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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

All states have certain processes intended
to address teacher quality. In California, state
law establishes the Commission on Teacher
Credentialing (CTC) and entrusts it with three
specific teacher-quality processes: (1) accrediting

importantly, the existing accreditation process

is too subjective and input-oriented and occurs
too infrequently. In addition, the existing creden-
tialing process is overly complex, inefficient, and
riddled with redundancies. Most teachers, for

teacher preparation
programs, (2) creden-
tialing teachers, and
(3) monitoring teacher
conduct. In this re-
port, we examine how
CTC currently under-
takes these processes
and identify ways to
improve them. The
nearby box summa-
rizes our findings and
recommendations.
Existing State
Accreditation and
Credentialing Sys-
tems Have Significant
Shortcomings. During
the last several years,
concerns have been
raised with almost
every aspect of CTC’s
operations—including
its ability to perform
its core functions
effectively and effi-
ciently. In this report,
we identify several
shortcomings with the
state’s existing accred-
itation and creden-
tialing systems. Most

Summary of LAO Findings and Recommendations

Current System:
Findings

New System:
Recommendations

Accreditation

o Accredits entire institution rather than

each teacher preparation program.
Makes accreditation decisions once
every five to seven years, with no
interim reporting.

Decisions based on vague, subjective

standards and input-oriented
site visits.

o Accredits each teacher preparation
program.

o Makes accreditation decisions annually
using readily available data.

e Bases decisions on small number of
program outcomes.

Credentialing

Is extremely complex, labor
intensive, and time consuming—
consisting of many different types
of documents that are highly
specialized.

Requires universities, counties,

and the Commission on Teacher
Credentialing (CTC) all to perform
essentially the same set of
credentialing activities.

Requires most teachers to be finger-
printed three times—at state, county,
and district level.

e |ssues only initial credentials and only
for broad categories of teachers and in
broad subject areas.

o Reviews credential applications one
time at university or county level
(depending on type of application).

» Fingerprints teachers one time
(at county level).

Monitoring Teacher Conduct

Involves a monitoring division within

CTC, a Committee of Credentials, and

the commission.

Relies on higher cost Attorney
General counsel.

¢ Shifts monitoring functions to California
Department of Education and State
Board of Education (SBE).

¢ Relies on lower cost in-house counsel.

Governance

Has a commission that focuses
exclusively on teacher issues and
operates independently from all
other education agencies.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE

o Establishes advisory committee that
would make recommendations on
teacher issues to SBE.
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example, have their initial credential application
material reviewed three times (by their teacher
preparation institution, county office of educa-
tion (COE), and CTC) and are initially finger-
printed three times (by CTC, COE, and a school
district).

Establish Performance-Based Accredita-
tion System. Given the significant shortcomings
with the state’s existing accreditation system,
we recommend the Legislature establish a new
performance-based accreditation system. This
new state system would continue to supplement
the required regional accreditation process and
the optional national accreditation process.
Under the new state system, teacher prepara-
tion programs in California would report annual
summary data on various outcomes, including
their average scores on state-required teacher
assessments, graduation rates, employment
rates, three-year retention rates, and employer
satisfaction rates. Programs meeting minimum
performance expectations would have their
accreditation renewed. Programs not meeting
one or more performance expectations would
be placed under review and potentially provided
support services. If they failed to improve within
a few years, accreditation would be revoked.
The California Department of Education (CDE)
and State Board of Education (SBE) would work
collaboratively to define minimum performance
expectations, review and maintain data, and
provide related support services.

Streamline and Devolve Credentialing
Responsibilities. Given the significant short-
comings with the state’s existing credentialing
system, we recommend the Legislature under-

take major credentialing reform. Specifically,
we recommend the Legislature simplify the
requirements for, and types of, initial teach-

ing credentials and then devolve credentialing
responsibility to universities and COEs. We also
recommend the Legislature retain county-level
fingerprinting activities but eliminate CTC and
districts’ fingerprinting activities. As a result of
these reforms, teachers would have their cre-
dential application material reviewed only once
rather than three times and would be initially
fingerprinted only once rather than three times.
While each existing safeguard would be re-
tained, the associated administrative process
would be streamlined and CTC would be re-
moved from the process.

Replace Commission With Advisory Com-
mittee. In addition to concerns with CTC’s
accreditation and credentialing systems, many
groups have expressed concern with the gover-
nance structure of the commission. The exist-
ing commission is a statutorily authorized body
consisting of 15 voting and 4 nonvoting mem-
bers. The executive director of the commission
is accountable only to the commission and does
not report directly to the Governor. Moreover,
the commission is not directly related to any of
the other state education agencies. This existing
governance structure has led to excessive regula-
tion, blurred lines of accountability, and a lack of
policy coherence. To overcome these problems,
we recommend the Legislature replace the com-
mission with an advisory committee that would
make teacher-related recommendations to SBE.
This would be the final step required to dissolve
the entire existing structure of CTC.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE
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INTRODUCTION

States have devised many ways to promote
teacher quality. For example, they typically
invest in an array of teacher preparation, recruit-
ment, retention, and professional development
programs. They also attempt to promote teacher
quality by accrediting teacher preparation
programs, credentialing teachers, requiring new
teachers to complete a probationary period, and
monitoring ongoing teacher conduct.

California promotes teacher quality in all
these ways—funding various teacher programs
and authorizing various teacher-quality process-
es. The state, for example, currently provides ap-
proximately half a billion dollars annually to fund
about a dozen teacher-quality programs. In ad-
dition, state law establishes CTC and entrusts it
with overseeing three teacher-quality processes:
(1) accrediting teacher preparation institutions
to ensure those institutions have met minimum
standards;

(2) credentialing teach- Figure 1
ers to ensure those indi-

viduals have met mini-

REPORT

The agency is itself organized around these
three processes. It has a division of: (1) Profes-
sional Services—which is responsible for accredi-
tation; (2) Certification, Assignment, and Waiv-
ers—which is responsible for credentialing; and
(3) Professional Practices—which is responsible
for monitoring teacher conduct. These divisions
are governed by a statutorily established com-
mission that initiates various teacher policies and
approves related regulations.

Figure 1 shows the number of positions and
amount of spending associated with each of
CTC’s divisions in 2005-06. In total, CTC has
152.5 personnel-years and is budgeted to spend
$19 million on state operations. Although the
state provided a one-time General Fund bail
out to CTC in 2005-06, CTC's state operation
expenses typically are covered entirely from
credential application fees and test fees.

Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Summary of State Operations

mum training require- 2005-06
ments; and (3) monitor- Budgeted
ing teacher conduct to Personnel- Expenditures?
ensure teachers conduct Years (In Millions)
themselves appropri- Division
ately. In this report, we Cenlflcgtlon, Assgnment, and Waivers 61.9 $7.7
i Professional Services 29.8 5.9
assume the Legislature Professional Practices 27.6 5.0
wants to retain these Distributed Administration 33.2 —
general teacher-quality Totals 152.5 $18.7
efforts but improve how Funding Sources
they are administered. General Fund $2.7
hi ; Teacher Credentials Fund 12.3
This report focuses Test Development and Administration Account 3.8

specifically on the three
teacher-quality process-
es administered by CTC.
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@ The CTC also received $32 million in General Fund monies for three local assistance programs
($25 million for teacher internship programs, $6 million for paraprofessional teacher training
programs, and $308,000 to reimburse county offices of education for teacher assignment monitoring).
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During the last several years, concerns have
been raised with almost every aspect of CTC's
operations—including its ability to perform its
core teacher-quality functions effectively and
efficiently. Concerns also have emerged with
the commission’s governance structure. The
remainder of this report, consisting of four

REPORT

sections, discusses these concerns and makes
recommendations for addressing them. The first
three sections cover accreditation, credentialing,
and monitoring teacher conduct, respectively.
The fourth section focuses on the commission’s

governance structure.

ACCREDITING TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAMS

One of CTC’s core functions is to accredit
teacher preparation programs. The primary pur-
pose of accreditation is to ensure these programs
are of sufficient quality. California has had a pro-
cess for approving or accrediting teacher prepa-
ration programs since the 1960s. Its most recent
accreditation system was established by Chap-
ter 426, Statutes of 1993 (SB 655, Bergeson). This
law directed CTC to adopt a new accreditation
framework that included updated preparation
standards. The standards CTC developed for the
most common preparation programs (multiple-
and single-subject programs) consist of 10 gener-
al preconditions, a set of additional preconditions
that vary by program type, 8 common standards,
19 program standards, and 116 required program
elements. The nearby box describes a few of
these standards.

State System Supplements Regional and Na-
tional Systems. The state requires all institutions
offering teacher preparation programs to be
accredited by CTC. In addition to state accredi-
tation, all California universities offering teacher
preparation programs are required to be ac-
credited by a regional accrediting body. Most of
these are regionally accredited by the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges, though a
few are accredited by the North Central Accred-
iting Association. In addition to required regional

accreditation, some California institutions offer-
ing teacher preparation programs have opted to
seek national accreditation. Currently, approxi-
mately one-quarter of California institutions are
nationally accredited by the National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Education. These three
accreditation systems (state, regional, and na-
tional) operate independently from one another,
such that changes to the state system would

not affect the regional or national accreditation
systems.

The State Accreditation Process for Tradi-
tional Programs. For traditional fifth-year teacher
preparation programs, the state has different ac-
creditation processes for new and ongoing pro-
grams. For new programs, a panel of CTC staff
or external experts reviews written proposals to
determine if they meet established standards.
For ongoing programs, institutions are assessed
once every five to seven years based on a site
visit conducted by an accreditation team of 2 to
15 members. These reviewers are drawn from
a select pool of faculty members, K-12 teach-
ers, and administrators known as the “Board
of Institutional Reviewers.” During site visits,
accreditation teams examine certain documents
and interview various individuals.

The team then submits a recommendation
to the Committee on Accreditation (COA), a

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE
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12-member statutorily authorized body that
makes official accreditation decisions. The COA
includes six representatives of higher education
institutions and six representatives of K-12 educa-
tion agencies. For each institution (and thereby
all its teacher preparation programs), this com-
mittee may decide to, (1) accredit, (2) accredit
with stipulations, or (3) deny accreditation. An
institution has the right to appeal to the com-
mission if either a decision by the COA or the
procedures of an accreditation team are consid-

ered arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to
the policies of the commission.

The State Accreditation Process for Intern-
ship Programs. The state uses the same basic
process for accrediting university and district
internship programs as it uses for accrediting tra-
ditional teacher preparation programs. For uni-
versity and district internship programs, accredi-
tation teams also conduct site visits consisting of
document reviews and multiple interviews. As
with traditional programs, these reviews occur

Teacher Preparation Standards

ration programs.

educators.”

all field experiences.”

of each credential preparation program.”

Preparation standards form the foundation of the state’s current accreditation system. The
Commission on Teacher Credentialing publishes a 75-page handbook that describes these
standards. Below, we provide a few examples of the common standards that apply to all
teacher preparation programs as well as the program standards that apply to individual prepa-

Common Standards. The eight common standards cover areas such as:

> Education leadership: “The institution has a vision for the preparation of professional

> Resources: “Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for the effective operation

> Faculty: “Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach all courses and supervise

Program Standards. The 19 program standards cover areas such as:

> Pedagogical thought and reflective practice: the program “fosters the ability of can-
didates to evaluate instructional alternatives, articulate the pedagogical reasons for
instructional decisions, and reflect on their teaching practice.”

> Preparation to use educational ideas and research: “Candidates learn major concepts,
principles, theories and research related to child and adolescent development; human
learning; and the social, cultural and historical foundations of education.”

> Learning to teach through supervised fieldwork: the program “includes a developmen-
tal sequence of carefully-planned, substantive, supervised field experiences.”

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE
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every five to seven years. Although the accredi-
tation process and underlying standards for the
two types of preparation programs are the same,
internship programs must meet some additional
program requirements. For example, internship
programs are subject to an additional, somewhat
more elaborate supervised fieldwork requirement.
Results of the Most Recent Accreditation
Cycle. From 1997 to 2002, most teacher prepa-
ration institutions in California had an accredi-
tation review based on the current standards
and framework. Over this period, accreditation
teams visited 73 campuses. Approximately
one-half of these institutions (36) received full
accreditation. The remaining institutions also
received accreditation but with either technical
stipulations (17) or substantive stipulations (20)
that had to be addressed within one year. No
institution was denied accreditation.
Accreditation Activities Since 2002. Ac-
creditation visits were suspended from spring
2003 through summer 2004. The CTC states
that these visits were suspended partly because
of budget cuts and partly because the entire
accreditation system needed to be reexamined
and refined. For the
2004-05 school year,
accreditation teams re-

Figure 2

COA continues to accredit new programs. In
2004-05, it approved 133 new programs of-
fered at 60 already accredited teacher prepara-
tion institutions. For example, San Diego State
University was approved to offer a new bilingual
specialist program and Stanislaus County Office
of Education was approved to begin a mild/mod-
erate disabilities district internship program.
Accredited Institutions. Currently, 95 institu-
tions in California have accredited teacher prep-
aration programs. At the University of California
(UC), except for the newly opened campus in
Merced, all other eight general campuses have
accredited teacher preparation programs. At the
California State University (CSU), except for the
Maritime Academy, all other 22 campuses offer
preparation programs. In addition, CSU offers
CalState TEACH, a distance learning teacher
preparation program. Many private institutions
(53) also offer these programs—ranging from
large programs at the University of Southern
California and Stanford University to smaller
programs at Occidental College and Whittier
College. Figure 2 shows the number of students
served and teachers prepared by UC, CSU, and

Accredited Teacher Preparation Institutions

sumed site visits but only
to four campuses—all
of which were seeking

Enrolled Students? Teachers Preparedb

combined national/state
accreditation. All four
institutions received full
accreditation. Although
its accreditation of
institutions with ongo-
ing programs has been

Percent of Percent of
Number Total Number Total
University of California 1,372 2% 1,227 5%
California State University 42,270 58 15,012 55
Private institutions 29,569 40 10,911 40
Totals 73,211 100% 27,150 100%

8 Reflects number of students enrolled in traditional multiple subject, single subject, and education
specialist preparation programs in 2002-03. In addition, 6,903 individuals served as interns.

b Reflects newly credentialed teachers prepared by each segment in 2003-04. These California
institutions prepared 87 percent of all new teachers. In addition, school districts prepared

672 teachers (or 2 percent of all new teachers) and out-of-state institutions prepared

significantly scaled back,

3,575 teachers (or 11 percent of all new teachers).

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE
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private institutions. In addition, five COEs and six
school districts offer accredited teacher intern-
ship programs.

Existing Accreditation System Has
Significant Shortcomings

Based on our review, we identify three major
shortcomings with the state’s existing accredita-
tion system. All three of these shortcomings also
were highlighted in an independent, statutorily
required evaluation of the state’s accreditation
system. American Institutes for Research (AIR)
conducted this evaluation over a three-year
period (1999 to 2002) and released its final
report in March 2003. Most of the shortcomings
we discuss also have been highlighted in various
other accreditation-related documents prepared
by CTC over the last three years.

Standards Vague, Reviews Subjective. As
indicated above, the current system relies on ac-
creditation teams to decide whether institutions
have met certain standards. The AIR evaluation
found these standards to be vague. It also found
the accreditation reviews to be subjective—with
different review teams sometimes having dif-
ferent interpretations of the standards. Indeed,
some institutional representatives believed their
reviews would have been different if they had
been conducted by different teams. The AIR
evaluation found these problems were exacer-
bated by the difficulty of finding and retaining
qualified reviewers.

System Almost Entirely Input-Oriented. The
current system also is almost entirely input-ori-
ented, which makes the site visit process particu-
larly laborious. For example, in the most recent
site visit of CSU, Los Angeles, the accreditation
team reviewed 15 different types of docu-
ments—including the university catalog, course

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE

syllabi, fieldwork handbooks, information book-
lets, schedule of classes, advisement documents,
faculty vitae, examinations, and student work
samples. In addition, the accreditation team con-
ducted 991 interviews—including interviews with
faculty, administrators, candidates, graduates,
employers of graduates, and advisors. Despite
this elaborate review process, almost no data are
obtained on program outcomes. Even CTC ac-
knowledges this problem. In its 2003 “Proposal
for Revision of the Commission’s Accreditation
Policies and Procedures,” it noted that “little in
the way of outcome data has been collected to
determine institutional effectiveness.”

Basic Process Inadequate. The current state
system also suffers from basic process problems.

> Reviews Occur Too Infrequently. Ac-
creditation reviews currently occur only
once every five to seven years. More-
over, the state receives almost no infor-
mation about changes in program quality
that might occur between accreditation
visits. In CTC’s 2003 revision proposal, it
expressed concern both with the length
of time between accreditation visits and
the lack of ongoing program monitoring.

> Process Focuses on Institutions Not Pro-
grams. The current system also accredits
institutions for all the teacher preparation
programs they offer rather than approv-
ing programs individually. Thus, even if
some programs are weak, institutions
are likely to receive state accreditation.
(As mentioned above, no institution was
denied accreditation in the last review
cycle.) Under the state’s previous accred-
itation system, individual programs were
evaluated and could be denied accredi-



10

AN LAO REPORT

tation without adversely affecting other
programs or the institution as a whole.

> Quality of Information Varies Signifi-
cantly. The AIR evaluation found that the
quality of institutional information sub-
mitted to the accreditation teams varied
significantly. Currently, various kinds of
input-oriented information are provided
in different formats, at different times,
with different degrees of reliability. The
AIR evaluation concluded that all these
variations affect the validity of accredita-
tion decisions.

Establish New Performance-Based
Accreditation System

We recommend the Legislature establish
a new performance-based accreditation sys-
tem. Under the new system, teacher prepara-
tion programs would report annual summary
data on various outcomes, including their av-
erage scores on state-required teacher assess-
ments, graduation rates, employment rates,
three-year retention rates, and employer
satisfaction rates.

A number of factors have recently con-
verged that highlight the need for accreditation
reform. As mentioned above, since 2002, most
accreditation activities have been suspended.
Formally recognizing this lull in accreditation ac-
tivities, the Governor’s 2006-07 Budget includes
a proposal to transfer four currently vacant
positions in CTC’s accreditation division to its
credentialing division. In addition, the state’s ex-
ternal accreditation evaluators, the commission,
CTC staff, an Accreditation Working Group,
and stakeholders in the field have dedicated a
substantial part of the last several years to iden-

tifying problems with the current system and
developing options for revising it.

Base New System on Program Performance.
We recommend the Legislature repeal the exist-
ing accreditation system and enact legislation
establishing a new performance-based system.
Whereas the existing system is subjective, in-
put-oriented, and sporadic, our recommended
performance-based system would be objective,
outcome-oriented, and ongoing. Under the new
accreditation system, we recommend institutions
be required to provide various outcome data
on each teacher preparation program they offer
(including internship programs). Specifically, we
recommend programs report: (1) the average
score of their students on each applicable state-
required teacher assessment, (2) their gradua-
tion rates, (3) the percentage of each graduating
cohort that obtains employment as K-12 teach-
ers, (4) these teachers’ three-year retention rates,
and (5) employers’ satisfaction ratings of these
teachers. The new system also could evaluate
programs according to how well they prepared
teachers to help students meet the K-12 content
and performance standards. Indeed, existing
state law explicitly links teacher preparation to
these K-12 standards. Once the California Longi-
tudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (better
known as CALPADS) is operational, these data
could be added to the accreditation system as
another outcome measure.

Maintain Data as Part of State’s Teacher
Information System. In the current year, the
Legislature authorized CDE to contract for a
teacher information system feasibility study re-
port (FSR). Based on our conversations with the
vendor preparing the FSR, we think a teacher
information system could accommodate the
types of outcome data we describe above. Thus,

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE
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we think CDE (or the party ultimately entrusted
with overseeing the entire teacher information
system) also should be responsible for maintain-
ing this subset of accreditation-related data.
Make Results Easily Accessible. We recom-
mend the outcome data be provided annually in
a consistent format and posted on the Web. This
would allow the information to benefit prospec-
tive students, employers, policy makers, and the
general public as well as help improve the pro-
grams themselves. To assist in making sense of
the results, the system also could include growth
measures and a similar-programs ranking (akin to
a K-12 similar-schools ranking) that would control
for the demographics and entering academic
performance of each program’s students.
Annual Accreditation Decisions Would Be
Data Driven. Under the new system, accredi-
tation decisions would be made annually for
each teacher preparation program using readily
available data. The Legislature could authorize
the Superintendent of Public Instruction (SPI), in
concert with SBE, to establish minimum rates on
the above outcome measures. Ongoing pro-
grams meeting the minimum standards would
be automatically accredited whereas programs
not meeting the minimum standards would be
placed under review and potentially provided
special support services. If the program did not
demonstrate improvement within a few years,
SBE would deny its accreditation. For new pro-
grams, proposals could be submitted to CDE and
a review conducted similar to that of the existing
CTC review process. If a program met minimum

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE

requirements, it could be initially approved and
then, unlike the existing process, its performance
could be monitored closely thereafter.

New System Would Redirect Some Costs
but Likely to Result in Net Savings to State. For
the last accreditation cycle, CTC estimates state-
level accreditation activities cost approximately
$835,000 annually. Of this amount, approxi-
mately $395,000 was spent on previsits, site vis-
its, revisits, training for accreditation teams, and
committee meetings. The remaining $440,000
was spent for CTC staff. Because CDE’s new
data responsibilities would be less labor inten-
sive than CTC’s current accreditation activities,
we think CDE likely could cover annual staffing
costs with less than is currently expended for
CTC staff. Moreover, all other existing state-level
accreditation expenses would be eliminated
under the new system.

New System Likely to Reduce Local Costs.
Cost impacts at the institutional level are more
difficult to determine, but the AIR evaluation
noted that institutions under the existing system
face significant costs associated with administra-
tor and faculty time spent preparing materials,
developing a self-study document, preparing for
site visits, creating document rooms for review
teams, coordinating interviews, and navigating
other logistics of the site visit process. Although
we cannot estimate precisely, we think the data
collection costs entailed in a new outcome-
based accreditation system are likely to be less
than these existing accreditation costs.
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CREDENTIALING TEACHERS

A second core function of CTC is to creden-
tial teachers. The primary purpose of credential-
ing is to ensure individual teachers are of suffi-
cient quality. The state began issuing elementary
school teaching certificates in 1893 and high
school teaching certificates in 1901. Over time,
the types of credentials and specific credential-
ing requirements have undergone periodic revi-
sion. The most recent significant revisions were a
result of Chapter 548, Statutes of 1998 (SB 2042,
Alpert). This legislation established a two-stage
credentialing system in which individuals must
first meet an initial set of requirements to obtain
a preliminary credential. In basic terms, these
requirements consist of demonstrating sufficient:
(1) subject-matter knowl-
edge in the area to be Figure 3
taught, (2) professional
preparation, and

professional credential. Thereafter, teachers must
complete 150 hours of professional development
every five years to renew their credential.
Current Credential Requirements. For
preliminary and professional credentials, Chap-
ter 548 specified requirements for the single
subject credential (which applies to virtually all
high school and some middle school teachers)
as well as the multiple subject credential (which
applies to virtually all elementary and some
middle school teachers). These are the most
common types of credentials. Figure 3 shows
the current requirements for these credentials.
Basic Types of Credentials and Permits. In
addition to single subject and multiple subject

Current Requirements for Single Subject and
Multiple Subject Credentials

(3) individual fitness (that

(For Teachers Prepared in California)

is, having no record of

serious criminal behav-

Requirements for Preliminary Credential:

ior). This credential is val-

id for a maximum of five college.

years, during which time
teachers need to com-

plete various subsequent

requirements in specific

training areas—including

advanced study in health
education and computer
technology as well as in
teaching special student
populations and English
learners. After fulfilling
these additional require-
ments, teachers obtain a

o Possess a baccalaureate or higher degree from a regionally accredited

Complete a program from a Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC)-
accredited teacher preparation institution.

Pass the California Basic Education Skills Test.
Pass the Reading Instruction Competency Assessment.2

Complete a comprehensive reading instruction course focusing on
developing English language skills.

Complete a course on the principles and provisions of the U.S. Constitution.
¢ Demonstrate subject-matter knowledge.b
e Complete introductory computer technology course.

Requirements for Professional Credential:

e Complete a CTC-approved teacher induction program, which must include
advanced study in health education, computer technology, teaching special
populations, and teaching English learners.

a Requirement applies only to the multiple subject credential.

b For single subject credential, individual may fulfill requirement either by passing subject-matter test or
completing CTC-approved subject-matter program. For multiple subject credential, individual must

nace aithiant-mattar tact tn fulfill raniiiramant
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credentials, CTC issues myriad other types of
licensing documents. As listed in Figure 4, CTC
currently issues 55 basic types of documents,
including 32 types of teaching credentials/cer-
tificates/permits, 8 different emergency permits,

Figure 4

8 service credentials/permits, 6 child develop-

ment permits, and waivers. Within each of these
categories, CTC issues preliminary, professional,

and renewal documents. Within each category,

CTC also issues many different types of authori-

CTC Currently Issues 55 Basic Types of Licensing Documents

(As of October 5, 2005)

Teaching Credentials (20):

Multiple Subject
Single Subject

Education Specialist Instruction
Designated Subjects Adult Education, Part-Time
Designated Subjects Adult Education, Full-Time
Designated Subjects Special Subjects
Designated Subjects Supervision and Coordination
Designated Subjects Vocational Education, Part-Time
Designated Subjects Vocational Education, Full-Time
District Intern
Eminence
Exchange Certificated Employee
Sojourn Certificated Employee
Specialist Instruction in:

Agriculture

Bilingual Cross-Cultural Education

Early Childhood Education

Gifted Education

Health Science

Mathematics

Reading Education
Teaching Certificates (8):

Bilingual, Cross-Cultural, Language, and Academic
Development

Cross-Cultural, Language, and Academic Development

Completion of Staff Development
Early Childhood Special Education
Individualized Internship

Pre-Intern

Reading

Resources Specialist Certificate of Competence
Teaching Permits (4):

Limited Assignment Multiple Subject
Limited Assignment Single Subject
Provisional Internship

Short-Term Staff

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE

Emergency Teacher Permits (8):

Single Subject

Multiple Subject

Education Specialist Instruction

Bilingual, Cross-Cultural, Language, and Academic
Development

Cross-Cultural, Language, and Academic Development

30 Day Substitute Designated Subjects Vocational
Education

Career Substitute

Resource Specialist

Service Credentials/Permits (8):

Administrative Services

Clinical/Rehabilitative Services

Emergency Library Media Teacher

Exchange Certificated Employee Services

Health Services

Library Media Teacher

Pupil Personnel

School Nurse

Child Development Permits (6):

Assistant

Associate

Teacher

Master Teacher

Site Supervisor

Program Director

Waivers
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zations. (We discuss authorizations in more de-
tail in the next section.) In addition, CTC issues
a “Certificate of Clearance” to individuals prior
to their student teaching, and it renews (but no
longer initially issues) 94 now outdated licensing
documents.

Application Workload and Processing Time.
In 2004-05, CTC processed more than 250,000
applications for licensing documents. Although
a regulatory provision requires CTC to process
these applications within 75 working days of their
receipt, CTC’s average processing time is cur-
rently approximately 110 working days. As shown
in Figure 5, processing
time varies significantly Figure 5
for different types of
credentials. Whereas

REPORT

ers pay $27.50 for a Certificate of Clearance.
This amount becomes a credit they can apply
toward a future credential. For all other licensing
documents, CTC has a uniform application fee
of $55. Individuals pay this fee each time they
submit an application for a new credential, per-
mit, authorization, or specialization. In 2005-06,
CTC expects to collect $12.1 million in teacher
credential fees.

Fingerprinting Fees. In addition to these
application fees, teachers pay fingerprint fees at
the time they apply for their Certificate of Clear-
ance. They pay a $32 fee to the Department

Relative Ranking of Processing Time and Cost for
Various Types of Teacher Licenses

renewal documents,
which have very
simple requirements,
take the least time to
process, credentials
with more elaborate
requirements, such
as out-of-state and
vocational education
credentials, take nota-
bly longer to process.
Credential Ap-
plication Fees. In
addition to educa-
tion fees for subject
matter and teacher
preparation programs
and fees for state-re-
quired tests, teachers
also pay credential
application fees. Cur-

rently, student-teach-

Renewal credentials

University-recommended credentials

Waivers

Emergency permits

Supplemental authorizations

Education specialist and
out-of-state credentials

Adult education and vocational
education credentials
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of Justice (DOJ) and a $24 fee to the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. At the local fingerprint-
ing site, teachers also are assessed a “Live Scan
Service Fee,” which ranges from $12 to $25.
This fee is retained at the local site to cover local
operation costs. As described below, in addition
to being fingerprinted prior to student teaching,
teachers often are fingerprinted at the county
and school district level. Teachers pay the above
three fees each time they are fingerprinted.

Current Credentialing System Is Riddled
With Redundancies

We think the current credentialing system
has three major shortcomings. It is: (1) overly
complex (from the perspectives of both the state
and teachers), (2) inefficient (being both labor
intensive and time consuming), and (3) riddled
with redundancies (both in the credential review
and fingerprinting process).

Dizzying Array of Documents. Legislation
passed in 1993 required CTC to “reduce and
streamline the credential system” and allow
“greater flexibility in staffing local schools.”
Despite this directive, the current credential
system is a virtual labyrinth. Below, we provide
examples of this complexity for just a few of the
many types of credentials that exist.

> Single Subject Credential. For this cre-
dential, CTC issues 21 different autho-
rizations (in areas such as art, English,
chemistry, and physics); 63 different sup-
plementary authorizations (in areas such
as anthropology, chemistry, journalism,
and ornamental horticulture); and 26
different subject matter authorizations (in
areas such as art history, English compo-
sition, chemistry, and three-dimensional
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art). Some subjects (such as chemistry)
appear on all three authorization lists.

> Vocational Education and Adult Educa-
tion Credentials. The vocational educa-
tion credential is issued for 173 different
subjects, including bicycle repair, fashion
design, roofing, and tow truck operation.
The adult education credential is issued
for 71 different subjects, including arts
and crafts, food preparation, public af-
fairs, and marine technology.

> Child Development and Education
Specialist Credentials. The child devel-
opment permit is issued for six levels,
ranging from assistant to program direc-
tor, and the education specialist creden-
tial is issued in six areas of specialization,
including mild/moderate disabilities and
visual impairments.

For each of the above authorizations, levels,
and specializations, CTC has unique require-
ments. Moreover, it requires a separate applica-
tion and $55 fee every time something new is
added to an existing credential or an existing
credential is renewed.

Teachers Face Credential Labyrinth. Teach-
ers are directly affected by the complexity of
the existing credential system. Teachers not
only need to meet many requirements to obtain
their preliminary and professional credentials,
but they need to meet various requirements to
receive authorization to teach specific subjects.
As an example, suppose a student graduated
from a teacher preparation program, paid a $55
application fee, received a single subject creden-
tial in Geosciences, and began teaching courses
in Geosciences. Depending on the current poli-
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cies of CTC and the local governing board, this
individual could be counted as misassigned if
he or she taught Geography or an introductory
science course. In a few years, after completing
various requirements, this individual could sub-
mit a second application to CTC, pay another
$55 fee, and receive a supplementary authoriza-
tion to teach Geography. A few years later, after
completing various other requirements, this indi-
vidual could submit a third application to CTC,
pay a $55 fee for the third time, and receive a
subject matter authorization to teach introduc-
tory science. This same multistep process holds
for hundreds of other types of possible subject
matter combinations.

Labyrinth Results in Labor-Intensive and
Time-Consuming Application Process. Given
the complexity of the requirements for many
types of credentials and authorizations, review-
ing applications can be labor intensive and time
consuming. Currently, the Certification, Assign-
ment, and Waivers division within CTC has 62
staff and a budget of $8.4 million, the bulk of
which is for reviewing credential applications.
Despite (1) repeated processing-related concerns
expressed by the Legislature, (2) development
and implementation of a new information tech-
nology system intended to reduce processing
time, and (3) various independent state-autho-
rized reports focused on credential process-
ing (by MGT of America in 2000, our office in
2002, and the Bureau of State Audits in 2004,
2005, and 2006), processing time is significantly
slower today than in 2000. In 2000-01, creden-
tials, on average, took 65 days to process. In the
third quarter of 2005, average processing time
exceeded 110 days for virtually all types of cre-
dentials. For example, during the month of Sep-
tember (2005), CTC took an average of 116 days

to process renewal and university-recommended
credentials, which require almost no substantive
review. Even with the Governor’s budget pro-
posal to establish seven new positions within the
credentialing division, average processing time

is expected to be about 100 days. (The CTC
attributes the longer processing time to staffing
reductions and lack of familiarity with the new
information technology system.)

Credential Review Process Riddled With Re-
dundancies. When students complete a teacher
preparation program, the university’s credential
analysts work with them to compile appropriate
credential materials and ensure their application
packets are complete and accurate. The univer-
sity then officially recommends students for their
credentials and transfers application materials
to CTC. Although CTC states that it does only
a cursory review of applications coming from
universities—in recognition of them already hav-
ing been evaluated by the university—average
processing time for these types of credentials, as
noted above, is running 116 days.

Counties Have Devised Own Licensing Sys-
tem Because University/State Licensing System
Too Slow. Because of the long processing delay
from the universities’ initial review to CTC'’s final
approval or denial, counties have devised an
entirely separate, but substantively similar, licens-
ing process. In the absence of an official state
document, counties issue “temporary county
certificates.” Authorized in state law, these tem-
porary certificates allow teachers to work for up
to a year without an official CTC document. To
issue these certificates, counties, however, must
be relatively sure a particular individual is quali-
fied and eventually will be issued a CTC creden-
tial. They therefore have their own credential
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analysts who do their own review of credential
material. This practice of issuing temporary
county certificates is very common. Represen-
tatives from the King, Orange, and San Diego
COEs, for example, report that they review and
issue temporary certificates for the vast majority
of teachers seeking to renew their credentials
as well as the vast majority of teachers coming
from in-state universities and from out of state.

Fingerprinting Riddled With Redundan-
cies—Process Begins at CTC. As with the cre-
dential review process, the fingerprinting pro-
cess for teachers is riddled with redundancies.
Many teachers are fingerprinted three times to
obtain their first teaching job. Individuals are first
fingerprinted prior to student teaching. These
student-teachers often are fingerprinted at their
teacher preparation institution. (For example, all
CSU campuses provide Live Scan services.) As
part of this process, DO)J files their fingerprints,
does a background check, and then notifies CTC
if the individual receives clearance (has no crimi-
nal record) and may begin student teaching. The
individual’s fingerprints are then on record with
DO)J for life or until CTC removes them, and
CTC thereafter receives all subsequent arrest
notifications.

Counties Repeat the Process. Just as CTC
requires a background check for purposes of
issuing credentials, counties require a back-
ground check for purposes of issuing temporary
certificates. As mentioned above, counties issue
temporary certificates for the bulk of teachers.
Thus, in most instances, teachers must complete
the same fingerprinting process for the county
as for CTC. In many instances, individuals will al-
ready have DOJ clearance, but now the counties
will receive all subsequent arrest notifications
directly.
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Districts Also Repeat the Process. \Whereas
CTC must fingerprint for official credentials and
counties fingerprint for temporary certificates,
school districts fingerprint for employment
purposes. Thus, teachers complete the same
fingerprinting process at the district level as they
have at the county and state level. As with the
county process, in many instances, individuals
will already have DOJ clearance, but now the
applicable school district will receive all subse-
quent arrest notifications directly. If teachers
subsequently change districts, they are finger-
printed for employment at the new district (and
at every new district thereafter).

Streamline and Devolve Credentialing
Responsibilities

We recommend the Legislature undertake
major credential reform by reducing the types
of credential documents issued, simplifying
associated credential requirements, and then
devolving credentialing responsibility to uni-
versities and COEs. We also recommend the
Legislature retain county-level fingerprinting
activities but eliminate CTC and districts’
fingerprinting activities.

Given the shortcomings of the existing
credentialing system, we recommend the Leg-
islature undertake major credentialing reform
to simplify and streamline the system. Under
our proposed system, credential requirements
would remain but be reduced in number; the
basic licensing function would remain but be
completed once rather than three times; and,
the fingerprinting process would remain, but it
too would be completed only once rather than
three times. These reforms would preserve the
intent of the existing credentialing system while
eliminating its redundancies. In the end, teacher
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candidates, teachers, the public, and policy mak-
ers would have a system that was much easier to
understand and navigate.

Begin by Simplifying Credential Require-
ments and Credential Types. As indicated
above, the basic intent of credentialing is to en-
sure that teachers, particularly beginning teach-
ers who have little teaching experience, are of
sufficient quality. Over time, however, so many
credential requirements, authorizations, special-
izations, and levels have been created that CTC
now appears to regulate every class a teacher
may teach during every year of their career. This
is clearly contrary to expressed legislative intent
to streamline the system.

We recommend the Legislature authorize
preliminary credentials for broad categories of
teachers (such as multiple subject, single subject,
special education, adult education, and vocation-
al education) and in broad subject areas (such as
English, Social Science, Math, and Science). We
further recommend the Legislature fund support
programs for first- and second-year teachers (as
currently required for professional credentials)
but eliminate much of the remainder of the exist-
ing credentialing system—including the issuance
of professional credentials, renewal credentials,
and supplemental /subject matter authorizations.
Although we think CDE and SBE should be al-
lowed some discretion in establishing specific
credential types, we recommend the Legislature
statutorily limit the number of different teacher
documents to no more than a few dozen.

Instead of the highly bureaucratic process
that now accompanies the teaching of any class
outside a teacher’s preliminary credential, we
think teachers could work locally with other
teachers, mentor teachers, coaches, and/or
principals to structure professional development

plans that would allow them to become expert
in related subject areas and compile professional
portfolios. These portfolios could include addi-
tional coursework, advanced degrees, participa-
tion in professional development programs, and
service as a mentor teacher as well as any other
type of related training. The portfolios would be
taken with teachers from school to school and
district to district, similar to other professionals
who take their work experience and skills with
them when they change employers.

Devolve Most Credentialing Responsibility
to Universities. As discussed above, one of the
major shortcomings of the existing system is the
redundancy of the credential review process.
Rather than having universities, CTC, and COEs
all review credential application material, we
recommend the review process be done only
once for each teacher. Specifically, for individu-
als coming from accredited teacher preparation
institutions in California, we recommend those
institutions do what they now do and review
their students’ transcripts and related material
to ensure they have met the requirements for
the credential they seek. If a student meets the
requirements, we recommend the university sim-
ply issue a credential document that states the
student has met the requirements. This would
eliminate the need for the university to make a
recommendation and forward credential mate-
rial to CTC. (Currently, CTC does no subsequent
substantive review of the application mate-
rial.) Although universities already are covering
credential review costs without charging explicit
credential fees, the Legislature could allow uni-
versities to charge small fees to cover their costs
for preparing and printing credential documents
(as universities do for student transcripts).
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Devolve Remaining Credentialing Responsi-
bility to COEs. For individuals coming from out
of state, we recommend COEs continue to do
what they essentially now do and review these
applicants’ credential material to determine if
they meet the requirements associated with
that credential. We recommend the Legislature
allow counties to charge these applicants the
full cost of the associated review process (as
is common practice in other states). Given the
simplifications suggested above, however, this
review should not be as labor intensive as it
now is, which should lower processing costs.
The county office would then issue a document
that states the individual has met the credential
requirements. This would replace the existing
process whereby the county issues a temporary
county certificate for these individuals as they
await receipt of their official CTC credential.
County offices also could issue licenses for
substitute teachers, similar to the reviews they
currently do. County office representatives state
that licenses for substitute teachers are relatively

easy to review because the requirements are
relatively simple.

Fingerprint Teachers Once at County Level.
We recommend the Legislature retain county-
level fingerprinting services but eliminate CTC
and district’s fingerprinting activities. Under the
new system, a COE would provide fingerprinting
services on behalf of all school districts within
that county and inform those districts of any
arrest notifications. Although a few county of-
fices already form voluntary consortia with their
districts and conduct fingerprinting and related
services on their behalf, we recommend legisla-
tion be enacted that would extend this stream-
lined fingerprinting process to all counties. The
obvious benefit of such a streamlined system
is that teachers would be initially fingerprinted
only once and then could move among districts
within the county without having to be finger-
printed again. Children, however, would be just
as protected in the new system as in the existing
system because all teachers still would be finger-
printed and required to receive DOJ clearance.

MONITORING TEACHER CONDUCT

Another of CTC’s core functions is to protect
children by ensuring individuals with records of
serious or violent crime are not hired as teach-
ers and teachers’ behavior in the classroom
is appropriate. To this end, CTC reviews the
criminal records of credential applicants as well
as investigates any arrests, allegations, or com-
plaints involving existing teachers. Within CTC,
the Division of Professional Practices is respon-
sible for conducting these investigations. Cur-
rently, this division has 28 staff and a budget of
$5 million. This division is financed with revenue
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generated from application and exam fees. It
reports to a statutorily created Committee of
Credentials. This seven-member committee con-
sists of an elementary school teacher, secondary
school teacher, school administrator, member
of a local school governing board, and three
representatives of the general public. Unlike the
Committee on Accreditation, which can make
final accreditation decisions, this committee is
authorized only to make recommendations to
the commission. The commission then makes
final credential and discipline decisions.
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The Monitoring Process. Investigations are
undertaken when: (1) DOJ identifies a criminal
record for a new credential applicant, (2) CTC
receives an arrest or conviction report for an
existing teacher, and (3) affidavits are filed or
reports are issued from school districts lodg-
ing complaints against an existing teacher. The
CTC’s legal division conducts approximately
2,000 investigations annually. After legal staff
have completed an investigation, the Committee
of Credentials makes a recommendation either
to close the case or take disciplinary action. If
the committee recommends disciplinary ac-
tion, the teacher may request reconsideration
(if relevant information not previously reviewed
is presented) or an administrative hearing. The
teacher has 30 days to exercise one of these op-
tions before the committee’s recommendation is
submitted to the commission for final action.

The Hearing Process. If a teacher requests an
administrative hearing, the case could be settled
prior to the hearing by CTC’s legal staff. If CTC
staff cannot settle the case, it is transferred to
the Office of the Attorney General (AG), which
also reviews whether settlement is appropriate. If
the case is settled, the Committee of Credentials
reviews the negotiated terms and then submits
them to the commission for final adoption.

If a case goes to the administrative hearing
stage, it must be prepared by AG staff. Unlike sev-
eral other state agencies (including CDE, UC, and
CSU), CTC does not have a statutory exemption
allowing it to use in-house legal counsel for these
hearings. The hearing itself is conducted before
an administrative law judge and, upon comple-
tion, a proposed decision is sent to the commis-
sion, which can accept or reject that decision. If
the commission rejects the decision, it issues a
separate decision based on its own findings.

In 2004-05, the commission approved a total
of 71 settlements—54 of which were settled by
CTC staff and 17 that were settled after the case
had been transferred to the AG. During
2004-05, six administrative hearings were held,
and three cases defaulted (meaning the AG
initiated the hearing process but the applicant/
teacher did not file a notice of defense in the
time allowed, so the disciplinary action recom-
mended by the Committee of Credentials was
adopted by default).

Disciplinary Actions. If a case is not initially
closed, then the commission may ultimately
decide to take any of a number of disciplinary
actions. As authorized in statute, action may
be taken to: (1) deny a credential application
or revoke an existing credential, (2) suspend a
credential, (3) issue a public reprimand, or
(4) issue a private admonition. The commission
also may place a teacher on probation as a term
of settlement. Similarly, an administrative hear-
ing officer can issue a decision recommending
that a teacher be placed on probation. Figure 6
shows the frequency of each of these possible
actions, and Figure 7 lists some common causes
for each type of action. Disciplinary action is
very rare—affecting less than .05 percent of cre-
dential applicants and approximately .1 percent
of credential holders.

Retain Monitoring System but
Reduce Costs

We recommend the Legislature retain ex-
isting monitoring functions but shift respon-
sibility for them to CDE and SBE. We further
recommend that CDE use in-house legal
counsel, which likely would cut costs for ad-
ministrative hearings by more than one-half.
Lastly, we recommend covering monitoring
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activities using exam fee revenue (largely
consistent with current practice).

Unlike accreditation and credentialing, we

for action. This CDE/SBE process is commonly
used for review and action on a variety of educa-
tion issues (such as for district waiver requests

recommend the Legis-
lature essentially retain
the existing monitoring
system. We recommend
a few modifications,
however, that would
streamline associated
administrative processes
and cut costs.

Modify Administra-
tion of Monitoring Func-
tions. Specifically, we
recommend two admin-
istrative changes. First,
we recommend shift-
ing CTC’s existing legal
functions to CDE. This
shift is largely intended
to conform to our other
recommendations, which
result in the elimination
of direct CTC services.
Second, we recommend
eliminating the Com-
mittee of Credentials’
review and recommen-
dation process as well
as the commission’s final
decision-making pro-
cess. These processes
would be replaced with
a streamlined process
in which CDE legal staff
would make recommen-
dations directly to SBE

and charter school appeals).

Figure 6
Frequency of Disciplinary Actions

Number of Cases
Disciplinary Action: 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
Credentials revoked 157 217 227
Credential applications denied 102 109 104
Credentials suspended 77 67 95
Public reprimands 41 52 56
Private admonitions 11 25 10
New probation cases? 4 26 33
Totals 392 496 525

a8 Action may be (1) taken as a term of settlement or (2) recommended by an administrative hearing
officer and then adopted by the commission.

Figure 7
Common Causes of Disciplinary Actions

Common Reasons Individuals Would:

Have Their Credential Application Denied or Credential Revoked:

e Conviction of serious or multiple crimes.
¢ Sex with a student.
¢ Repeated verbal or physical abuse of students.
Have Their Credential Suspended:
¢ Internet pornography.
* Major alcohol-related incidence.
o Contract abandonment.
Receive a Public Reprimand:
e Domestic violence.
¢ Minor misconduct at school with mitigating circumstances.
e Minor alcohol-related incidence.
Receive a Private Admonition:
e Minor criminal convictions.
o Minor mistreatment of students.
e Minor insubordination.
Be Placed on Probation:
e Substance abuse.
e Sexual harassment.
e Anger management issues.
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Reduce Cost of Administrative Hearings.
Additionally, we recommend CDE use in-house
counsel rather than AG counsel for administra-
tive hearings. As mentioned above, CDE, unlike
CTC, already has an exemption from using AG
counsel. Based on estimates from a recent legis-
latively required report, CDE likely would need
to hire two additional counsel and two addition-
al analyst positions if workload were shifted from
the AG. Using in-house staff, however, likely
would cut costs by more than one-half (from
$1.1 million using the AG to $432,000). More-
over, we think CDE in-house counsel likely has
the expertise to handle credential-related cases
given their relatively routine and education-spe-
cific nature. Based on the recent legislatively
required report, the associated transition process
likely could be completed within two months.

GOVERNANCE

The above sections examine CTC's core
functions. In those sections, we recommend
streamlining certain sets of activities and then, for
remaining activities, either devolving or shifting
them to other existing state and local education
agencies. Given CTC's operational responsibili-
ties would be reassigned under our package of
recommendations, the agency no longer would
be needed and the role of the commission would
need to be reconsidered. In this final section, we
focus on governance issues relating to the struc-
ture and function of the commission itself.

An Independent Commission. The existing
commission is an independent, statutorily au-
thorized body. Figure 8 shows the composition
of the commission. As shown, the commission

Fund Monitoring Activities With Test Fee
Revenue. As discussed above, CTC’s legal func-
tions typically are financed using application
and test fee revenue. Under our other recom-
mendations, CTC no longer would be collecting
credential application revenue, as credentialing
functions would have been devolved. Test fee
revenue alone, however, likely could cover most,
if not all, monitoring costs. If CDE achieved the
expected savings from using in-house counsel
and even very modest savings from the stream-
lined administrative process, the $4.2 million
expected to be collected in exam fee revenue
in 2006-07 likely would be sufficient to cover all
associated monitoring costs. Currently, the test
fee account also has a substantial reserve. This
reserve could help ease the transition if the pro-
jected cost savings were not achieved as quickly
or as fully as expected.

has 15 voting and 4 nonvoting members. Unlike
many other state agencies, the executive direc-
tor of the commission is accountable only to
the commission and does not report directly to
the Governor. The commission initiates teacher-
related policies and approves teacher-related
regulations.

Longstanding and Widespread Concerns
With Existing Governance Structure

Having an independent commission focused
almost exclusively on teacher issues has gener-
ated concern among many groups for many
years. For example, governance-related concerns
were highlighted in our 1999 report, A K-12
Master Plan, as well as in the 2004 report by
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the California Performance Review. In addition,
in 2003, both an Assembly bill (AB 791, Pavley)
and a report requested by the Assembly Budget
Subcommittee on Education Finance focused
on merging CTC with CDE. Through these and
various other venues, groups have raised three
major concerns with the commission. Specifi-
cally, the existing governance structure has been
linked to: (1) excessive regulation, (2) blurred
lines of accountability, and (3) a lack of policy
coherence. Below, we discuss each of these
concerns.

Excessive Regulation. Although state law au-
thorizes the basic accreditation and credential-
ing processes, teacher regulation in these areas,
as illustrated repeatedly in the above sections,
has become extremely complex. For example, in
the accreditation section, we note the elaborate

Figure 8

Composition of Commission on Teacher Credentialing

process CTC uses to conduct a site visit—review-
ing dozens of different types of documents and
conducting hundreds of interviews. Similarly,

in the credentialing section, we note that the
single subject credential is now associated with
21 different authorizations, 63 supplementary
authorizations, and 23 subject matter authori-
zations. Not required to report directly to any
other group, having few external constraints,
and operating outside the broader context of
K-12 education, the existing commission has an
inherent tendency toward excessive complexity,
specialization, and regulation.

Blurred Lines of Accountability. The com-
mission operates independently both from high-
er education agencies and from SBE, SPI, and
the Office of the Secretary for Education (OSE).
Indeed, as we discuss in our 1999 A K-12 Master
Plan report, K-12 gov-
ernance in California is
especially fragmented. In

Voting Members (15)

K-12 teachers (6)

College faculty member

the realm of teacher is-
sues, governance is even
more fragmented—with
the state board, superin-

Governor appoints,
Senate confirms (14):

—>

Individual with service credential

other than administrator credential

School administrator

tendent, secretary, and

commission all having

Member of school district governing board

General public (4)

Superintendent of :
—> SPI
Public Instruction (SPI): SPl or designee

Ex Officio Members (4)

Representatives from:

University of California

California State University

California Postsecondary Education Commission

some influence in some
policy areas, many of
which are overlapping.
Given all these compet-
ing agencies, identifying
and maintaining account-
ability is particularly
difficult. For example,
the state has had various

Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities
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problems implementing
the teacher provisions
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of the No Child Left Behind Act (including a
lawsuit involving a new teacher license). Given
CTC, CDE, SBE, and OSE all have been involved
in these implementation issues, the Legislature
cannot easily discern who is responsible for such
problems.

Lack of Policy Coherence. The competition
among so many education agencies, each with
some policy control, results not only in blurred
lines of accountability but also in a kaleidoscope
of policy initiatives. An independent commission
has little incentive to ensure its policy initiatives
are purposefully aligned with other executive
branch education initiatives or well integrated
into broader education reforms. For example,
CTC often proposes changes to credentialing
requirements without demonstrating that the
changes are well aligned with the needs and
capabilities of school districts, COEs, teacher
preparation institutions, and other state educa-
tion agencies. This lack of policy coordination
and coherence also results because other state
agencies can initiate reforms without considering
their effect on CTC's policies. For example, SBE
and COEs recently have advocated specific ap-
proaches to professional development (including
the use of teacher coaches) without considering
if any related changes should be made to teach-
ers’ credential renewal requirements (which are
based entirely on professional development).

Replace Independent Commission With
Advisory Committee

We recommend the Legislature replace
the commission with an advisory committee
that would make teacher-related recommen-
dations to SBE.

Under our recommended package of re-
forms, the final step involved in dissolving the
entire existing structure of CTC would be to
eliminate the commission itself and replace it
with an advisory committee that reported to
SBE. A special teacher-focused advisory com-
mittee would retain the basic benefit of the
existing governance structure—a knowledgeable
body focused on teacher issues in California. By
stripping it of independent authority, it would,
however, not have the negative repercussions of
the existing governance structure.

Overcomes Perverse Incentives Inherent in
Existing Governance Structure. Having the new
committee serve only in an advisory capacity
to SBE would help overcome the shortcomings
of the existing governance structure. It would
reduce tendencies toward excessive regulation
because it would report to a body that is respon-
sible for a broad array of education issues—rang-
ing from teachers to school accountability,
instructional materials, federal programs, charter
schools, and child nutrition. With so many com-
peting priorities, SBE would be at least somewhat
less likely to develop teacher regulations that
were as complex and specialized as existing
teacher regulations. Eliminating the commis-
sion also would reduce at least one of the many
agencies that currently vie for K-12 policy control.
As a result, the state would achieve clearer lines
of accountability and be better able to detect
the sources of problems and correct for them.
Lastly, policy coherence would be improved
because no independent teacher body would
be pronouncing new policy initiatives potentially
disconnected from other education priorities.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’'S OFFICE



AN LAO REPORT

Advi C it-
visory Commi Figure 9

Advisory Teacher Committee Most Common
Governance Structure Among States

tees Common in Other
States. Having a teacher-

focused advisory com-

. Independent Semi-Autonomous/ Advisory
mittee that reports to a Teacher Semi-Advisory Teacher No Teacher
state board is relatively Commission (15) Commission (6) Committee (25) Commission (4)
common among states. Alaska Alabama Arkansas Arizona
As shown in Figure 9, California Colorado Connecticut Maine
25 states currently have Delaware Florida Idaho Michigan
Georgia Maryland lllinois Ohio
this type of advisory Hawaii South Dakota Kansas
committee. By compari- Indiana Texas Louisiana
. . lowa Massachusetts
son, 15 states (including ey Mississippl
California) have autono- Minnesota Missouri
mous teacher commis- Nevada Montana
. . North Dakota Nebraska
sions, 6 have semi-au- Oklahoma New Hampshire
tonomous/semi-advisory Oregon New Jersey
boards, and 4 have no West Yirginia New Mexico
Wyoming New York

separate teacher com-

mission.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST'S OFFICE

North Carolina
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
Tennessee
Utah

Vermont
Washington
Wisconsin

25



26

CONCLUSION

In this report, we identify numerous short-
comings with the state’s existing processes for
accrediting teacher preparation institutions,

credentialing teachers,
monitoring teacher
behavior, and devel-
oping teacher-related
policy. Together, these
shortcomings result in
an overarching system
that is extremely com-
plicated and nuanced,
inefficient and riddled
with redundancies,
poorly integrated and
largely unaccountable.
We summarize these
shortcomings in Fig-
ure 10.

To combat existing
problems, we recom-
mend various reforms
(also listed in Figure 10),
which could be pur-
sued individually or as
a package. The reforms
streamline some func-
tions, devolve some
functions to local-level
agencies, and shift some
functions to other exist-
ing state agencies. Taken
together, the reforms
would eliminate the role
of CTC. They also would
greatly simplify the
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existing system, reduce redundancies, strengthen
accountability, and better align future teacher
reforms with other education reforms.

Figure 10
Summary of LAO Findings and Recommendations

Current System:
Findings

New System:
Recommendations

Accreditation

Accredits entire institution rather than
each teacher preparation program.
Makes accreditation decisions once
every five to seven years, with no
interim reporting.

Decisions based on vague, subjective e Bases decisions on small number of
standards and input-oriented program outcomes.

site visits.

o Accredits each teacher preparation
program.

o Makes accreditation decisions annually
using readily available data.

Credentialing

Is extremely complex, labor
intensive, and time consuming—
consisting of many different types
of documents that are highly
specialized.

Requires universities, counties,

and the Commission on Teacher
Credentialing (CTC) all to perform
essentially the same set of
credentialing activities.

Requires most teachers to be finger-
printed three times—at state, county,
and district level.

o Issues only initial credentials and only
for broad categories of teachers and in
broad subject areas.

¢ Reviews credential applications one
time at university or county level
(depending on type of application).

o Fingerprints teachers one time
(at county level).

Monitoring Teacher Conduct

Involves a monitoring division within e Shifts monitoring functions to California
CTC, a Committee of Credentials, and Department of Education and State
the commission. Board of Education (SBE).

Relies on higher cost Attorney * Relies on lower cost in-house counsel.
General counsel.

Governance

Has a commission that focuses
exclusively on teacher issues and op-
erates independently from all

other education agencies.

o Establishes advisory committee that
would make recommendations on
teacher issues to SBE.
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