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In Colorado induction is fairly new to us. We have been working
with it for a little over three years. So at this stage we still have more
to learn than we do advice to dispense. Induction with respect to the
state of Colorado was a mandate in 1994. In that year the general
assembly in Colorado essentially repealed the certification act and
processes that we had used since about 1975, and we went to what
we now call a licensing program in Colorado. Among other
features, we have a three-tiered licensing system where educators
enter with a provisional license that is valid for three years. They
then may be professionally licensed on a five-year renewable cycle.
We also have what we call a master certification, which is a
voluntary certification for highly accomplished educators. The
statute also required the state to receive recommendations from two
professional standards boards in terms of the development of
standards, criteria, and policy for licensing. The state would
promulgate standards for what teachers should know and be able to
do and would develop an assessment program related to what
teachers must know and be able to do. We have been engaged in a
number of activities over the last several years to bring this program
on board. The mandate received considerable amount of testimony
in the legislature because while the legislators were willing to
incorporate an induction program, which was a recommendation
from the profession, the legislators were unwilling to fund it. The
mandate did not require local districts to develop an induction
program as a state requirement; it simply said districts cannot hire
entry-level educators unless they have such a program, which
means they either have to pay for the induction program to support
new educators or they have to hire experienced teachers who cost
more in terms of salary. That was the way in which the legislature
essentially mandated induction in every one of our school districts.
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There was considerable resistance from the school board associa-
tions, simply because of the unfunded mandate issue. It was
interesting, however, that even though local school districts were
given five years to fully implement the requirements for induction,
within the first 18 months 170 out of 176 of our local school districts
had, in fact, submitted programs to the state and had agreed to meet
the state criteria for offering induction programs. It is now probably
one of the most popular components of our licensing program and
strongly supported by administrators, teachers, and other working
professionals.

As I mentioned, the state does approve the programs for induction.
There are certain features, as well as certain challenges, in a typical
state-approved induction program. Three key features, or goals that
we hope to accomplish, are that an induction program encourages
professionalism and educator development, supports the success of
its inductees, and requires ongoing assessment of the program and
its participants. One of the challenges, from my perspective, is the
one that I have alluded to already—the lack of any state or increase
in local funding to support induction programs. Funding compensa-
tion for mentors is a problem. An additional problem with respect
to funding is that we have a lot of differences among the school
districts—a lot of diversity in terms of their economic base and
ability to fund programs. We have some affluent school districts
that require almost no state support. We have other school districts
that rely almost totally on state support, given their tax situations.
So there are considerable issues regarding equity in terms of the
quality of induction programs that local districts can provide. They
may be able to meet the minimum state standards in terms of
having mentors, having selection criteria for mentors, and requiring
a formative and summative evaluation component. The degrees to
which these aspects are actually realized is problematic, however,
and that is simply a matter of economics, the level of support that
can be provided for various districts' programs. One of the goals of
the induction program was that it would, in fact, be a collaborative
of the state, the local school districts, and the institutions of higher
education. Unfortunately, there are few incentives for institutions of
higher education to participate, and Colorado’s geography and the
placement of our institutions of higher education makes collabora-
tion difficult or impossible for many of our school districts. Conse-
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quently, many of our inductees do not have the expertise and
support that institutions of higher education could offer. At this
point, in most cases, support for induction programs by institutions
of higher education is dependent upon a faculty member’s decision
to volunteer the time that induction support is going to take. That is
problematic. Moreover, the disparity of our school districts makes
identifying and matching quality mentors with inductees difficult.
We have many small school districts; in fact, we have one school
district with a K–12 population of 48 students. The small number of
staff people in the school and the geography—where there are no
other school districts within 100 miles—makes it very difficult to
find a qualified mentor who knows something about a new teacher's
methodology. Therefore, finding and matching quality mentors is
difficult in a state-supported program.

Another challenge is how to obtain the release time for both
inductees and mentors to do justice to a proper induction program.
One of the things we have encouraged districts to do is to reexamine
not their policies but their practices with respect to the types of
assignments that they are giving inductees in those first, second,
and third years. We suggest that the districts try to place new
teachers in positions where they will have every opportunity to
succeed. The tendency is for the new teacher to have all the problem
students and to have four, or even five, preparations per day, which
is a difficult situation. So one of the things that we do encourage is
for the districts to put inductees in positions where they will likely
succeed.

Another challenge that we are struggling with is the nexus between
an induction program that is primarily supportive in nature and one
that is evaluative in nature. In Colorado the local district must
provide a recommendation to the state indicating that a teacher has
in fact satisfied the induction program before that teacher can
continue to the next step of licensing. In effect we have tied a local
school district's recommendation to a person's ability to continue to
practice. So it is crucial to have uniformity in terms of the expecta-
tions that teachers must meet. Unfortunately, we currently have
probably over 1,000 variations of a licensing standard, depending
on to what school, what principal, and what mentor a person was
assigned. It is a very serious issue for us. Our school districts are
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also concerned that they may well be recommending an inductee as
having satisfactorily completed the requirements for an induction
program while at the same time they are giving that person a notice
of nonrenewal of contract. Our challenge is to somehow create that
nexus—find that balance—between local control of a school district
employee and the state's expectations for a uniform, quality induc-
tion program.


