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In California, we have 6.2 million schoolchildren, 1,000 school districts, and 
360,000 certificated staff, and at last count, about 24 percent of the students 
in our schools were English language learners. The Commission on Teacher 
Credentialing is the agency in California responsible for accreditation and 
certification. We have 250 different entities that deliver a variety of teacher 
preparation programs, whether pre-service programs, induction programs, or 
ongoing credential programs. In a state like California, there are lots of 
players. In addition to the commission, we have a state board of education 
and a superintendent of public instruction. And up until the term of our 
latest governor, we had a secretary of education. What I’d like to talk about 
are the areas in which the commission has been responsive and provided 
leadership. Three of the areas in which we have been working overtime over 
the last ten years are (1) teaching performance assessment, (2) accreditation, 
and (3) English language learners.  

Teaching Performance Assessment 

The impetus for the teaching performance assessment actually began 
thirteen years ago in California. In 1998, a commission panel of about 
twenty stakeholders acknowledged that assessment practices in pre-service 
teacher preparation programs were disparate and inadequate, in that some 
places were doing it well, while others were not. The panel recommended a 
much broader and more rigorous assessment of teacher candidates. What 
has happened since then, and why is it taking so long to be put into place? In 
2002–03, we actually had two models. The state gave the institutions of 
higher education (IHEs) till spring to decide which of the models they would 
adopt. A month before they needed to decide, we learned that the money 
that had been promised was not available. Though the project was officially 
suspended until the money became available, a number of places continued 
to pilot- and field-test the performance assessments they were thinking of 
adopting. The two models were PACT and CalTPA, plus another model 
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created by Fresno State. The law stated that as of July 2008, all candidates 
for a preliminary multiple- and single-subject teaching credential were 
required to pass an assessment of their teaching performance with K–12 
public school students as part of the requirements for earning a teaching 
credential. The five-year period between 2002–03 and the implementation of 
the law proved very valuable, giving a lot of IHEs the opportunity to work 
out all the kinks, such as how to get permission for video-taping and how to 
work with school districts to make sure there was access to student files. 
With these instruments, there is a requirement to look at and create 
differentiated planning for students who have special needs and perhaps 
even English language learners. So there was a need to look deeper into the 
files than student teachers are often allowed to do. It took a bit of 
negotiating with the school districts to allow the kind of access that really 
made these experiences valuable. Again, time is an essential component for 
making sure the system you are adapting works for you. Another important 
thing is the need for the system to be coherent. We have different aspects of 
preliminary credential preparation, but each one of those, whether it’s an 
internship program, a blended program, or a post-baccalaureate program, 
requires teaching performance assessments; there is no other way around it.  

The other thing we did by design is say that once candidates complete their 
teaching performance assessment, we expect them to take what they have 
learned—both their strengths and the problems they may have uncovered 
through the experience—when they move into their induction program for 
professional credential preparation. We fully expect that within the first two 
or three months of their induction program, they will have not only 
mastered the context for teaching and learning in their school but also used 
the results of their teaching performance assessment to create their 
individual induction plan. This is why a collaboration between the IHEs and 
the school districts about how that information gets moved along is very 
important and can be a great starting point.  

In California, we can’t do anything the way everybody else does. We don’t 
use the InTASC standards—we have our own for the California teaching 
profession—and if you drill those down into what they look like in teacher 
education programs, we have thirteen of what we call our teaching 
performance expectations, which are the outcomes that the teaching 
performance assessments are required to be measuring for preliminary 
teacher preparation. In California, you can have a program approved by 
submitting it to the state, along with evidence that you have done the 
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appropriate validity studies and have scored training that is reliable. As I 
said, there are three approved models in California, and though it may seem 
like a trivial point, a lot of people have said that having a choice of models 
made all the difference for them. Allowing this kind of flexibility has been 
very useful, allowing programs to feel as though they’re not having 
something forced on them. The other important thing that we’ve done in 
California is to take it to the next level. Now that completing an assessment 
program is a requirement, the state needs to be able to ensure that the 
program is actually being implemented properly. All of the multiple- and 
single-subject elementary and high school programs are required to submit 
evidence on how they are building certain things into their programs—for 
example, they need to embed within their programs the opportunity for 
potential candidates to learn about the tasks that are part of these per-
formance assessments. In addition to planning preparation, the institutions 
need to be able to tell us how they plan on supporting candidates, including 
remediating those candidates who don’t pass their assessment the first time. 
They need to submit candidates’ scores, the kinds of training needed, and 
reliability information. Our TPEs (teaching performance expectations) are 
aligned with the California Standards for the Teaching Profession. As 
previously mentioned, there are three approved models: CalTPA, PACT, 
and FAST (the Fresno model).  

Accreditation 

One of the major policy concerns related to implementation of the TPA is 
accreditation. The accreditation process in California requires institutions to 
submit biannual reports that both explain their student and program data 
and explain how they are making improvements to the program. It is very 
important that states not only consider how to use the information to make 
decisions about candidates but find a way of looking at the information to 
determine what program changes may be needed based on what they are 
finding and how their candidates are doing. Many faculty members say that 
the richest side benefit of implementing the TPA are the conversations being 
had based on real data on student performance on specific tasks, which can 
be tied back to certain courses. Program accountability is another issue. 
How are we going to determine that a program is being implemented well? 
In terms of stakeholder support and buy-in, we have a standing TPA Users 
Advisory Committee, in which all three models have representatives, that 
comes together quarterly and discusses the major issues coming forth that 
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need to be considered. Faculty members now feel more comfortable 
embedding the performance assessments within their programs; however, 
there has been some burnout, as they have spent a lot of time working on 
this during the window of time they had to submit this. Funding is also 
another big issue. Because public institutions aren’t allowed to charge 
candidates for this, the institutions have had to find a way to pay for this out 
of other funds. Other states use a teaching performance assessment in which 
candidates pay. This is something we have resisted in California, but it may 
need to be revisited by the commission.  

The other point that needs to be considered is the role of the teaching 
performance assessment across California’s Learning-to-Teach system, and 
how it’s linked to what happens during the induction period. Is there 
learning for the kinds of assessments that go on that can have implications to 
how teacher evaluation is conducted? This is something to consider as 
policies are being developed. The role of districts is very important. We need 
to do a better job of explaining to them what the TPA is designed to do and 
their role in assisting in this. We currently have principals who are telling 
the universities that they do not want to take any student teachers because 
they are too busy trying to get their students ready to take the state tests and 
don’t believe the student teachers are qualified to do the kind of teaching 
they need. There are of course some districts in which things are working 
well, but we need to have better communication.  

The second issue that drove us to revamp our system was the “gotcha” 
approach of the accreditation process, which involved a “SWAT” team of 
fifteen to twenty people descending on a campus—which had spent a year 
getting ready for them—to see if it was meeting all the standards; writing 
and submitting a report; and then doing it all over seven years later. We 
asked the institutions how we could do this better, because it was taking a 
lot of their time and energy and wasn’t actually helping them at all. So they 
helped us redesign our accreditation process, which is designed to foster 
program and institutional improvement. The purpose of accreditation is to 
instill accountability to both the public and the profession; to ensure high-
quality programs; to address continuous program improvement; and to 
ensure an adherence to standards. The accreditation system is a series of 
activities that, over time, give a clear picture of an institution or program 
sponsor, including its history, how it examines its practices, how it makes 
changes, and how it stays current with the field (e.g., standards and needs of 
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schools they serve). Continuing accreditation activities include the following 
components: 

• Ongoing data gathering and analysis. The expectations are that all 
approved programs are making programmatic improvements based 
on solid data; that data-collection processes are a regular, routine 
part of the program; and that programs use multiple sources of data 
to make programmatic decisions. A key focus is the contribution of 
data (relating to the effectiveness of candidates and the program) in 
increasing program implementation. However, data collection 
alone is not sufficient; analyses to identify program strengths and 
areas of growth are also key. The system builds on itself annually, 
connecting data, program changes, and program success. 

• Biennial reports. These reports—completed in years one, three, and 
five, and submitted in the summer months that follow—focus on 
candidate and program outcomes. Each program submits a report 
that includes aggregated data, analyses, and program-modification 
plans. After reports from all the programs are reviewed, an 
institutional action plan is developed.  

• Program assessment. This assessment, which takes place in year four, 
takes into account how the program meets the standards; the 
current course syllabi/course of study; and the assessments used to 
measure candidate competence, including rubrics, training informa-
tion, and calibration activities. Assessment documents are reviewed 
to determine their alignment to the program standards, and the 
results are given in a preliminary report. There is an ongoing 
dialogue between assessors and program personnel, with the goal of 
having all programs fully aligned with the standards before the site 
visit. 

• Site visit. Conducted in year six, the site visit focuses on standards, 
confirmation or correction of the preliminary report, and program 
sampling. Prior to the visit, the team reviews biennial reports, the 
preliminary report, program summaries, and the Common Core 
standards narrative response. During the visit, the team interviews 
employers, graduates, candidates, faculty, advisory boards, and 
administrators, and reviews evidence of actual activities 
(e.g., candidate work). The team then makes a decision regarding 
the institution’s implementation of each standard and makes a 
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recommendation to the Council on Accreditation, which makes the 
final accreditation decision. 

English Language Learners 

The third issue was general concerns about the English language learner 
authorizations and the preparation of individuals to teach these learners. In 
response, we convened an expert panel to examine and revise preparation 
standards for programs that prepare candidates to serve English language 
learners. The panel developed a new single-subject credential (and 
examination) in the teaching of English as a New Language; reviewed and 
revised both English language teacher preparation standards and their 
accompanying authorizations; developed program standards for the new 
English Language Learner Instructional Leadership Specialist Credential; 
and recommended modifications, revisions, and updates to the current 
standards. 


