completion of all teaching licensure requirements and department processes, including passage of all
[necessary] required assessments.
I.
In a form approved by the department and no later than September 1, all EPPs shall annually
submit candidate-level data required by the EAR. Failure to comply with data reporting and collection requests may
result in revocation of the EPP’s approval.
J.
EPPs shall fully comply, in a timely manner, with all requirements that allow the department to
generate the EAR and the comprehensive state approval.
[6.65.3.9 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.9 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
6.65.3.10
EDUCATOR ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT:
A.
Each EPP's annual EAR shall include the following information on teacher and administrator
education candidates and indicators of program success:
(1)
the standards for entering and exiting the program;
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(2)
the number of hours required for clinical experience, including student teaching and
administrator internship;
(3)
the number and percentage of candidates needing developmental course work upon
entering the program;
(4)
the number and percentage of completers for each program;
(5)
the number and types of degrees received by completers;
(6)
the number and percentage of completers who pass the New Mexico teacher or
administrator assessments for initial licensure on the first attempt;
(7)
a description of each program's placement practices;
(8)
the number and percentage of completers hired by New Mexico school districts; and
(9)
the demographics of an EPP’s candidates and completers.
B.
The EAR shall include an evaluation plan that includes high performance objectives. The plan
shall include objectives and measures for increasing the following:
(1)
student achievement for all students, including indigenous students, special education
students, bilingual students, and English language learners;
(2)
teacher and administrator retention, particularly in the first three years of a teacher's or
administrator's career;
(3)
the percentage of candidates who pass the New Mexico teacher assessments for initial
licensure on the first attempt;
(4)
the percentage of secondary school classes taught in core academic subject areas by
teachers who demonstrate by means of rigorous content area assessments a high level of subject area mastery and a
thorough knowledge of the state's academic content and performance standards, notably those that address cultural
and linguistic awareness;
(5)
the percentage of elementary school classes taught by teachers who demonstrate by
means of a high level of performance in core academic subject areas their mastery of the state academic content and
performance standards, notably those that address cultural and linguistic awareness;
(6)
the number of teachers trained in math, science, and technology;
(7)
the number of teachers trained in special education;
(8)
the number of teachers teaching in low socioeconomic schools; and
(9)
the number of teachers retained in teaching in New Mexico;
(10)
the number of teachers in bilingual and English as a second language.
C.
EPPs shall administer a completer survey within six months of completion that measures the
completer’s perception of their own readiness and individual effectiveness in the classroom.
D.
EPPs shall initiate all necessary data requests to fill EAR requirements and shall be responsible for
collecting, analyzing, and reporting data.
[6.65.3.10 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.10 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
6.65.3.11
COMPREHENSIVE STATE APPROVAL SITE VISITS: EPPs shall fully cooperate with the
comprehensive state approval process. The department shall develop and publish on the department website an EPP
manual outlining the comprehensive site visit process that shall include all documents necessary for the state
approval. Site visits shall occur every [three] five years on a calendar determined by the department unless the
status of a program, as outlined in 6.65.3.12 NMAC, changes in a way that merits more frequent visits.
A.
The comprehensive state approval process shall assess the performance of the EPP on the four
components of the quality review rubric:
(1)
curriculum design and delivery;
(2)
clinical experience;
(3)
candidate quality; and
(4)
continuous improvement.
B.
The comprehensive state approval site visit shall include the following three elements:
(1)
Self-evaluation. EPPs shall complete the self-evaluation documents in the EPP manual
prior to the site visit. Documents shall be submitted to the department at least four weeks prior to the site visit.
Documents shall include the following:
(a)
quality review rubric;
(b)
quality review worksheets for each of the four key components on the quality
review rubric; and
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(c)
data and other documentation listed as supplemental evidence in the EPP
manual accompanied by any releases for such information, if necessary.
(2)
Comprehensive state approval site visit. The certified review team shall conduct the site
visit and review the EPP using the quality review rubric.
(3)
Summative conference. The certified review team shall debrief the site visit with the
EPP and present their initial findings.
C.
At the end of the comprehensive state approval site visit, the EPP shall be assessed on its overall
performance and shall be rated with one of following site visit classifications defined in the EPP manual:
(1)
industry leader;
(2)
well-developed;
(3)
proficient;
(4)
developing; or
(5)
underdeveloped.
D.
The certified review team shall release a final written report to the EPP containing the EPP’s
scores on each component of the quality review rubric and their overall performance no later than 90 calendar days
after the comprehensive state approval site visit.
E.
EPPs shall have 30 calendar days after receiving the report to submit a response, in writing, to the
department to indicate any alleged factual errors and to provide any documentation deemed necessary to support the
allegations. If, after review of the EPP’s response, the department determines the error to be valid, the report shall
be amended within 20 calendar days.
[6.65.3.11 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.11 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
6.65.3.12
COMPREHENSIVE STATE APPROVAL PROCESS: The comprehensive state approval
process shall determine whether an EPP earns approval for continued operation, is placed on probation, or has its
approval revoked. The EPP status shall determine the frequency of comprehensive state approval site visits and the
scope of EPP responsibilities. EPPs shall be notified of their status by the department no later than November 30
annually.
A.
Level one probation. EPPs shall be placed on level one probation if the EPP fails to demonstrate
progress toward meeting objectives included in its EAR or if the certified review team identifies an issue during the
comprehensive state approval site visit resulting in an underdeveloped classification outlined in Subsection C of
6.65.3.11 NMAC. The secretary shall notify the EPP of level one probation status in writing no later than 30
calendar days after the EPP is placed on level one probation. Responsibilities of EPPs on level one probation shall
include the following:
(1)
participation in professional development and technical assistance prescribed by the
department;
(2)
development of an improvement plan that addresses program deficiencies that shall be
submitted to the certified review team for approval within 90 calendar days of notification of level one probation
status; and
(3)
participation in department monitoring to ensure implementation and progress as
outlined in the approved improvement plan.
(4)
An EPP may exit level one probation after one academic year and upon fulfillment of its
probationary responsibilities and demonstration of progress toward EAR objectives.
(5)
Within two academic years, an EPP shall fulfill its level one probationary responsibilities
and demonstration of progress toward EAR objectives. An EPP shall not be allowed to remain on level one
probation for more than two academic years after initial level one probation status placement.
B.
Level two probation. EPPs shall be placed on level two probation if the EPP fails to demonstrate
substantial progress outlined in the improvement plan. The secretary shall notify the EPP of level two probation
status in writing no later than 30 calendar days after the EPP is placed on level two probation. Responsibilities of
EPPs on level two probation shall include the following:
(1)
participation in professional development and technical assistance prescribed by the
department;
(2)
development or amendment of an improvement plan that addresses program deficiencies
that shall be submitted to the certified review team for approval within 90 calendar days of notification of level two
probation status;
(3)
participation in department monitoring to ensure implementation and progress as
outlined in the approved improvement plan; and

14 of 20

(4)
participation in an annual state approval site visit until the EPP exits level two probation.
(5)
An EPP may exit level two probation to level one probation after one academic year and
upon fulfillment of its probationary responsibilities and demonstration of progress toward EAR objectives.
(6)
Within two academic years, an EPP shall fulfill its level two probationary responsibilities
and demonstration of progress toward EAR objectives. An EPP shall not be allowed to remain on level two
probation for more than two academic years after initial level two probation status placement.
C.
Revocation.
(1)
The department may revoke an EPP’s approval for any of the following reasons:
(a)
not exiting level one or level two probation status within two academic years; or
(b)
failing to meet reporting or compliance requirements as set forth by statute,
department regulation, or guidance provided in department manuals.
(2)
The department shall notify EPP providers of revocation in writing no later than 30
calendar days after the EPP’s approval is revoked. Immediately upon receipt of a notice of revocation, the EPP
provider shall do the following:
(a)
cease recruitment and acceptance of new candidates;
(b)
allow candidates [currently] enrolled in the EPP to complete the licensure
program, provided they complete the program within three semesters of the notice of revocation; and
(c)
work with candidates unable to complete the licensure program within three
semesters by providing options for transfer to another EPP.
(3)
An EPP provider that has received a notice of revocation may file a request for
reconsideration by the department no later than 30 calendar days after the notice of revocation has been received.
(a)
The department shall review the materials submitted by the EPP provider for
reconsideration including written statements of position, documents, and comments supporting the claim.
(b)
The department, after considering the request, shall make a decision and inform
the EPP provider in writing of its decision within 60 calendar days of receipt of the request for reconsideration.
(c)
The decision of the department shall be final.
(4)
An EPP with revoked approval shall wait two years following the date of revocation
before reapplying via the application process defined in 6.65.3.8 NMAC.
[6.65.3.12 NMAC - Rp, 6.65.3.12 NMAC, 10/29/2019; A, 2/9/2021]
History of 6.65.3 NMAC:
6.65.3 NMAC, Educator Preparation Program Accountability, filed 7/1/2018 - was repealed and replaced by 6.65.3
NMAC, Educator Preparation Program Accountability, effective 10/29/2019.
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[EXT] Rule Feedback- 6.65.3 NMAC
Kim Lanoy-Sandoval <kim@ces.org>
Mon 1/18/2021 9:21 AM
To: FeedBack,

Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

Public Comment Regarding: 6.65.3 NMAC, Educator Preparation Program Accountability.
Rule 6.65.3 NMAC regarding EPPs includes changes with language that ensures the preparation of
educators in meeting the needs of diverse student populations. In the proposed changes the repeated
phrase uses the language:
“including knowledge of the needs of indigenous students, special educa on students, bilingual students, and English
language learners.”

As our state moves closer to a more culturally and linguistically responsive model, student/person-first
language should be built and modeled into legislation. In teacher preparation programs we prepare
teachers by encouraging student-first language such as “students with IEPs or disabilities” instead of
using the phrase “SPED students.” This guidance comes from the Council of Exceptional Children and
also from PACER-Champions of Children with Disabilities. Here is a link that might be beneficial in
changing the legislative language: https://www.pacer.org/parent/php/PHP-c31.pdf
In addition, there should be consideration for the proposed section of #2 (see highlighted):
6.65.3.9
EDUCATOR PREPARATION PROGRAM GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: EPPs shall meet requirements [as stated]
in [state] statute, regula on, and [the following addi onal requirements] this sec on.
A.
EPPs shall establish rigorous entry requirements, including a successful comple on of the department’s
required background check and approval process.
B.
EPPs shall ensure [that] opportuni es for clinical experiences are provided to candidates con nuously
throughout their enrollment.
(1)
Clinical experiences shall begin upon the candidate’s entrance into an EPP.
(2)
The majority of clinical experiences shall align with the area, subject, or category of cer ﬁca on or
license being sought by the candidate, including in diverse se ngs where indigenous students, special educa on students,
bilingual students, and English language learners a end school.
(3)
During at least one of the candidate’s mul ple clinical experiences, candidates shall serve as a
teacher in a school under the supervision of a coopera ng teacher and plan and deliver independent instruc on to students
on a regularly scheduled basis.

Some EPPs service rural communities in New Mexico which have limited number of students. If a
teacher is on an alternative pathway and is assigned to a classroom with few students and none meet
these eligibilities, what would be expected of the EPP or district/charter in terms of these requirements?
How will EPPs be held accountable for this or the data collection tied to it?

Respectfully,
Kim Lanoy-Sandoval
Kim Lanoy-Sandoval
Leading Educators through
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Alternative Pathways
CORRESPONDENCE NOTICE: This correspondence,
Email: kim@ces.org

generated by CES, and any attached files, is intended

Mobile: 505-385-0363 (text)

only for the designated recipient(s), and may contain

Schedule a Meeting:

information that is confidential, protected by law,

https://calendly.com/kim_leap/60min

proprietary or privileged. If you are not the designated
recipient or if you believe you have received this

4216 Balloon Park Rd NE,

correspondence by error, please notify the sender

Albuquerque, NM 87109

immediately and permanently discard the

http://www.ces.org

correspondence. Please do not copy the
correspondence or use it for any purposes or disclose
its contents to any other party. Thank you for your

cooperation.
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[EXT] 6.65.3 NMAC Educator Prep
Kodi Sumpter <ksumpter@dmsk12.org>
Mon 1/18/2021 3:25 PM
To: FeedBack,

Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

To Whom It May Concern:
I am concerned about how NMAC 6.65.3.9 Educator Preparation Program General Requirements additional language might adversely affect
small rural districts with EPP candidates working toward teacher licensure. Please review 6.65.3.9.B(2) requiring the EPP experience to
include diverse settings where indigenous students, special education students, bilingual students and English language learners attend
school. Language this strict may eliminate many districts/ EPP candidates from the opportunity to participate in these programs due to not
having representation for all subgroups listed. Many of our rural areas and micro districts have limited numbers and seldom have students
enrolled in all of these categories.

Please ensure that EPP candidates have the opportunity to participate in all settings. Our rural school district is like all other districts in New
Mexico, we struggle to hire quality instructional staff. As it reads now, this would eliminate any EPP candidates from participating in our
district and others like it. We appreciate your support in ensuring the language is inclusive of all locations and participants.

Kodi Sumpter
Superintendent
Des Moines Schools
500 Des Moines Ave; PO bx 38
Des Moines, NM 88418
575-278-2611
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[EXT] Subject: 6.65.3 NMAC Proposed Rules
Penny Bird <pennybirdsd@gmail.com>
Tue 1/19/2021 1:36 PM
To:FeedBack,

Rule, PED <Rule.FeedBack@state.nm.us>;

Cc:Lawshona.Tso@state.nm.us

<Lawshona.Tso@state.nm.us>; Stewart, Ryan, PED <Ryan.Stewart@state.nm.us>; Hand,
Timothy, PED <Timothy.Hand@state.nm.us>;



1 attachment

NMTLC reEductr Prep Progs01.18.21.docx;

Please find attached a letter prepared by members of the New Mexico Tribal Language Consortium related to the proposed rules
regarding Educator Preparation Programs. Just to remind all of you, December 15, 2020 to January 19, 2021 is not the best time to
get feedback from the Native American communities in New Mexico as there are ending and beginning year responsibilities that
are adhered to and are part of their annual activities and processes. Thank you for your attention to tribal consultation and
stakeholder interests on behalf of Native American students.
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New Mexico Tribal Language Consortium
“A United Voice in Language Preservation”
January 18, 2021
John Sena
Policy Division
NM Public Education Department
300 Don Gaspar Avenue
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
Dear Mr. Sena:
We submit this letter for the record on the proposed amendments to 6.65.3, NMAC, Educator Preparation
Program Accountability. We write as advocates for our children who are from communities that have not
been served adequately by the public schools and that require educators who can rise to the expectations
of Native American students and families. This has been a stated concern at school and district levels, as
well as in community forums conducted to hear the concerns related to the education of our children.
We note that in the proposed rules, the words “including” and “to include” are added when reference is
made to “indigenous students, special education, bilingual students and English language learners.” Stated
in this manner, it sends the message that the NMPED’s services to these student populations are merely
“add-on” programs that will continue to be perpetuated. If nothing, the Yazzie/Martinez suit and court
rulings directed the state to develop and implement education services on a regular basis with adequate
funding and resources. The longstanding issue that these can be provided on supplemental “shoestring”
resources has been problematic and will continue to be so if the NMPED does not change its perspective
and attitudes towards our children.
While IHEs are held accountable to the state, it is unclear how the faculty and deans in the colleges of
education (COE) are to be included in the determination of standards and degrees to uphold in the
preparation of their teachers; nor if the COEs will be provided additional resources to recruit, prepare,
sustain and place highly prepared teachers in the schools that we require. This becomes an issue for us,
when we know that the schools of education cannot prepare teachers adequately with the current
distribution of IHE resources that perpetuate deficit perspectives in the professional preparation of
educators. The faculty of Native American, bilingual TESOL and special education classes must be
provided for and increased to assist our students to succeed in an education system that has educators who
are prepared to see the diverse strengths of our students.
The state of New Mexico is accountable for the provision of all these services. We know that teachers are
not “day-one ready educators” as we see excellent teachers who continually learn and are being mentored
by their colleagues, knowledgeable community resources and professors. These cooperative learning
activities provide exemplary role models to our students. Therefore, we ask that you review the rules from
the perspective that students all have knowledge and talents that can be developed by excellent educators
who serve the schools and communities in which they agree to teach and administer programs that foster
an assets-based environment and methods.
Respectfully,
New Mexico Tribal Language Consortium Members: Sarah Pino; Carlotta Bird; Patrick Werito; Felice
Lucero; Ina Montoya; Belinda Tsabetsaye; Samuel Catanach; Curtis Chavez
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