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SUMMARY

California and States across the nation are attempting to meet the challenge of staffing
classrooms with high quality teachers. Each State has designed and implemented a web of
policies targeted at teachers — from regulations on teacher education programs and certification
to salary structures and recruitment and retention incentives. Despite the plethora of teacher
policies, little is known about the variation in the specifics of the policies across States, their
effects on teacher quality or student outcomes, or their implications for school finance. This
study, seeks to fill some of these knowledge gaps by detailing and reviewing a large number of
teacher policies across all fifty States and the District of Columbia. It also describes, more
generally, what research tells us about teacher labor markets and promising approaches for
strengthening the teacher workforce.

This report collects information on State teacher policies in eight broad areas:

(0]

Pre-service training policies cover State accreditation requirements for teacher
preparation programs regarding minimum subject matter coursework and field and
clinical experiences as well as measures by which States hold the programs
accountable for the quality of the teacher candidates they train.

Licensure and certification policies address the authority of State professional
standards boards, required teacher assessments for initial licensure, second-stage
license requirements, alternative routes to certification, and State implementation of
the highly qualified teacher provision of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB).

Tenure policies detail the processes through which teachers transition from
probationary to non-probationary status and their due process rights.

Professional development policies detail professional development requirements,
induction and mentoring programs, and teacher performance evaluations.

Recruitment, retention, and assignment incentives policies common among States
include tuition support, loan assumption, salary bonuses and housing assistance. State
incentives for teachers to complete the National Board for Professional Teacher
Standards (NBPTS) certification process are also reviewed.

Salary structure policies encompass State-level minimum salary schedules and
output-based pay structures such as career ladders, merit pay, and pay-for-
performance programs.

Teacher association policies speak to teachers’ collective bargaining rights as well as
related right-to-work laws.

Teacher retirement policies center on the teacher retirement systems and detail
system management, membership in the system, mandatory contribution rates, service



requirements for vesting and benefits, calculation of retirement benefits, and health
insurance coverage.

By pulling together information on all eight policy areas across the fifty States and the District of
Columbia, we characterize the State-level context in which schools and districts operate. State
statutes and regulations are our primary source of data on teacher policies.' Other sources of data
include NASDTEC’s Knowledgebase database, Education Week’s Quality Counts 2005,
individzual State websites, and State policy summaries by the Education Commission of the
States.

The paper is laid out in three sections. It begins by providing an overview of teacher
labor markets in general and reviews the recent dynamics in California. Next, it discusses each of
the eight policy areas in turn. For each area, it presents California’s approach and then compares
and contrasts it with approaches taken by other States. Conclusions from this review of State
policies and the effectiveness literature include, for examples:

o0 States’ role in teacher labor markets is neither small nor simple. States have passed
bundles of laws that reach into every aspect of the teacher workforce. California is
not an exception.

0 While States have implemented a slew of policies, they have systematically evaluated
very few of them. If this approach does not change we will be in no better position to
choose effective policies in the future than we are today.

0 The current structure of salary schedules presents several problems. First, it tends to
treat all schools in a district in the same way. This creates a situation in which the
appeal of a school for teachers is based solely on working conditions. Since teachers,
on average, express preference for higher-scoring students, this policy disadvantages
schools with the lowest-performing students. In addition, current salary structures
treat all specialization in teaching equally, making it more difficult to attract teachers
to fields such as math and science that have good alternative occupational
opportunities or to fields such as special education or bilingual education that require
either additional training or additional effort during employment.

o While typical salary structures do not include incentives based on teacher
performance, the research to date is not clear as to whether such incentives are
beneficial or not. The research does show that it is difficult to design and monitor an
effective system that creates appropriate incentives for teachers.

0 There is substantial evidence that while some professional development and more
formal education can improve teacher effectiveness, generic credits do not. For
example, teachers with masters’ degrees are, on average, no more effective than those
with out. However, teachers who participate in some sustained professional
development that is linked closely to the work that they do in their classrooms, do, on
average, become more effective. There is little evidence on the effects of pre-service
education requirements. That which does exist is mixed, some finding positive
effects and some no effects. On the other hand, there is strong evidence that pre-



service requirements affect the pool of potential teachers. Early-entry (intern) routes
into teaching with reduced pre-service coursework tend to attract a larger pool of
candidates. We have a lot to learn about which requirements improve teaching and
which deter good teachers from entering the classroom; the evidence so far suggests
that policies that address these factors can have substantial impacts because they
affect both the pool of teachers and the experiences that these teachers bring with
them into the classroom.

0 Teacher tenure in California occurs earlier in teachers’ careers than it does in most
States. While there is no evidence, that we know of, concerning the effects of early
tenure on student outcomes directly, there are indications that this policy is
problematic for districts and schools in the State. In theory, schools and districts can
dismiss tenured teachers with poor evaluations, yet we currently know very little
about teacher evaluation procedures, the evaluation clauses in teacher contracts, or
how these affect teacher assessment and career trajectories.

In considering specific policy approaches it can be useful to think more broadly about the
role of the State in the teacher workforce. Perhaps the outstanding issue in State teacher policy is
how interventionist States should be in determining the allocation of resources related to teachers
within districts and schools. One role of the State is to coordinate across districts, perhaps
adjusting for differences in needs or providing information and resources that districts would not
be able to attain on their own. The role for the State within districts is less clear and varies more
across States. Districts, left on their own, often have done poorly at allocating teacher resources
across schools. Schools with the lowest-scoring students and the highest proportions of non-
white students and students in poverty often employ less experienced teachers and those with
lesser qualifications. State and even Federal policies can help reduce these differences, either
through incentive programs that are directed at teachers or by greater incentives on districts to
insure that evident differences in teacher resources disadvantaging the lowest-achieving students
do not persist. California, for example, targets incentives to attract National Board certified
teachers to difficult-to-staff schools. There is some evidence from North Carolina that monetary
incentives can extend teachers stay in schools; however, there is less evidence on whether these
types of incentives can attract new teachers to these schools.

State policy does more than address the differences across districts and across schools
within districts. California, for example, has mandated a number of professional development
programs. It also has a minimum salary level, though this is not binding in most districts. The
direct involvement of the State in within-district resource allocation could be beneficial if (1) the
State has better information than school or district leaders about what policies and practices
would benefit students; (2) have a greater ability to regulate the implementation of policies and
practices that would benefit students; or (3) have goals for students that are more in keeping with
residents’ goals. There may be cases in which this is the case and cases in which this is not the
case. Having the information to assess the extent to which a State role is warranted would put us
in a much better position to design and implement effective policies to attract, develop and retain
the most effective teachers.
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State Teacher Policies:
What are They, What are Their Effects, and What are Their Implications for School Finance?

I. PURPOSE

California and States across the nation are attempting to meet the challenge of staffing
classrooms with high quality teachers. Each State has designed and implemented a web of policies
targeted at teachers — from regulations on teacher education programs and certification to salary
structures and recruitment and retention incentives. Despite the plethora of teacher policies, little is
known about the variation in the specifics of the policies across States, their effects on teacher
quality or student outcomes, or their implications for school finance. This study, seeks to fill some of
these knowledge gaps by detailing and reviewing a large number of teacher policies across all fifty
States and the District of Columbia. It also describes, more generally, what research tells us about
teacher labor markets and promising approaches for strengthening the teacher workforce.

This report collects information on State teacher policies in eight broad areas:
0 Pre-service training policies cover State accreditation requirements for teacher preparation
programs regarding minimum subject matter coursework and field and clinical experiences
as well as measures by which States hold the programs accountable for the quality of the
teacher candidates they train.
o Licensure and certification policies address the authority of State professional standards
boards, required teacher assessments for initial licensure, second-stage license requirements,
alternative routes to certification, and State implementation of the highly qualified teacher
provision of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB).
o Tenure policies detail the processes through which teachers transition from probationary to
non-probationary status and their due process rights.
o Professional development policies detail professional development requirements, induction
and mentoring programs, and teacher performance evaluations.
0 Recruitment, retention, and assignment incentives policies commonly include including
tuition support, loan assumption, salary bonuses and housing assistance. State incentives for
teachers to complete the National Board for Professional Teacher Standards (NBPTS)
certification process are also reviewed.
o Salary structure policies encompass State-level minimum salary schedules and output-based
pay structures such as career ladders, merit pay, and pay-for-performance programs.
o Teacher association policies speak to teachers’ collective bargaining rights as well as related
right-to-work laws.
o Teacher retirement policies center on the teacher retirement systems and detail system
management, membership in the system, mandatory contribution rates, service requirements
for vesting and benefits, calculation of retirement benefits, and health insurance coverage.
By pulling together information on all eight policy areas across the fifty States and the District of
Columbia, we characterize the State-level context in which schools and districts operate. State
statutes and regulations are the primary source of data on teacher policies.® Other sources of data
include NASDTEC’s Knowledgebase database, Education Week’s Quality Counts 2005, individual
State websites, and State policy summaries by the Education Commission of the States.*

The remainder of the paper is laid out in three sections. It begins by providing an overview of
teacher labor markets in general and reviews the recent dynamics in California. Next, it discusses
each of the eight policy areas in turn. For each area, we present California’s approach and then



compare and contrast it with approaches taken by other States. For the purpose of across-State
comparisons, the District of Columbia is considered a State meaning there are 51 observations rather
than 50.° We draw several key conclusions from this review of State policies and the effectiveness
literature in Section 1V.

1. DYNAMICS OF TEACHER LABOR MARKETS AND RECENT TRENDS IN CALIFORNIA

Teacher labor markets are determined by the supply of individuals interested in teaching, by
the demand of hiring authorities for teachers and by the institutions and policies in which these two
sets of actors operate. In this section we describe the teacher labor market and then discuss teacher
supply and demand and the California context.® Much of the remainder of the report focuses on the
role of institutions and policies.

Who Teaches

Approximately three and a half million college graduates teach in elementary and secondary
schools in the United States. These teachers represent almost ten percent of all working college
graduates. An even larger proportion of current college graduates consider teaching after graduation.
Within four years of receiving a bachelor’s degree, for example, 36 percent of the class of 1992-93
had applied for a teaching job, become certified to teach, or considered teaching. Of these young
adults, more than a third had actually taught.’

These college graduates are responding to an historical trend that demands increasing
numbers of teachers. The number of elementary and secondary public school teachers has grown
steadily in the last half century. In 1955, there were 1.14 million public elementary and secondary
school teachers in the United States. Fifty years later, this number had tripled reflecting both
increases in elementary and secondary school enroliment and decreases in the ratio of students to
teachers. Enrollment increased drastically in the 1960s as students of the baby boom generation
began to attend school, and then rose again in the late 1980s and early 1990s as the children of these
baby boomers entered the education system. While the student population dropped off in the late
1970s, the number of teachers remained nearly constant, leading to a decrease in the student-teacher
ratio. From 1955 to 1990, the average number of students per teacher declined from 26.9 to 17.2.
The decrease in the student-teacher ratio accounts for a large part of the increase in the cost of public
school education over the past few decades. Small class size has been shown to increase student
achievement, but we have little evidence on the effects of alternative resource allocations. It is
therefore difficult to judge whether the huge quantity of resources devoted to reducing class size has
been allocated in the most effective way for meeting educational goals.

Gender. Most teachers, particularly at the elementary level, are women. Women make up a
higher fraction of elementary school teachers than secondary school teachers. In 1996, 83 percent of
elementary school teachers were women, compared with 57 percent of secondary school teachers.
Although the share of women teachers has changed very little over the last 50 years, the share of
women college graduates entering the teacher labor market has dropped dramatically. This shift is
largely due to vast increases in the number of women obtaining bachelor’s degrees. In the mid-
1960s, less than ten percent of women between the ages of 25 and 34 had obtained a bachelor’s
degree. By the mid-1990s, however, more than 1 in 4 women completed college. In 1964, over half
of working female college graduates were teachers, but this percentage had fallen to less than 15
percent in 1996. In addition to large increases in the number of women college graduates, the last 30
years have seen substantial gains in the wages available to women in non-teaching fields. This
change in opportunities has affected the characteristics of women in the teacher workforce, reducing



the percent of teachers who come from the very top of the achievement distribution of high school
graduates.®

Race/Ethnicity. In addition to being predominantly female, the teacher workforce is
primarily white. In fact, the proportion of African-American and Hispanic students is nearly three
times the percentage of African-American and Hispanic teachers. An important factor contributing
to the under-representation of African-American and Hispanic college graduates in teaching is the
under-representation of African-Americans and Hispanics among college graduates. Among college
graduates in 1999-2000, for example, 78 percent were white, nine percent were African-American
and six percent were Hispanic. The lack of minority teachers may have important consequences for
minority student learning. Many studies have examined the relationship between teachers’ race or
ethnicity and student outcomes and have found no effects, but a recent study using experimental data
concluded that having a teacher of the same race improves learning. The study estimates that such a
match between a student and his or her teacher for one year improves reading and math achievement
by three to four percentile points. If these results are valid, the lack of minority teachers in today’s
schools may be harming minority students.®

Age. The average age of teachers has increased over the past 50 years and many are now
reaching retirement age. Two forces are driving the increase in the average age of teachers. First, the
teachers who were hired to educate the children of the baby boom generation are now reaching
retirement age. Second, those entering teaching today are older than in the past. In 2000, only 17
percent of teachers were under 30 years of age and only 11 percent have less than three years of
experience. At the other end of the age spectrum, 29 percent of teachers are at least 50 years old and
35 percent have more than 20 years of experience.’® There is little evidence that very experienced
teachers are more effective than moderately experienced teachers, but new teachers, especially those
in their ﬁ1r15t year tend to be both less effective and more variable in their ability to improve student
learning.

Education. Almost all teachers have bachelor’s degrees and more than half of teachers have
at least master’s degrees as well. Much controversy surrounds the evidence for whether specific
degree attainment improves teacher effectiveness in the classroom. This is partly because of the
inherent difficulty of assessing these effects. The performance of students in two classes in the same
school, one with a teacher who has a master’s degree and one with a teacher who does not, may be
very similar. This may be a result of master’s degrees failing to help teachers be more effective, or it
might be attributable to schools hiring less-educated teachers because they have some special skill
that we, as outsiders, cannot observe. Data have not been available that would allow us to assess
teachers before and after their education to ascertain whether obtaining advanced degrees changes
the effect these teachers have on their students. On average, however, teachers with master’s degrees
do not appear to be more effective at promoting student learning.*> One exception is that high school
math teachers with master’s degrees in math do appear to contribute more to student learning than
their less-educated colleagues.™ There is little evidence in either direction about content-focused
masters’ degrees in other fields.

Teacher’s Own Achievement. Teachers vary in their academic performance. Many teachers
perform well on standardized tests, though on average teachers tend to score below the average for
all college graduates. The average ability of teachers relative to their cohort has not changed
dramatically over time. For example, the average female teacher in 1960 scored higher than 67
percent of other high school graduates. This figure dropped to 64 percent in 1992. However, the
proportion of teachers from the very top of the test score distribution has dropped dramatically over
the last 40 years; almost 25 percent of new female teachers in the 1960s scored in the top 10 percent



of their high school graduating classes. By 1992 this number had dropped to 10 percent. Job
opportunities that have opened up for female college graduates in occupations outside of teaching
appear to have led to the loss of from the teacher workforce of some of its highest scoring teachers.**

A number of studies have found that student achievement improves more in classes in which
the teachers have higher test scores.™ Not surprisingly, teacher content knowledge also appears to
help student achievement. Almost all high school teachers have a major or a minor in the main
subject area in which they teach. High school teachers are far more likely to have degrees in
traditional academic fields (66 percent) than are elementary school teachers (22 percent) or middle
school teachers (44 percent). Over the last 20 years, there has been an increased tendency for
teachers to major in traditional academic fields. Half of all teachers with three or fewer years of
experience have degrees in these academic fields, compared with approximately one third of highly
experienced teachers.*®

It is not enough for teachers to earn a degree in a specific academic field in order to utilize
their content knowledge to aid their students. They also must be teaching in that area of expertise.
Most teachers do, in fact, have a graduate or an undergraduate major or minor in their main teaching
field. The share of teachers with a major or minor in their primary teaching field is somewhat lower
for mathematics teachers than for teachers in other subject areas (90 percent of 9" through 12" grade
teachers, compared with 96 percent in English, Foreign Language and Social Studies and 94 percent
in Science). It is also lower in the middle school grades (7th and 8th) than in the high school grades.
Many teachers teach some classes outside of their main teaching assignment, and they are much less
likely to hold a major or minor in these areas. As a result, almost one quarter of seventh through
twelfth grade classes in core academic fields are taught by teachers without a major or minor.*’

Teacher Supply

The supply of teachers is driven by three main factors: wages, non-wage job characteristics
and entry requirements, all three of which need to be judged relative to opportunities in other
occupations.

Wages. A substantial research literature demonstrates that teachers respond to wages in their
decision of whether to teach and, if they do, where to teach. In fact, teachers appear to be at least as
responsive to wages in their decisions to quit teaching as are workers in other occupations.'®
Teacher wages have increased in real terms over the past 40 years, however so have the wages for
other college graduates. Because of this, salaries of teachers have fallen behind salaries in non-
teaching jobs for women college graduate since the 1970s. Teacher salaries are close to those of
social workers, ministers and clerical staff. Lawyers, doctors, scientists, engineers, managers and
sales and financial service workers earn substantially more. There is significant variation across the
country in teacher wages, driven largely by differences in the wages of non-teaching college
graduates across the country. There is less variation within local labor markets, and little to no
variation for teachers with similar years of schooling and teaching within districts. Within local areas
salary differences tend not to be systematic. For example, in some areas suburban districts pay more
on average than urban districts while in other areas urban districts pay more than suburban
districts.™

Working Conditions. Because of the limited variation in salary across schools within
districts, and even across districts in many areas, decisions of teachers are often driven more by
working conditions than by salary. This does not mean that salaries cannot be used to affect teachers
decisions, just that they are not currently the driving force leading to the sorting of teachers in most
places. Teachers appear to value many aspects of working conditions. The most convincing evidence




shows that teachers migrate to schools with higher achieving students and that white teachers
migrate to schools with a higher proportion of white students.”® However, survey evidence also
suggests that characteristics of administrators and workload as measured by class size and other
factors are also important.” Finally, teachers assess schools based on their location, preferring
schools that are closer to where they live or where they grew up.?

Entry Requirements. Entry requirements also affect teachers’ decision making. A number of
recent programs discussed in more detail below have reduced the entry requirements for teachers.
This reduction has substantially increased the pool of individuals interested in becoming teachers.
These new candidates often have stronger academic backgrounds than teachers entering from more
traditional routes.”®

Teacher Demand

Teachers’ preferences are not the only factors affecting who goes into teaching, where
teachers teach and whether they stay or leave. The choices of hiring authorities are also important.
Districts with effective hiring processes — aggressive recruiting, early job offers — are able to hire
teachers that less effective districts are not. A recent study by The New Teacher Project showed that
large districts are losing qualified candidates due to poor hiring processes.?* Differences in the
preferences of hiring authorities also may affect teachers: some districts or school may value one
factor such as experience while another may value another factor such as content-knowledge or
familiarity with the community. Only a small group of studies evaluates hiring practices and their
effects on teachers and students.”®

The Distribution of Teachers Across Schools

The result of teachers’ preferences and the hiring process is substantial variation in teachers
across schools. There has been systematic sorting of the least qualified teachers into schools with the
highest minority enrollments, the largest low income enrollments and the most academically
disadvantaged students. Much of this sorting occurs within large urban districts.?® A slew of recent
policies at the national, State and local level have aimed at alleviating these differences.

California

Demographics. There were more than 306,000 teachers employed by Californian public
schools during the 2004-05 school year. Data available online from the California Department of
Education characterizes California’s teacher labor force as predominately female and white — 72
percent each. Another 15 percent are Hispanic. Teachers of African American and Asian heritage
each comprise another five percent of California’s teachers. As Chart 1 demonstrates, this
racial/ethnic distribution is dramatically different than the distribution for students.

CHART 1: Race/Ethnicity of California’s Teachers and Students, 2004-05

Race/Ethnicity Teachers (%) Students (%)
White, Not Hispanic 72.1 31.3
African American 4.5 8.0
Hispanic or Latino 14.5 46.8
Asian 4.6 8.1
Pacific Islander 0.2 0.6
Filipino 1.2 2.6
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.6 0.8
Multiple or No Response 2.3 1.7

SOURCE: CDE, DataQuest (http://dg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/)




Experience. The average California teacher had 12.8 years of experience with 10.5 of those
years in their current district. In 2004-05, 6.3 percent of California’s teachers were in their first year
of teaching and another 5.3 percent were in their second year (CDE).

Education. The California State University system trains the majority of California’s new
teachers — 55 percent of all new preliminary credential recipients in 2003-04. Approximately 40
percent of new teachers are graduates of independent universities and about 4 percent graduated
from the University of California system.?” Additionally, almost 35 percent of all California teachers
held a graduate degree (CDE).

Supply and Demand. California’s public education system experiences an annual attrition
rate of approximately 4.6 percent. By 2009 the State likely will need to replace nearly 60,000
teachers; more than 100,000 by 2014.%% This is not the first time California has experienced such a
need. In the 1990s a growing student population combined with retirements, strained hiring in some
districts. The class size reduction program (CSR), initiated in 1996, compounded this demand by
providing districts with funding to reduce class sizes in kindergarten through third grade from an
average of 30 students to 20 or fewer students. During the first two years of implementation,
California’s K-3 teacher workforce grew by 38 percent.”

The implementation of CSR highlighted the hierarchy among districts in California.
Experienced teachers jockeyed for the newly created positions in those districts with the competitive
edge in the labor market (i.e., higher salaries, high-performing students, and better working
environments). This left districts in difficult-to-staff areas to hire individuals with less education and
frequently without full State certification. Between the 1995-96 and 1997-98 school years, the gap in
the percent of K-3 teachers with only a bachelor’s degree between schools in the highest and lowest
minority student quartiles increased by 6.1 percentage points to 20.7 percent. The magnitude of the
sorting of teacher quality among schools was even more pronounced with regard to State
certification. By 1997-98, the gap between the highest and lowest minority quartile in the percent of
K-3 teachers without full State certification grew almost 12 times as big to 18.7 percent.** Although
California responded to this situation with a variety of new policies and programs intended to
increase the supply and quality of teachers (some of which are discussed below), the inequitable
distribution of certified teachers persisted in 2005-2006.%

The Federal role has also grown during the past five years. The No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 required that all students be taught by “highly qualified” teachers by 2006. The States had
substantially flexibility in defining teacher standards and yet no State reached the goal of 100
percent highly qualified teachers (HQT) by the end of the 2005-2006 school year. In order to staff all
classrooms with highly qualified teachers and meet the requirements of NCLB, States are shifting
away from the use of emergency permits (which do not require holders to demonstrate subject-
matter competency) to alternative-route certifications (which do require holder to demonstrate
competency). California has reduced the number of teachers not fully credentialed from over 42,000
in 2000-01 to around 20,000 in 2004-05 and eliminated emergency permits altogether in July 2006.
Approximately 8,000 teachers in 2005-06 were teaching with emergency permits, waivers, or pre-
intern certificates and would not be deemed highly qualified under NCLB.** The number of
University Intern Credentials (one of several alternative-route certificates California issues)
increased 64 percent from roughly 3,700 in 2001-02 to about 6,200 in 2003-04.%

Recent Developments. Since we collected information on State teacher policies, several
significant developments have occurred in California that promise to influence teacher recruitment,
retention, and quality and thus student achievement. In late Spring 2006, a settlement was reached
between the California Teachers Association and Governor Schwarzenegger regarding the failure to



full fund the Proposition 98 minimum school funding guarantee for 2004-05 and 2005-06. The
Quality Education Investment Act (SB 1133, Torlakson) will provide $2.9 billion over seven years
to K-12 schools and community colleges. Funds will be targeted at the lowest performing schools —
those in the lowest two deciles on the 2005 API — for the purpose of (1) improving the quality of
academic instruction and level of student achievement; (2) developing exemplary practices to create
the working conditions and environment that will attract and retain qualified staff; (3) improving
instruction and services for students; and (4) improving the distribution of qualified and experienced
teachers. This funding will support 500 to 600 schools, approximately one-third of the 1,600 eligible
public schools.

Other bills passed by the legislature in 2006 related to California’s teacher policies include:

e SB 472, (Alquist) aims to:

o0 Allocate more resources to professional development activities for teachers of English

language learners.
e SB 1209 (Scott) aims to:

0 Achieve a more equitable distribution of teachers hold alternative-route Internship
Credentials;

o Streamline entry into the profession by simplifying teacher credentialing test
requirements (allows the substitution of other tests like the GRE for the basic skills
test CBEST) and reducing barriers for out-of-state teachers;

o Improve hiring and assignment practices through new Personnel Management
Assistance Teams;

o Provide incentives for veteran teachers to serve as mentors in low performing
schools;

o Enable districts and bargaining units to develop incentive pay systems designed to
encourage teachers to accept positions in challenging school settings; and,

o Establish a longitudinal teacher data system to track the teacher workforce.

e SB 1655, (Scott) aims to:

o Provide for greater principal discretion over voluntary teacher transfers to low-

performing schools.

I11. STATE TEACHER POLICIES

Each of the eight policy areas listed above are addressed in turn below. The discussion of
each area follows a common pattern. We begin with an overview, highlighting the major goals of the
State policies. Next we detail the action California’s policymakers have taken with respect to the
policy area. California’s approach is then compared and contrasted with the approaches taken by
other States across the country. Throughout our discussion of State policies, we present data in two
formats—charts and tables. Charts contain information particular to California’s approach. Tables
present data on across-State comparisons. At the end of each section we describe available evidence
of the effectiveness of the State policies in achieving their aims.

Pre-Service Teacher Education Policies

At the birth of the common school movement in America in the early-1800s, education in
America was highly decentralized and left mostly to individual families and towns. Student
attendance was low and inconsistent. In many areas, teachers were expected to have completed only
schooling equivalent to the level at which they taught. However, compulsory attendance laws, a key
element in common school movement, changed American education forever. The resultant growth in




student enrollment necessitated the building of numerous school buildings and the hiring of many
more teachers. In additional to providing universal free education, the State also assumed the
dominant role of preparing teachers.

As the movement to provide all children with schooling progressed, society’s view of the
teachers’ role and their expectations of the qualifications teachers brought to the classroom evolved.
States responded by opening schools with the expressed purpose of training individuals to serve as
teachers. The first normal school was opened in Lexington, Massachusetts, in 1839. State-operated
normal schools opened all across the country over the next several decades—Michigan in 1849,
Minnesota in 1859, Maine in 1863, lowa in 1876, Texas in 1879, and Oregon in 1882. Throughout
the 20™ Century these institutions evolved from Normal Schools to Teachers Colleges to State
Universities. For example, the California State Normal School was founded in 1862 as California’s
first normal school. The name was changed in 1921 to San Jose State Teachers Training College and
to San Jose State College in 1935. It has been known as San Jose State University since 1974. State
regulations and requirements for teacher preparation evolved during this time as well to require
longer training periods with more coursework, content and pedagogical knowledge development,
and teaching practice.

States, through policies and regulations, continue to exert significant influence on the pre-
service training teachers receive prior to entering the classroom as the teacher of record. Despite the
marked growth in programs offering alternative routes to earn a teaching certificate, most new
teachers continue to enter the labor force through the traditional route of completing an
undergraduate or graduate teacher preparation program. State-supported universities continue to
produce the majority of teacher candidates.

States’ policies regarding teacher education programs are therefore a significant means
through which States can influence teacher quality. Policies generally stipulate the amount of subject
matter coursework and clinical experiences (student teaching and/or observations) all teacher
candidates must complete in order to be eligible for full State certification. While most teachers are
required to complete some amount of clinical experiences, minimum subject matter coursework
requirements tend to target high school teachers. Middle school teachers are increasingly covered by
these requirements since the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). States also
hold teacher preparation programs accountable for the quality of the teachers they train through such
means as publishing pass rates/ratings of institutions, publishing report cards for institutions, holding
them accountable for the classroom performance of their graduates, and identifying low-performing
programs.

California’s Approach. The design and structure of the current 98 teacher preparation
programs accredited by the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) have been and
continue to be shaped by CCTC’s standards for preparation programs, standards for the teaching
profession, and teacher performance expectations.®* Each program was evaluated and deemed to
meet or exceed the Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Professional Teacher Preparation
Programs adopted by CCTC in September 2001. This document details 18 standards organized into
four domains: program design, governance, and qualities; preparation to teach curriculum to all
students in California’s schools; preparation to teach all students in California schools; and
supervised fieldwork in the program. These program standards are intended to ensure that teacher
candidates meet the 13 teacher performance expectations (TPES) that are aligned to the six domains
of the State’s Standards for the Teaching Profession adopted in January 1997. A complete list of all
these standards and expectations is provided in Chart 2.



CHART 2: California’s Standards for Teacher Preparation Programs, the Teaching Profession and

Teacher Performance

Program Standards

Teaching Profession Standards and Teacher Performance Expectations

Standard 1: Program Design,
Governance, and Qualities
1.1 Program design

1.2 Collaboration in governing

the program
1.3 Relationships between
theory and practice

1.4 Pedagogical thought and

reflective practice

1.5 Equity, diversity and access

to the core curriculum

Standard 2: Preparation to Teach

Curriculum to All Students in
California Schools

2.1 Opportunities to learn,

practice and reflect on

teaching in all subject areas

2.2 Preparation to teach
reading-language arts

2.3 Pedagogical preparation for

subject-specific content
instruction
2.4 Using computer-based

technology in the classroom
Standard 3: Preparation to Teach
All Students in California Schools
3.1 Preparation for learning to
create a supportive, healthy
environment for student

learning

3.2 Preparation to use
educational ideas and
research

3.3 Professional perspectives
toward student learning and

the teaching profession

3.4 Preparation to teach English

learners

3.5 Preparation to teach special
populations in the general

education classroom

Standard 4: Supervised Fieldwork

in the Program

4.1 Learning to teach through

supervised fieldwork

4.2 Selection of fieldwork sites
and qualifications of field

supervisors

4.3 Candidate qualifications for
teaching responsibilities in

the fieldwork sequence

4.4 Pedagogical assessments
and formative assessments

during the program

Standard 1: Engaging and Supporting All Students in Learning
1.1 Connecting students’ prior knowledge, life experience, and interests with learning goals
1.2 Using a variety of instructional strategies and resources to respond to students’ diverse
needs
1.3 Facilitating learning experiences that promote autonomy, interaction, and choice
1.4 Engaging students in problem solving, critical thinking and other activities that make
subject matter meaningful
1.5 Promoting self-directed, reflective learning for all students
TPE 1: Making content accessible
TPE 2: Student engagement
TPE 3: Developmentally-appropriate teaching practices
TPE 4: Teaching English learners
Standard 2: Creating and Maintaining Effective Environments for Student Learning
2.1 Creating a physical environment that engages all students
2.2 Establishing a climate that promotes fairness and respect
2.3 Promoting social development and group responsibility
2.4 Establishing and maintaining standards for student behavior
2.5 Planning and implementing classroom procedures and routines that support student
learning
2.6 Using instructional time effectively
TPE 5: Instructional time
TPE 6: Social environment
Standard 3: Understanding and Organizing Subject Matter for Student Learning
3.1 Demonstrating knowledge of subject matter content and student development
3.2 Organizing curriculum to support understanding of subject matter
3.3 Interrelating ideas and information within and across subject matter areas
3.4 Developing student understanding through instructional strategies that are appropriate to
the subject matter
3.5 Using materials, resources, and technologies to make subject matter accessible to students
TPE 7: Specific pedagogical skills for subject matter
Standard 4: Planning Instruction and Designing Learning Experiences for All Students
4.1 Drawing on and valuing students’ backgrounds, interests, and developmental learning
needs
4.2 Establishing and articulating goals for student learning
4.3 Developing and sequencing instructional activities and materials for student learning
4.4 Designing short-term and long-term plans to foster student learning
4.5 Modifying instructional plans to adjust for student needs
TPE 8: Learning about students
TPE 9: Instructional planning
Standard 5: Assessing Student Learning
5.1 Establishing and communicating learning goals for all students
5.2 Collecting and using multiple sources of information to access student learning
5.3 Involving and guiding all students in assessing their own learning
5.4 Using the results of assessments to guide instruction
5.5 Communicating with students, families, and other audiences about student progress
TPE 10: Monitoring student learning during instruction
TPE 11: Interpretation and use of assessments
Standard 6: Developing as a Professional Educator
6.1 Reflecting on teaching practice and planning professional development
6.2 Establishing professional goals and pursuing opportunities to grow professionally
6.3 Working with communities to improve professional practice
6.4 Working with families to improve professional practice
6.5 Working with colleagues to improve professional practice
6.6 Balancing professional responsibilities and maintaining motivation
TPE 12: Professional, legal and ethical obligations
TPE 13: Professional growth

SOURCE: CCTC (January 1997), CCTC (September 2001)®




California’s program standards document opens with the following Statement: “The
professional teacher preparation program and its prerequisites include a purposeful developmentally
designed sequence of coursework and field experiences that effectively prepare candidates to teach
all K-12 students and understand the contemporary conditions of schooling.” Toward that end,
teacher license candidates must demonstrate subject matter competency by either passing a subject-
matter test (see the Licensure and Certification policy section) or completing a CCTC-approved
single-subject preparation program. CCTC accreditation standards require candidates from these
programs to complete a minimum number of credits in the subject which they seek to teach.* For
example, English teacher preparation programs must require a minimum of 36 semester units (or 54
quarter units) of core coursework in English and related subjects as well as 12 semester units (or 18
quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of English. According to the standards,
extended study requirements allow candidates’ knowledge in a specific subject domain to gain
breadth, depth, perspective and concentration. Chart 3 displays minimum coursework requirements
for preparation programs in other subjects.

CHART 3. Minimum Subject Matter Coursework for Teacher Candidates Prepared within California
Subject Adopted Core Coursework Extended Study

Agriculture 1999 45 semester / 67 quarter N/A

Art 2004 36 semester / 54 quarter 12 semester / 18 quarter
Business 1999 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter
English 2003 36 semester / 54 quarter 12 semester / 18 quarter

Foreign Language 2004 33 semester / 50 quarter N/A

Health Science 1999 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter
Home Economics 1999 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter
Industrial and Technology 1999 45 semester / 67 quarter N/A

Mathematics 2003 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter
Music 2004 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter
Physical Education 2004 24 semester / 36 quarter 21 semester / 32 quarter
Science 2003 24 semester / 36 quarter 21 semester / 32 quarter
Social Studies 2003 30 semester / 45 quarter 15 semester / 22 quarter

SOURCE: Single Subject Matter Handbooks available at www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/STDS-subject-matter.html#SSMP-HANDBOOKS

CCTC accreditation standards require that teacher candidates complete some form of early
field experiences. These include one or more of the following activities: planned observations,
instruction or tutoring experiences, and other school based observations or activities. As will be seen
in the following section, California requires teacher candidates to successfully complete student
teaching. However, there is no CCTC-accreditation requirement that this clinical experience be of
some minimum length.

Each teacher education program’s accreditation is reassessed by CCTC using the program
standards described above every five to seven years. In addition to these program evaluations, each
year CCTC identifies low-performing programs and publishes institution passage rates on four types
of exams—~California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST), Reading Instruction Competence
Assessment (RICA), academic and other content exams (e.g., California Subject Educational Test
(CSET), Praxis I, etc.). This information is included in the State’s annual report on teacher
preparation programs submitted to the U.S. Department of Education as required by Section 207 of
Title 11 of the Higher Education Act.

Approaches Taken by States across the Nation. While we were unable to gather
accreditation requirements across States, NASDTEC’s Knowledgebase contains information on
specific subject matter requirements for teachers at different levels. It is not clear whether these
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requirements pertain to the State’s accreditation standards or its licensure requirements. California’s
policies demonstrate that these are not necessarily the same. While the accreditation standards for
single-subject preparation programs require candidates to complete a minimum number of
coursework units, the licensure requirements allow teachers to demonstrate subject matter
competency by either completing this coursework or passing a subject area examination. Despite this
disclaimer, these are a good proxy for coursework requirements for accreditation.

Table 1 shows that most States require a major or a minimum number of coursework units.
Twenty-six States require the completion of a major while California and 28 other States specify a
minimum amount of coursework. NASDTEC does not specify how much coursework is required in
this latter group. In some States, the minimum unit requirements may equate to a major (like in
California) while in other candidates may only need to complete units generally viewed as a minor.

TABLE 1. Subject Matter Coursework Requirements for Middle and Secondary Teacher Candidates

Coursework Requirements Frequency | States

Major 26 AL, CT, DE, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, MD, MN, MS, MO, NE, NV?, NJ,
NM, NY, ND°, OH, OK, PA, SC, TN, VT, VA* WY

Minor 10 ID, IL, 1A, LA, MI, MT, NV, TN, WI, WY

Minimum Number of Units 29 AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, DC, ID, 1A, KY, LA, MI, MO, MT, NE,
NV, NH, NM, NY, ND®, OK, RI, SC, SD, TN, TX, VT, WA, WI

No Requirements 9 AK, AZ, GA, IN, ME, MA, OR, WA, WV

Unable to Determine 3 HI, NC, UT

@ Major required for secondary teachers only; ® North Dakota teachers of grades 7-8 in middle and junior high schools must satisfy minimum unit
requirements while teachers of grades 7 and 8 in high school settings must hold a major in their subject. High school teachers must have a major in the
subject taught.

NOTE: Within a State, the minimum degree/coursework requirements may vary across subjects or within individuals across endorsement areas (i.e.,
the teacher needs a major for the first subject endorsement but can add additional endorsements with coursework less than a major).

SOURCE: See Table A-1 in Appendix 1.

Numerous States appear twice in Table 1. Why? NASDTEC does not provide much in the
way of an explanation. Yet it does rule out differences across middle and secondary teachers. State
coursework requirements are the same for both middle and high school teachers with a few
exceptions (North Dakota and Virginia) which require more coursework for secondary than middle
school teachers. We surmise that the duplications are due to different coursework requirements
across subjects within States. According to Education Week there are several States which require
teachers to hold a major in the primary endorsement area but allows additional endorsements to be
added with only a minor.

TABLE 2. Minimum Requirements for Student Teaching at State-Approved Teacher Preparation
Programs

Minimum Amount of Time | Frequency States

More than 15 full-time weeks 3 CO, MD, WI

10 to 15 full-time weeks 20 AK, CT, FL, GA, IA, KS, KY, MN, MS, NE, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC,
SD, TN, TX, UT, VT, WV

Less than 10 full-time weeks 4 IN, MI, MO, NY, VA

Semester 10 AL, DE, IL, LA, MA, MT, NH, NJ, NM, OH

Minimum Semester Hours 2 AZ, NV

No Minimum Requirement or 10 AR, CA, DC, HI, ID, ME, NC, ND, WA, WY

Unable to Determine

SOURCE: See Table A-1 in Appendix 1.
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Field experiences and student teaching provide opportunities for teacher candidates to draw
connections between coursework and professional practice. At least 37 States require their teacher
candidates to complete some form of field experience (often classroom observations) prior to their
student teaching. As a student teacher, candidates assume greater instructional responsibilities under
the supervision of an experienced teacher. At least 41 States have established a minimum amount of
time teacher candidates must spend as a student teacher. Most (20 States) require between 10 and 15
full-time weeks. Another ten States require candidates spend a semester student teaching, a similar
amount of time. NASDTEC also reports that at least 22 States (including California) require that
student teachers be evaluated on the basis of a single statewide set of requirements.

The most common way States hold preparation programs accountable for teacher quality is
by identifying low-performing institutions (see Table 3). California and 44 other States do so.
Twenty-four other States in addition to California publish institution passage rates or institution
ratings. Only 12 States publish report cards on each program, and 14 States hold programs
accountable for the classroom performance of their graduates. Five States (Alabama, Arizona,
Delaware, ldaho, and Utah) do not use any of these accountability practices.

TABLE 3. Means by which States Hold Teacher Preparation Programs Accountable for Teacher
Quality, 2004-05

Means Frequency | States

Publishes Pass Rates/Ratings of 25 AL, AR, CA, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA, MO, OH, OK, NE,
Institutions NY, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV

Publishes Report Cards on 12 AL, IL, KS, KY, LA, OH, NC, SC, TN, WV
Institutions

Holds Institutions Accountable for 14 AL, CT, FL, IN, KY, LA, MO, OH, OK, NC, SC

the Classroom Performance of
Their Graduates

Identifies Low-Performing 45 AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, FL, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA,
Institutions MO, NE, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, PA, SC, TN, VA, WV, WI
None of the Above 5 AK, AZ,DE, ID, UT

SOURCE: See Table A-2 in Appendix 1.

Effectiveness of these Policies. Unfortunately, very little is known about the effectiveness of
different aspects of pre-service teacher education. While all States have policies regarding teacher
education, there is very little available data that includes information on both teachers’ preparation
experiences and the outcomes of those teachers’ students. Without this data, researchers simply
cannot analyze the effect of teacher preparation on students. This is important to note because lack
of evidence of effects on student outcomes in this area does not necessarily imply that there are no
effects — only that we do not know what those effects are. In these cases, policy decisions cannot be
based on causal research evidence.

As noted above, some researchers have accessed information on teachers’ masters degrees
and found little relationship between these degrees, on average, and student outcomes, though high
school math teachers with graduate degrees in math do appear to add more to student learning than
other math teachers. Given the substantial investment needed to obtain a masters degree, State
policies supporting unspecified masters’ degrees for teachers do not appear worthwhile.

Graduate degrees vary meaningfully in their content, so that a lack of an overall effect, does
not imply that specific coursework cannot be useful. Two studies have examined the number of
subject-specific courses teachers took. Eberts and Stone (1984) find no relationship between the
number of college-level math courses a teacher took and the math gains of 4th grade students. In
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contrast, Monk and King (1994) and Monk (1994) find that students of teachers who took more math
courses had better high school math gains but the effects are generally modest.>’ It may be that a
teacher’s additional math courses make a difference for those teaching high school but not for those
teaching elementary students. Similar research for other subject areas either does not exist or, in the
case of science, is inconclusive. Thus the evidence provides some modest support for the value of
subject-specific coursework, though given the small research base, this is only evident for high
school math.

The evidence for other areas of teacher preparation is even sparser. Most teacher preparation
programs contain multiple courses on aspects of pedagogy. Most of the few studies that examine the
relationship between pedagogy coursework and student achievement cannot be considered causal
and only a few provide general correlational evidence. Monk (1994) finds that content-related
pedagogy coursework in mathematics is positively associated with student achievement and is more
closely associated with higher gains than is additional content coursework. The one exception is a
recent working paper by Harris and Sass (2006) that uses Florida administrative data and does not
find a link between student test score gains and coursework in pedagogy, education theory or subject
content.*®

Nearly all preparation programs also include field experiences, such as student teaching,
where these skills may be learned and practiced. Many close observers of teacher education believe
that field experiences exert an important influence on teacher preparation. Nonetheless, there is only
limited research that links field experience to student achievement and none that sorts out the content
and duration of field experiences that are most influential. As summarized by Wilson, Floden and
Ferrini-Mundy (2002) and in Clift and Brady (2005), evaluations of field experiences typically focus
on teachers’ perceptions of the problems of how experiences are structured or self-identified changes
in beliefs or practice.>® Harris and Sass (2006) do not find a link between field experiences and
teachers’ value-added to student achievement.*° Perhaps the most convincing evidence on the effects
of field experience comes from studies that follow teachers during the first few years in the
classroom. These studies show clearly that teachers improve with experience.*

To summarize, there is a remarkable lack of evidence on the effect of almost any aspect of
teacher preparation on the outcomes of students.

Licensure and Certification Policies

Teachers must be appropriately licensed and/or certified to be the classroom teacher of
record in every State and the District of Columbia. These requirements act as a minimum quality
control measure as they enable States to ensure teachers have completed the required pre-service
training as discussed in the previous section and/or passed required exams. As pre-service training
requirement evolved, more and more States adopted teacher licensure and certification laws. Texas
passed a certification law in 1879. Maine offered State certification in 1895 and made it mandatory
in 1913.%2 The first teacher licenses in Wisconsin were issued in 1937. Opponents of these policies
argue that they suppress rather than raise the average quality level of the teacher labor force.
Licensure and certification requirements increase the costs of entering teaching, and thus may
discourage individuals with good prospects in alternative occupations from becoming teachers.

Most States have a professional standards board that oversees, with varying degree of
autonomy, the State’s teacher licensure and certification regulations and procedures. The
responsibilities of many of these boards include other areas of teacher policy as well such as the
accreditation of both traditional and alternative-route teacher preparation programs, professional
practices, and recruitment and retention incentive programs. In determining the States’ teacher
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licensure policies, these professional boards are responsible for selecting or suggesting the type and
number of assessments teacher candidates must pass in order to earn their initial license. Licensure
assessments can be grouped into four broad categories: basic skills, subject matter knowledge,
subject specific pedagogy, and general pedagogy. Here we review State policies regarding the first
three categories. We do not address general pedagogy.

The last decade has witnessed a marked increase in the number of teacher candidates entering
the profession from alternative (otherwise known as early-entry) program. These programs have
earned the “alternative” moniker because they offer an alternative to traditional teacher preparation
programs — i.e., those run by a university or college and including an undergraduate or graduate
degree - for individuals wishing to become teachers. These programs expedite the preparation
process with participants frequently teaching concurrent to their training. The reduced pre-service
preparation in alternative routes has been hotly debated in many States. We review State policies
regarding how alternative-route candidates, prior to teaching, demonstrate subject matter
competency as well as whether or not they are required to complete pre-service training and practice
teaching and/or fieldwork. Additionally, we report on whether or not participants must complete a
mentoring program.

Regardless of which type of preparation program — traditional or alternative — teachers
complete, all teachers in school receiving Title | funding must satisfying the “Highly Qualified
Teacher” (HQT) provision of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. The federal HQT definition is
three-pronged. A HQT must (1) hold a baccalaureate degree, (2) be fully State certified, and (3)
demonstrate subject matter competency in each core academic subject they teach.*® Each State was
responsible for aligning their State licensure system to federal requirements. In many States, the
professional standard boards were handed the task. Our review of each State’s implementation
reveals significant variation across the States with regard to what it means to be fully State certified
and demonstrate subject matter competency.

California’s Approach. The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CCTC) was
established in 1970 by the Ryan Act as an autonomous State agency in that the rules and regulations
it adopts need not be reviewed or approved by any other State agency prior to taking effect. The
Commission has four ex-officio non-voting members and 15 voting members, 14 of whom are
appointed by the Governor with the consent of the Senate and represent the key stakeholder groups:
active teachers, school administrators, school boards, colleges and universities, and the public. The
Superintendent of Public Instruction or his/her designee is the fifteenth voting member. According to
its website, the “Commission serves as a State standards board for educator preparation for the
public schools of California, the licensing and credentialing of professional educators in the State,
the enforcement of professional practices of educators, and the discipline of credential holders in the
State of California.” The authorizing statute details 17 responsibilities of the CCTC (Cal Educ. Code
844225), listed in Chart 4.

Teaching Credential Requirements for Candidates Trained in California: CCTC issues three
forms of credentials—Internship, Preliminary, and Professional Clear—as well as several permits
and waivers. There are multiple types of each credential and permit that are aligned to the subject
and content taught by the credential holder. The most common are single-subject and multiple-
subject.** A multiple-subject credential authorizes the holder to teach in a self-contained classroom
such as an elementary classroom. We detail the requirements of each in turn below. The
requirements pertain to individuals prepared within California. Requirements for teacher candidates
prepared in other States are presented separately.
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CHART 4. Statutory Responsibilities of the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2005

Statutory Responsibilities

1.
2.

3.
4.
5

3

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

Establish professional standards, assessments, and examinations for entry and advancement in the education profession.
Reduce and streamline the credential system to ensure teacher competence in the subject field or fields, while allowing
greater flexibility in staffing local schools.

Review and, if necessary, revise the code of ethics for the teaching profession.

Establish standards for the issuance and renewal of credentials, certificates, and permits.

Determine the scope and authorization of credentials, to ensure competence in teaching and other educational services, and
establish sanctions for the misuse of credentials and the misassignment of credential holders.

Collect, compile, and disseminate information regarding exemplary practices in supporting and assessing beginning teachers.
Establish alternative methods for entry into the teaching profession, and into other certificated roles in the schools, by persons
in varying circumstances, including persons who have been educated outside of California, provided that each applicant
satisfies all the requirements establish by the commission.

Adopt a framework and general standards for the accreditation of preparation programs for teachers and other certificated
educators.

Appoint classroom teachers, school administrators, other school services personnel, representatives of the public, and public
or private higher education representatives to one or more standing committees, which shall be given authority to recommend
to the commission standards relating to examinations, performance assessments, program accreditation, and licensing.
Consult with classroom teachers, faculty members from institutions of higher education that maintain accredited programs of
professional preparation for teachers, administrators or other school services personnel, and other experts to aid in the
development of examinations and assessments, and to study the impact of examinations and assessments on the teaching
profession.

Adopt standards for all examinations and assessments which shall ensure that all prospective teachers demonstrate an
understanding of the history and cultures of the major ethnic populations of this State and of teaching strategies for the
acquisition of English language skills by non-English-speaking pupils.

Review requests from school districts, county offices of education, private schools, postsecondary institutions, and individual
applicants for the waiver of one or more of the provisions of this chapter or other provisions governing the preparation or
licensing of educators.

Develop models for voluntary use by California colleges and universities to assist in the screening of applications for
admission to the teacher education programs.

Encourage colleges and universities to design and implement concentrated internship programs for persons who have attained
a bachelor’s degree in the field in which they intend to teach.

Grant a field placement certificate to any candidate who has been admitted to an accredited program of professional
preparation, and who must complete a supervised practicum in public elementary or secondary schools as a condition for
completion of the program.

Propose appropriate rules and regulations to implement the act which enacts this section.

Adopt subject matter assessments for teaching credentials after developing those assessments jointly with the Superintendent
of Public Instruction.

SOURCE: Cal Educ. Code §44225

Most California teachers begin their career with a Preliminary Teaching (or Level I)
Credential. To be eligible for a Preliminary Teaching Credential, candidates must hold a bachelor’s
degree in a subject other than professional education and complete a CCTC-approved university-
based traditional fifth-year or blended (i.e., 4 year) program including successful student teaching.
They must satisfy the Developing English Language Skills and the U.S. Constitution requirements
and complete a foundational computer technology course.*

Candidates must also pass several examinations. All candidates must pass the CBEST, a test
of basic skills, and demonstrate subject matter competency. Single-subject candidates can either (1)
pass the required subject specific test(s), the California Subject Examination for Teachers (CSET),
(2) complete a CCTC-approved subject matter program (see Chart 3 for programs’ coursework
requirements), or (3) for specialized science subjects only*, pass the appropriate test or take the
required coursework. Multiple-subject candidates must pass the multiple-subject CSET to
demonstrate competency. They must also pass the RICA. A Preliminary Teaching Credential is valid
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for five years by which time the teacher must progress to a Professional Clear Credential or lose
California teaching privileges.

Teachers holding a Preliminary Teaching Credential have three options by which they can
earn a Professional Clear (or Professional Teaching or Level 1) Credential. If they earn a National
Board for Professional Teacher Standards (NBPTS) certification, a Professional Clear Credential
will be issued in the subject of the national certificate. The second option is to complete a CCTC-
approved professional teacher induction program. The third option, only available to teachers who
received their Preliminary Teaching Credential prior to 30 August 2004, is to complete a fifth year
of study at a CCTC-approved teacher preparation program. At the conclusion of the program, they
must secure a recommendation for a Professional Clear Credential from this program.*’

Internship Credentials are awarded to individuals completing an alternative-route teacher
preparation program. There are three types: University Internship Credential, District Intern
Credential, and Individualized Internship Certificate. Candidates must be enrolled in either a CCTC-
approved program which required them to demonstrate subject matter competency as a prerequisite
of enrollment. CCTC issues candidates the internship credential appropriate to the type of
alternative-route program in which they are enrolled. (Program types are discussed below.) These
credentials are valid for two years and renewable for one additional year at the end of which they
must be eligible for either a Preliminary Teaching or Professional Clear Credential.

In addition to the credentials detailed above, CCTC also issues several forms of permits and
waivers—Emergency Permit, Provisional Internship Permit (PIP), Short-term Staff Permit (STSP),
and Credential Waiver. The Emergency Permit was to be phased out by 2006 and replaced with the
PIP and the STSP.*® Emergency Permits were valid for one year and renewable annually for up to
four years. CCTC issues these permits and waivers only in response to a request from an employer.

PIPs are available only for anticipated hires where the employing agency applying for the
permit verifies a “diligent search” has been made and a fully-credentialed teacher could not be
found. An applicant must hold a baccalaureate degree, pass the CBEST and meet certain coursework
requirements.*® The employing agency must (1) provide orientation, guidance, and assistance to
permit holder, (2) assist the permit holder in developing a personalized plan detailing how the holder
will meet the subject matter competence, (3) assist the permit holder in enrolling in subject matter
training and assist the holder in meeting the subject matter competency requirement, (4) appraise the
holder of the steps needed to earn a credential and enroll in an internship program, and (5) post a
notice of the intent to employ the permit holder. A PIP is valid for one year and renewable for one
additional year. Renewal is contingent upon the applicant having taken all the appropriate subject
matter tests, but not having passed them all. A PIP holder enrolls in an internship program once s/he
passes all the required tests.

STSPs are available only for unanticipated hires for which recruitment efforts have not netted
a fully credentialed teacher. An applicant must hold a baccalaureate degree, pass the CBEST and
meet the same coursework requirements as a PIP applicant. The employing agency must provide
orientation to curriculum and instructional techniques and classroom management to the permit
holder, assign a mentor, and provide a written justification why the STSP is required. A STSP is
valid for one year and is nonrenewable.

A Credential Waiver is available for candidates who have not demonstrated subject matter
competency and waives one or more requirements of a full teaching credential. Holders of a
Credential Waiver must demonstrate progress toward a full credential. They are valid of one year
and are renewable on a case-by-case basis but can not be renewed more than twice.
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Alternative-Route to Certification Programs: CCTC has approved five types of alternative-

route programs whose participants are eligible for the Internship Credential:

¢ University-based programs are one- or two-year programs administered by colleges and

universities in partnership with local school districts. Participants are eligible for a
University Internship Credential.

¢ District-based programs are operated by districts that have developed and implemented a

Professional Development Plan, in consultation with a college or university with a
CCTC-approved teacher preparation program. Participants are eligible for a District

Intern Credential.

¢ The CalStateTeach program is a special type of University-based program that allows

participants to complete coursework through a distance-learning program of self-study in

16 months. Participants are eligible for a University Internship Credential.

¢ All University-based and District-based programs must offer an Early Completion
Internship Option which allows participants who have demonstrated subject matter
competency to opt out of the coursework requirements and demonstrate pedagogical

skills through a performance assessment. Participants are eligible for either a University

Internship or District Intern Credential, depending on the program in which they are

enrolled.

¢ Individualized internship programs are available for candidates who meet the subject
matter competency requirements of NCLB and are currently enrolled ina CCTC-
approved teacher preparation program. Participants are eligible for an Individualized

Internship Certificate.

Chart 5 details the prerequisites for participants to receive any type of Internship Credential.

CHART 5: Prerequisites for Internship Credential by Alternative-Route Program, 2005

University-based, District-based,

Early Completion Option

Individualized Internship

and CalStateTeach Programs Programs

1. Receive an employment offer 1. Receive an employment offer 1. Receive an employment offer
from a district, from a district, from a district,

2. Hold a baccalaureate degree, 2. Hold a baccalaureate degree, 2. Hold a baccalaureate degree,

3. Pass the CBEST, 3. Pass the CBEST, 3. Pass the CBEST,

4. Demonstrated subject matter 4. Pass the Teaching Foundations 4. Demonstrated subject matter
competency (program or exam), Examination (TFE) competency (program or exam),

5. Meet U.S. Constitution 5. Demonstrated subject matter 5. Meet U.S. Constitution
requirement (program or exam) competency (program or exam), requirement (program or exam)

6. Obtain character and 6. Meet U.S. Constitution 6. Obtain character and
identification clearance, and requirement (program or exam) identification clearance, and

7. Enroll ina CCTC-approved 7. Obtain character and 7. Enroll in a CCTC-approved
alternative-route program identification clearance, and teacher preparation program

8. Enroll in either a university or 8. Together with supervisor from

district internship program

the program develop a two-year
Individualized Teacher
Preparation Plan during the first
90 days of employment

SOURCE: www.ctc.ca.gov

intern up to $3,500 per intern. These funds are meant to reduce mentor-intern ratios, to provide more

New Legislation: SB 1209 (Scott) and a series of bills passed in 2006 have changed some
aspects of teacher credentialing. SB 1209 increases intern funding for districts from $2,500 per




pre-service education for those teaching English learners, and to help ensure that low-performing
schools do not have more interns than the district average. The legislation also requires the CTC to
recommend ways to expedite and enhance the credentialing process for teachers in special education.
The 2006-07 budget also includes $500,000 for the CTC to implement the TPA, and includes an
additional $1.5 million to expand the Governor’s Science and Math Teacher Initiative to quadruple
annual production of credentialed science and math teachers by 2010.%°

Teaching Credential Requirements for Candidates Trained Outside California: CCTC
provides four options for candidates who received their teacher training outside California to earn a
Preliminary Teaching Credential and to advance to the Professional Clear Credential. The
requirements differ according to the number of years of experience the candidate has and whether or
not they were trained in a State with equivalent teaching credential standards to California’s.”* All
teachers trained outside of California must first qualify for a Preliminary Teaching Credential before
advancing to a Professional Clear. Additionally, they must pass the CBEST during the first year of
holding a Preliminary Teaching Credential or lose their California teaching privileges. An exception
to this rule is made for those out-of-State teachers with a National Board certification. Any out-of-
State teacher certified by the National Board will be awarded a Professional Clear Credential in the
subject area(s) of their national certificate.

Applicants with 5 or more years of teaching experience out-of-State can earn a Preliminary
Teaching Credential if they have a baccalaureate degree or higher; completed a preparation program
in elementary education (for multiple subject credential) or secondary education (for single subject
credential), including earning a minimum grade of “C” in student teaching; hold or be eligible for a
comparable teaching credential in another State; and provide evidence of rigorous performance
evaluations on which the applicant received a rating of “satisfactory” or better. Candidates for a
single subject credential must have also have an academic major in the subject of the credential
sought. After receiving the Preliminary Teaching Credential, these teachers advance to a
Professional Clear Credential by passing the CBEST during the first year of holding the Preliminary
Teaching Credential, and completing 150 clock hours of activities that contribute to the individual’s
teaching competence, performance, and effectiveness, and that assist the applicant in meeting or
exceeding standards for professional preparation established by the Commission.

Applicants with 3 or 4 years of teaching experience out-of-State can earn a Preliminary
Teaching Credential by meeting the same requirements as for those applicants with five or more
years of out-of-State teaching experience. After receiving a Preliminary Teaching Credential, these
teachers advance to a Professional Clear Credential by passing the CBEST during the first year of
certification and completing a CCTC-approved professional teacher induction program.

Applicants who were trained in a State determined to have equivalent standards can earn a
Preliminary Teaching Credential if they have earned a baccalaureate degree or higher; have
completed a preparation program on or after January 1, 1997 in a State determined to have
equivalent standards to the California Single Subject (in the relevant subject) or Multiple Subject
Teaching Credential; and hold or be eligible for a comparable teaching credential in another State.
These teachers advance to a Professional Clear Credential once they meet the following
requirements:

1. Pass CBEST during the first year of certification

2. Satisfy the Developing English Language Skills requirement

3. Satisfy the U.S. Constitution requirement

4. Demonstrate subject matter competency

5. Satisfy the teaching special populations requirement
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6. Satisfy the computer education requirement

7. Must meet one of the following requirements:

a. Hold a master’s degree or complete either a fifth year of study beyond the
bachelor’s degree

b. Complete a fifth year of study at a CCTC-approved teacher preparation program

c. Complete a CCTC-approved professional teacher induction program

If the applicant was trained outside of the U.S., they must meet the health education requirement by
either completing a unit requirement in health education or completing a CCTC-approved
professional teacher induction program.

Applicants with less than 3 years of teaching experience or trained in a States without
equivalent standards must meet the following requirements:

1. Have a baccalaureate degree or higher

2. Hold or be eligible for a comparable teaching credential in another State;

3. Satisfy one of the following:

a. Have completed a preparation program in elementary education (for multiple
subject credential) or secondary education (for single subject credential),
including earning a minimum grade of “C” in student teaching or

b. Verify completion of three years of successful full-time single subject or multiple-
subject teaching.

In order to advance to a Professional Clear Credential, these teachers must meet the same
requirements as those who were trained in States with equivalent standards; however, the methods of
meeting those requirements differ.

California’s Implementation of NCLB’s ““Highly Qualified Teacher’” Provision: The
California Department of Education (CDE) was responsible for California’s implementation of the
“Highly Qualified Teacher” provision of the No Child Left Behind Act.> This required CDE to
determine what CCTC-issued teacher credentials would be considered “fully State certified” and
how teachers, particularly veteran teachers, would demonstrate subject matter competency. CDE was
also charged with responsibility for guaranteeing that all teachers in schools receiving Title | funding
were “highly qualified” by the end of the 2005-06 school year. Teachers holding CCTC-issued
Preliminary Teaching, Professional Clear, and Internship Credentials are considered to be fully State
certified with respect to NCLB. The permits and waivers discussed above are not NCLB-compliant;
however, this was not always the case. Originally, California’s plan called for teachers known as
‘pre-interns’ to be considered highly qualified. Such teachers were required to meet the same content
coursework requirements as holders of the current PIPs and STSPs (neither of which are NCLB-
compliant under the State’s current NCLB guidance). The U.S. Department of Education rejected
this proposed definition in the fall of 2002.

California established multiple options for demonstrating subject matter competency that
differ across grade level taught and the teachers’ experience as required by NCLB. As presented
above, all new elementary, middle, and high school teachers must pass a CCTC-approved subject
matter test, usually the CSET, in each core academic subject area taught in order to receive a
Preliminary Teaching Credential. These tests satisfy NCLB’s subject matter competency
requirement. New middle and high school teachers may also complete a CCTC-approved subject
matter program to demonstrate competency.> Veteran teachers have more options. In addition to the
options available to new teachers, veteran middle and high school teachers can demonstrate
competency by completing an undergraduate academic major, coursework equivalent to an
undergraduate academic major (i.e., 32 semester units) or a graduate degree. If a veteran teacher at
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any grade level holds a National Board Certificate in the core academic subject taught (i.e., not a
generalist certification), they are deemed to have subject matter competency as permitted by the
federal legislation.>
As authorized by NCLB, all veteran teachers regardless of grade level taught can also
demonstrate subject matter competency by acquiring at least 100 points on California’s high
objective uniform State standard of evaluation (HOUSSE) rubric for each core academic subject area
taught. Points are awarded in six categories:
1. Prior teaching experience in core academic subject area taught: 10 points per year for a
maximum of 50 points
2. Coursework in core academic subject area taught: points per activity range from 30 to 60
points with a maximum of 60 points™
3. Standards aligned professional development within last six years in core academic
subject area taught: 5 points per each 20 hours of activities with no maximum
4. Leadership and service to the profession in core academic subject area taught: 30 points
per year with no maximum
5. Completion of a successful observation assessment: 20 points per observation with no
maximum
6. Completion of a successful portfolio assessment: 100 points
Examples of professional development aligned to California’s Standards for the Teaching
Profession include the Reading and Mathematics Professional Development Program authorized by
AB 466 in 1999, approved Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment (BTSA) programs, and
participating in, but not yet completing, the National Board Certification program. Leadership and
service roles include mentor, academic curriculum coach, supervising teacher, college/university
instructor in content area or content methodology, BTSA support provider, department chair, and
receiving national or State recognition as an outstanding educator in content area. A successful
portfolio assessment requires the teacher to demonstrate competence in standards 3.1-3.5 and 5.1 of
California’s Standards for the Teaching Profession (see Chart 1).%°
Each year, CDE is statutorily required to submit a report to the U.S. Secretary of Education
pertaining to the State’s performance in meeting the NCLB’s goals. According to the 2003-04 report,
48 percent of core academic subject classes were taught by non-highly qualified teachers.>” These
classes were concentrated in high poverty schools (60 percent versus 40 percent of classes in low
poverty schools) and at the elementary level (51 percent of classes versus 47 percent of secondary
classes). The CDE submitted a report in July 2006, which a peer review panel concluded was
deficient in a number of areas. The federal government agreed with the panels findings, and as a
result the state submitted a revised plan in September 2006. In addition to the actions included in the
revised plan, the California Department of Education is providing targeted technical assistance
throughout the year to over 1,700 schools to help them meet the highly qualified teacher goal by the
end of the 2006-07 school year.>®
Approach Taken by States across the Nation. Forty-two States have a professional standards
board with some responsibility for the development of teacher licensure rules and regulations (see
Table 4).*® The majority of these boards (28 States) are advisory in that all their decisions are
forwarded to another State agency with rule-making authority for consideration. Boards in eleven
States, including California, have autonomous boards. The boards in Maryland, Texas, and Vermont
are semi-autonomous with respect to teacher licensure policies and regulations. In these States,
board decisions are final and official unless another agency (usually the State board of education)
either overrules their decisions or in specific instances approves their decisions.

20



TABLE 4. Level of Autonomy for Standards Boards Responsible for Teacher Licensure Regulation
Development, 2005

Level of Autonomy Frequency | States

Autonomous 11 CA, DE, GA, HI, IA, KY, MN, NV, ND, OR, WY

Semi-autonomous 3 MD, TX, VT

Advisory 28 AK, AR, CT, FL, ID, IL, IN, KS, LA, MA, MI, MS, MO, MT,
NH, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, PA, RI, SD, TN, VA, WA?, WV, WI

No Professional Standards Board 9 AL, AZ, CO, DC, ME, NE, NJ, SC, UT

@ Washington’s board became autonomous in 2006.

NOTE: This autonomy rating pertains only to the boards’ involvement in developing rules and regulations regarding the licensure and certification of
teachers. In some States, the degree of autonomy possessed by the boards varies across their responsibilities.

SOURCE: See Table A-3 in Appendix 2.

Required Assessments for Licensure: Examinations and assessments are a very common
means by which States ensure their teachers have the necessary skills and knowledge to be
successful in the classroom. States have placed greater emphasis on these tests since the advent of
NCLB. As we discuss in greater detail later, for example, all new elementary teachers are federally
required to pass a subject matter examination in order to be deemed highly qualified.

NASDTEC contains information on three common types of licensure examinations: subject
matter, basic skills, and knowledge of teaching (i.e., general and/or subject-specific pedagogy).
Again, we are can not be confident that States reported these requirements all impacting all
candidates or just some candidates. For example, 44 States reported requiring a subject matter test.
One very likely reason why so many States require this type of exam is the highly qualified teacher
provision of NCLB. Yet the law only requires a subject matter examination for new teachers who do
not have a major in the subject they seek to teach. We can not be sure that all teachers, even those
with a subject major, in each of these States must take a subject-matter examination. Despite this
uncertainty about the breadth of the testing requirements, we believe this information is a good
proxy for State licensure requirements.

TABLE 5a. Examination Requirements for Candidates for Initial Teacher License

Type of Examination Frequency | States

Subject Matter test 2 COo, UT

Basic Skills test 4 AK? CA" NE, ND

Knowledge of Teaching test 1 RI

Subject Matter and Basic Skills tests 12 DE, GA, IN, MA, MI, MO, NH, NY, NC, VT, WA,

Wi

Subject Matter and Knowledge of Teaching 9 ID, KS, KY, NJ, OH, SC, SD, TX, WY
tests

Subject Matter, Basic Skills, and Knowledge 21 AL, AZ, AR, CT, DC, FL, HI, IL, LA, ME, MD, MN,
of Teaching tests MS, NV, NM, OK, OR, PA, TN, VA, WV

No Examinations Required 2 1A, MT

? Alaska’s new three level certification system effective September 29, 2005 requires teachers pass a basic skills test to receive the three-year non-
renewable Initial Certificate. In order to advance to the Professional Certificate, they must pass a content area examination.

P California requires single-subject candidates (i.e., secondary teachers) to demonstrate subject matter competency by either completing a sequence of
content coursework or passing a subject area examination. Multiple-subject candidates (i.e., elementary) must pass a subject area examination.
NOTE: NASDTEC only collected information on three categories of tests: subject matter, basic skills, and knowledge of teaching.

SOURCE: See Table A-4a in Appendix 2.

All but two States require candidates for initial teacher license to pass at least one

examination (see Table 5a). Twenty-one States require all three types of tests. Subject matter
examinations are the most commonly required (44 States). Basic skills tests are required in 35 States.
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Many of these States require candidates to pass these exams prior to admission to teacher
preparation programs or student teaching. Thirty-three States require candidates to pass an
examination of their knowledge of teaching. lowa and Montana did not require any of these three
assessments. However, Montana does require elementary candidates who complete preparation
programs on or after July 1, 2006 to earn a minimum score of 8 based on a multi-dimensional
content test which includes a minimum grade point average, performance-based assessment of
student teaching, and performance on the PRAXIS Il subject area test.

Most States have a multiple-stage teacher licensure system (see Table 5b). These are touted
as a means to help ensure teacher quality through accountability and support. Teachers begin their
careers with the first stage license and advance to the second-stage license after meeting additional
requirements. The most common requirement is that teachers have a specific number of years of
experience. Almost all of these States, however, also require teachers to meet other requirements.
Other common requirements include passing a State performance assessment (17 States) or a local
district performance assessment (15 States), earning a master’s degree (12 States), and completing a
minimum number of semester hours of coursework (12 States).

TABLE 5b. Requirements for Secondary-Stage Teacher License

Requirement Frequency | States

Internship 8 IL, IN, KY, MA, NM, PA, VT, WV

Specific Number Years of Experience 30 AZ, CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, IA, KY, ME, MD, MA, Ml,
MO, MT, NE, NH, NM, NY, NC, OH, OR, PA, RI, SC,
TN, TX, UT, VT, WV, WI

Specific Number of Semester Hours 12 CT, IL, MD, MI, MT, OR, PA, RI, VT, WA, WV, WI

State Test 6 AK, AZ, IL, SC, TX, UT

State Performance Assessment 17 AK, AZ, AR, CA, CT, DE, IN, IA, KS, MA, NM, OH,
OK, PA, SC, UT, WV

Local District Performance Assessment 15 CO, IA, ME, MA, MI, MO, NM, PA, RI, SC, TN, UT,
VT, WV, WI

Fifth Year of Course Work 7 AL, CA, KY, MI, MT, OR, WV

Master’s Degree 12 AL, IL, KY, MD, MS, MT, NY, ND, OR, TX, VA, WI

Employment 17 AZ, CA, DE, IL, IN, KS, ME, MA, NE, NM, OH, RI, SC,
TX, UT, VT, WA

Second-Stage License Required 31 AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, ME,
MD, MA, MI, MO, NH, NM, NY, NC, OH, OK, OR, PA,
RI, SC, TN, VT, WA, WI

Second-Stage License Voluntary 9 AL, MS, MT, NE, ND, TX, UT, VA, WV

No Second-Stage License 11 DC, FL, GA, HI, ID, LA, MN, NV, NJ, SD, WY

SOURCE: See Table A-4b in Appendix 2.

In the majority of States, teachers are required to advance to the second stage, but the
timeframe for advancement differs. California provides teachers a five year period; Alaska allows
three years; and Arizona, two. In nine States, teachers have the option, but are not required, to earn a
second-stage license. For example, teachers in Texas can earn a Master Teacher Certificate by
completing a State-approved Master Teacher preparation program and passing the Master Teacher
certification exam. New Mexico’s three-stage licensure system, which became effective July 1,
2004, is both required and voluntary. Teachers are required to advance from Level I to Level 1l by
the end of their fifth year by completing an approved mentoring program, completing at least three
years of teaching, and developing and completing a Professional Development Dossier by which the
teacher demonstrates competencies in nine areas. After three years of teaching experience at Level
I1, teachers have the option of earning a Level I111-A license by either earning a master’s degree or a
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National Board for Professional Teaching Standards Certificate and completing a Professional
Development Dossier that demonstrates increased teaching competencies.

Alternative-Route to Certification Programs: According to the National Center for
Alternative Certification, the number of alternative route programs grew from 90 programs
nationwide in 1991 to 115 programs in 2005 (NCAC, 2006).%° The number of individuals issued
teaching certificates after completing these programs jumping from less than 10,000 in 1990-91 to
roughly 50,000 in 2004-05. They name California (along with New Jersey and Texas) as the “oldest
and most established States offer[ing] the most prolific alternative routes in terms of production of
new teachers—per year.” Currently, Alaska and Rhode Island are the only States without an official
alternative route program.

A hallmark of alternative-route programs is the on-the-job training. As the number of
alternative-route programs grew so did the number of individuals teaching in classrooms who had
not yet completed a professional preparation program. NCLB emphasized the use of alternative
routes to certification programs to staff all classrooms with a highly qualified teacher. Teachers
teaching under alternative route certificates can be considered highly qualified only if they first
demonstrate subject matter competency. The majority of States (31) require candidates to pass a
subject area content exam. Less common requirements include having a major (or graduate degree)
in the subject area (6 States) and an evaluation of college and graduate transcripts to determine if
completed coursework demonstrates sufficient subject knowledge (8 States).

TABLE 6. State Policies Regarding Alternative Route to Certification Programs

Requirements | Frequency | States
| Method of Assuring Content Mastery |
Subject Area Content 31 AL, AR, CA, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, IL, IN, LA, MD, MA, MN, MS,
Exam MO, NV, NH, NY, OH, OK, OR, SC, SD, TX, UT, VA, WA, WV, WI
Major in Certification 6 KS, MI, NC, ND, PA, TN
Subject Area
Transcript Coursework 8 IA, ME, MT, NE, NJ, NM, VT, WY
Evaluation
Varies by Program 2 ID, KY
Data Not Available 2 AZ, HI
| Validity Span of Certificate Earned through Alternative Route |
Less than 1 year 1 CT
1 year 17 AL, AZ, HI, IN, IA, KY, ME, MD, MA, MI, MS, MO, NE, ND, TN, WV,
A4
2 years 5 AR, CA, DE, NJ, OH
3 years 16 DC, FL, GA, ID, KS, LA, MT, NV, NM, NY, OK, OR, PA, SC, UT, VT
4 or 5 years 4 IL, MN, MS, VA
Varies by Program 4 CO, SD, TX, WI
Data Not Available 3 NH, NC, WA
| Is the Certificate Earned through the Alternative Route Renewable? |
Yes 19 AZ, CA, IN, KY, ME, MD, MI, MN, MO, NE, NH, NJ, NM, OK, TN,
VT, VA, WV, WY
No 25 AL, AR, CO, CT, DC, DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, 1A, KS, LA, MA, MS,
MT, NV, NY, OH, OR, PA, SC, SD, UT
Varies by Program 1 Wi
Data Not Available 4 NC, ND, TX, WA
No Official Programs 2 AK, RI

SOURCE: See Table A-5 in Appendix 2.
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There is substantial variation across the States in the nature of alternative routes. Some States
issue separate licenses for candidates from alternative route programs while others issue these
candidates the same licenses as those issued to candidates from traditional programs. For example, in
California, alternative route participants are issued an Internship Credentials. While they teach as the
teacher of record, they complete requirements for the first stage Preliminary Credential. Yet in
Vermont, alternative route candidates do not become the teacher of record until they successfully
complete the Peer Review program and are issued the standard 3-year Initial License. The first
certificates issued to alternative route participants vary in how long they are valid and whether or not
they can be renewed. Most commonly these certificates are valid for one or three years (17 and 16
States, respectively). They are renewable in 19 States and non-renewable in 25 States.

State implementation of NCLB’s “Highly Qualified Teacher”” Provision: As mentioned
previously, NCLB defines a highly qualified teacher as an individual holding a bachelor’s degree,
fully State certified, and demonstrating subject matter competency in each core academic subject
area taught. While the law provides some guidance for States, much of the details assumed by this
definition are left to the individual States. Defining subject matter competency has proven the most
challenging.

NCLB includes different options for elementary and secondary teachers and for new and
veteran teachers.®* According to NCLB, a new elementary teacher must pass a State-approved test of
subject knowledge and teaching skills in reading, writing, mathematics, and other areas of the basic
elementary curriculum. Middle and high school teachers can demonstrate subject matter competency
by either passing a subject matter test or by completing, in each core academic subject taught, an
academic major, a graduate degree, coursework equivalent to an undergraduate academic major, or
advanced certification or credentialing. The law also authorizes States to develop a “highly objective
uniform State standard of evaluation”, i.e., HOUSSE, by which veteran teachers at any level can be
deemed to demonstrate subject matter competency. The definition of subject matter competency
leaves much detail to States. What score on what tests constitutes demonstrating subject knowledge
and teaching skills? How much coursework is “equivalent to an undergraduate academic major?”
What does a “highly objective uniform State standard of evaluation look like? As we demonstrate
below, the vagueness of the NCLB definition has lead to considerable variation across States in what
a “highly qualified teacher” looks like.

Table 7 shows that there is significant variation across States in the number of semester
credits considered equivalent to a major. South Dakota requires only 12 credit hours while Utah
requires 46 semester hours for composite majors, like elementary education. Twenty-five States,
including California, consider between 30 and 32 semester credits equivalent to a major. In 11
States, teachers can demonstrate subject matter competency by completing 24 semester credits.
There are five States that require more than 32 semester credits and five States that require less than
24.

NCLB includes language that allows middle and secondary teachers to demonstrate subject
matter competency by earning an advanced certification or credentialing in each of the academic
subjects taught. Thirty-seven States (including California) recognize subject-specific certificates
issued by NBPTS an advanced credential demonstrating subject matter competency (see Table 8).
However, 16 States have decided to extend this option to elementary teachers, contrary to NCLB.
Additionally, several States consider a generalist National Board Certificate (NBC) as demonstrating
subject matter competency. Nine States make this option available to elementary teachers and four to
middle and high school teachers. NCLB does not recognize a generalist NBC as a valid means of
demonstrating subject matter competency.
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TABLE 7. State Definitions of “Coursework Equivalent to a Major” as a Means to Demonstrate Subject
matter Competency, 2005

Minimum Credits Frequency | States

More than 32 5 DC, ID?, NV°, ND¢, UT®

30-32 25 AL, AK, CA, CT, DE, ID? IL, KS, MD, MI, MT, NE, NV®, NH,
NJ, NY, ND¢, OH, OR, RI, SC, UT¢, VT, WA, WY’

24 11 AZ, AR, CO, IN, IA, ME, NC, OK, TN, TX, WY’

Less than 24 5 GA, MS, ND¢, SD%, WV

Varies across subject area 5 FL, MA, MO, NM, VA

Not defined/Unable to determine 5 HI, KY, MN, PA, WI

% |daho defines a major equivalent as 44 semester hours for elementary teachers and 30 semester hours for secondary teachers. ® Nevada defines a major
equivalent as 36 semester hours for comprehensive majors and 30 semester hours for single-subject majors. © North Dakota defines a major equivalent
as 42 semester hours for composite majors, 32 semester hours for single-subject majors, and 16 semester hours for middle school.

¢ South Dakota equates a minor to a major, and defines a minor as 12 credit hours. ¢ Utah defines a major equivalent as 46 semester hours for a
composite major and 30 semester hours for a single-subject major.  Wyoming defines a major equivalent as 24 semester hours for secondary teachers
and 30 semester hours for elementary teachers.

NOTE: We equate the following terms that appear in State definitions: credits, semester hours, semester credits, and credit hours.

SOURCE: See Table A-6 in Appendix 2.

TABLE 8. States where National Board Certification Satisfies Subject matter Competency
Requirement of the Highly Qualified Teacher Provision of NCLB, 2005
Type of NBCT | Frequency | States
Fully-Satisfies Requirement
Middle and High School Teachers

Core Academic Subject 33 AZ% AR, CA? CT, DE, HI% ID, IL? IN, KS?, LA? ME, MD,
MA, MS? MO, NE?, NH, NM, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, PA, RlI,
SC? SD, TN? UT, WA?, WV, WI°

Core or Generalist 4 AK? KY? MI?, VA?
| Elementary School Teachers |
Core Academic Subject 11 AZ?% DE, HI%, IL? KS? NE? NM, OH, SC? WA? WV
Generalist 4 AK? KY? NY? OR?
Core or Generalist 5 LA? MD? MI? NH, VA?

Partially-Satisfies Requirement
Middle and High School Teachers

Core Academic Subject 2 IL°, NVA
Core or Generalist 5 AL, DC* MN? PA? SD?
| Elementary School Teachers |
Generalist 2 CA, ILP
Core or Generalist 6 AL, DC* MN? NV? PA? SD?
| Does Not Satisfy Requirement |
Middle and High School 9 CO, FL, GA, IA, MT, OR, TX, VT, WY
Teachers
Elementary School Teachers 24 AR, CA, CO, CT, FL, GA, ID, IN, IA, ME, MA, MS, MO, MT,

NC, ND, OK, RI, TN, TX, UT, VT, WI, WY

NOTE: (1) Options apply to both “new” and “not new” unless indicated as follows: ? “Not new” teachers only; ® “New" teachers only.

(2) National Board Certification is considered to partially satisfy the subject matter competency requirement if the teacher must meet the provision and
at least one other thing (excluding passing a content test).

SOURCE: See Tables A-6 and A-7 in Appendix 2.

Additionally, a NBC partially fulfills the subject matter competency requirement in many
other States through the HOUSSE option. For example, veteran elementary teachers in Nevada
satisfy the requirement if they have at least three years of teaching experience and hold an NBC. In
other States like California, an NBC earns points in the HOUSSE rubric. An NBC in a core
academic subject partially fulfills the subject matter competency requirement for middle and high
school teachers in seven States and for elementary teachers in six States. A generalist NBC partially
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satisfies the requirement for middle and high school teachers in five States and for elementary
teachers in eight States.

Although the legislation stresses content coursework and subject knowledge tests for new
teachers, States were given, and many have taken, wide latitude in designing their HOUSSE option
for veteran teachers to demonstrate subject matter competency. The NCLB legislation provided
States with the following guidance regarding acceptable HOUSSE design:

1. Set by the State for both grade appropriate academic subject matter knowledge and

teaching skills;

2. Aligned with challenging State academic content and student academic achievement
standards and developed in consultation with core content specialists, teachers,
principals, and school administrators;

3. Provides objective, coherent information about the teacher’s attainment of core content
knowledge in the academic subjects in which a teacher teaches;

4. Applied uniformly to all teachers in the same academic subject and the same grade level
throughout the State;

5. Takes into consideration, but not be based primarily on, the time the teacher has been
teaching in the academic subject;

6. Made available to the public upon request; and

7. May involve multiple, objective measures of teacher competency.

Table 9 presents many of the common “multiple, objective measures of teacher competency”
appearing in States’ highly qualified teacher definitions for veteran teachers.

States differ in the measures of competency used and in whether they fully satisfy the NCLB
requirement. Coursework and years of teaching experience factors into most States definitions. Two
States, Ohio and Vermont, permit some veteran teachers to fully satisfy the requirement with
coursework less than a major in the core subject area taught while such coursework partially satisfies
the requirement in 35 States (including California). Either non-content coursework or coursework
outside the subject taught partially fulfills the requirement in 16 States, including California.

In no State does experience alone qualify a veteran teacher as subject matter competent as
prohibited by the federal legislation. However, teaching experience partially satisfies the
requirement in 37 States. Experience enters into the definitions in two ways. For example, teachers
in Alabama are deemed competent if they have both at least five years of experience and a National
Board Certification in the core subject area. In 12 States, teachers who have a minimum amount of
experience and meet at least one other condition can be deemed competent. Another 29 States
including California, awards teachers points per year of experience toward some minimum amount
on the HOUSSE rubric.

Other measures of competency include State-issued teacher certificates, performance
evaluations, and professional development and other professional activities. Based on the State’s
requirements for teacher licensure, 12 States have deemed all holders of specific types of teaching
certificates to be highly qualified. In six States, specific types of certificates partially satisfy the
competency requirements. Veteran teachers who receive a minimum rating on one or more
performance evaluations can fully satisfy the requirement in nine States (including California) and
partially in ten others. The professional development and other professional activities category is by
far the largest and appears in State definitions under multiple terms including professional
development, scholarship, leadership, service, awards, recognitions, presentations, and publications.
It is possible in five States (including California) for teachers to fully satisfy the requirements by
completing enough these activities. Such activities partially fulfill the requirement in 35 other States.
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TABLE 9. Examples of the “Multiple, Objective Measures” of Subject Matter Competency Appearing in
States’ Highly Qualified Teacher Definitions for Veteran Teachers, 2005

Options | Freq. | States
| Fully-Satisfies Requirement
Coursework less than a major in 2 OH: VT'

subject area taught
Specific type of State-issued teaching 11 | DC* FL, KY, MD", MS, MT?, NEY, NH?, NC", OH? OR®
certificate

Minimum rating on performance 9 CA, CT, IA, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV, WY?
evaluation

Completed teacher induction program 2 KY, Ml

Professional development and other 5 CA, MS®, NH, OH, VA

professional activities
Partially-Satisfies Requirement

Coursework less than a major in 35 AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, CO?% DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, KS, KY, LA, ME,
subject area taught MD, MA, M1, MN, MS, NJ, NM, NY, ND, OH, OK, ORY, PA, RI, TN, TX,
UT, VA", wy
Other coursework 16 AL, AK, AZ, CA, DE, ID, ME, MD, MA, MS, NY, ND, OH, PA, TN, VA
Specific type of State-issued teaching 6 AL, AK, ID, IN, SD, WI
certificate

Minimum years of teaching experience 12 AL, DC, IL, MI, MO, NV, NM, OR?, SD, TN, TX¢, VA
in subject area taught
Some years of teaching experience in 29 AL, AK, AZ, AR, CA, DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, ME, MD, MN,

subject area taught MS, NJ, NY, ND, OH, OK, PA, RI, TN, TX, UT?, WY
Minimum rating on performance 10 | FL, GA, MN, MO, NE, NM, NY, TN, UT®, WY®
evaluation
Professional development and other 35 AL, AK, AZ, AR, CO? DE, FL, GA, HI, ID, IL, IN, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD,
professional activities MA, M1, MN, MS, NE, NJ, NY, ND, OH, OK, PA, RI, TN, TX, UT% VA,
WI, WY

Options are available only to all “not new” teachers unless indicated as follows: # “New” and “not new” teachers; ® “Not New” elementary teachers and both
“New” and “Not New” secondary teachers; ¢ Middle school teachers only; ¢ Secondary teachers only; ¢ Elementary teachers only; " “Not New” elementary and
high school teachers and both “New” and “Not New” middle school teachers NOTES: (1) A provision is considered to partially satisfy the subject matter
competency requirement if the teacher must meet the provision and at least one other thing (excluding passing a content test). (2) “Coursework in subject area
taught” is required to be content, not pedagogical in focus. “Other coursework” may either be (a) content or pedagogical coursework outside the subject area
taught or (b) coursework in the subject area taught but that is pedagogical rather than content focused. (3) “Minimum years of teaching experience” indicates
provisions were the State requires teachers to have at least a certain number of years of experience to be deemed “highly qualified” whereas “some years of
teaching experience” are those provisions were teachers accumulate points per each year of teaching experience toward some overall minimum total required to be
deemed “highly qualified”. (4) “Professional development and other professional activities” appear in State definitions under various titles including professional
development, scholarship, leadership, service, awards, recognitions, presentations, and publications. SOURCE: See Tables A-6 and A-7 in Appendix 2.

TABLE 10. Maximum Weight States Give to Years of Experience in Determining if Subject Matter
Competency for Veteran Teachers, 2005

Weight Frequency | States

52% to 60% 3 I3 TN®, UT

50% 24 ALS, AK, AZ, AR, CA, DC, FL, GA, IL% IN, ME, MD, MI, MN, MS, MO,
NV, NY, OR, SD, TN®, TX, VA, WY

40% to 49% 6 HI, ID, KS, KY, OK, PA

24% to 32% 7 AL, DE, NJ, NM, ND, OH, RI

No direct weight 14 CO, CT, IA, LA, MA, MT, NE, NH, NC, SC, VT, WA, WV, WI

2 In Illinois, teaching experience carries a maximum weight of 50% if the teacher meets the minimum endorsement requirements for the core subjects
taught and 60% in the HOUSSE rubric. ® In Tennessee, teaching experience carries a maximum weight of 50% if the teacher’s effect on student
achievement identified through TVAAS is above the mean or not detectably different from the mean and 52% in the HOUSSE rubric. © In Alabama,
teaching experience carries a maximum weight of 50% for teachers with the appropriate National Board Certification, and 30% in the HOUSSE rubric.
NOTE: Maximum weight was calculated from two sources. First, if the State’s HQT definition deems a teacher subject matter competent if she has a
minimum amount of teaching experience, for example, and fulfills multiple other provisions, all carrying equal weight, the maximum weight assigned
to teaching experience was calculated to be 1 divided the number of provisions. Second, the maximum weight was calculated using the HOUSSE
rubrics where the maximum weight was equal to the maximum points awarded for either experience or content coursework less than a major divided
by the total points needed. SOURCE: Author’s calculations based on data in Tables A-6 and A-7 in Appendix 2.
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As discussed previously, many States have adopted a rubric-style HOUSSE option whereby
teachers accumulate points for various objective measures of subject matter competency. A teacher
is deemed subject matter competent once she amasses some minimum number of points, commonly
one hundred points. While NCLB stresses the importance of coursework to subject matter
competency for new teachers, it allows States to emphasize other measures of competency for
veteran teachers.

Table 10 shows how much emphasis, represented as a percent of the total points needed,
States place on teaching experience. Among those States placing any weight at all on teaching
experience, the maximum weight ranges from 24 percent in Ohio to 60 percent in Illinois. The
majority of States (including California) allow veteran teachers to amass up to 50 percent of the
necessary points through experience. States also differ significantly in the minimum length of time it
takes teachers to earn the maximum allowable points for experience. Teachers accumulate the
maximum weight after just one year in Texas (for elementary teachers) but need 19 years in
Oklahoma and 20 years in Alabama (for teachers without a NBC). In California and 13 other States,
teachers must have taught at least five years in order to earn the maximum allowable experience
points.

Walsh and Snyder (2004) raised a concern that HOUSSE options for veteran teachers
overemphasize teaching experience at the expense of content coursework in determining subject
matter competence. Table 11 calculates the maximum weight placed on content coursework less than
a major versus years of teaching experience in the core academic subject area taught.

TABLE 11. Relative Maximum Weight States Give to Coursework Less than a Major in Subject Area
Taught Versus Teaching Experience in Determining Subject Matter Competency for Veteran Teachers,
2005

Relative Maximum Weight Frequency | States
Weight on coursework less than a major, 5 CO, LA, OH?, VT, VA®
but none on experience
3.1t03.6 3 NJ, ND, RI
2.0t02.2 3 HI, IN, WY
1.7t019 8 AZ, IL%, KS, KY, OK, PA, TX, UT
11t014 7 AL, AR, CA, FL, GA, IL, OH?
1.0 5 MI, MN, NM, OR, VA"
0.6t00.9 7 DE, ID, MD, MA, MS, NY, TN
0.2t00.5 2 AK, ME
Weight on experience but none on 4 DC, MO, NV, SD
coursework less than major
No weight on experience or coursework 10 CT, IA, MT, NE, NH, NC, ND, SC, TN, WI
less than a major

# Ohio allows “not new” teachers to either accumulate 90 clock hours post-initial licensure of professional development (including coursework) or 100
points using the HOUSSE rubric which awards points for both teaching experience and coursework. ° Virginia only applies weight to experience when
the teacher has completed three years of successful teaching and a specific amount of coursework; otherwise, “not new” teachers must accumulate 90
points through coursework and other activities with no points for experience. © In Illinois, the relative weight for teachers with elementary or secondary
subject area endorsements is 1.7 and 1.2 for teachers with middle grades or reading endorsements.

NOTE: Coursework refers to coursework in subject area taught less than a major or major equivalent and relative maximum weight is based only on
each State’s HOUSSE provisions. (2) Maximum weight was calculated from two sources. First, if the State’s HQT definition deems a teacher subject
matter competent if she has a minimum amount of teaching experience, for example, and fulfills multiple other provisions, all carrying equal weight,
the maximum weight assigned to teaching experience was calculated to be 1 divided the number of provisions. Second, the maximum weight was
calculated using the HOUSSE rubrics where the maximum weight was equal to the maximum points awarded for either experience or content
coursework less than a major divided by the total points needed. SOURCE: Authors’ calculations based on data in Tables A-6 and A-7 in Appendix 2.

Among the 41 States recognizing both measures of subject matter competency, the relative
maximum weight ranges from 0.2 in Alaska to 3.6 in Rhode Island. Sixty five percent (26 States
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including California) place greater emphasis on coursework. Coursework is at least twice as
important as experience in determining subject matter competency in six States and more than three
times as important in three States. Four States award credit for coursework but no credit for
experience while the opposite is true in another four States. While these statistics might appear to
discredit concerns that experience is overemphasized, it should be noted that veteran teachers by
definition have experience. It is likely that some veteran teachers have been deemed subject matter
competent without completing any relevant content coursework.

Effectiveness of these Policies. This section has addressed certification, alternative routes to
teaching and NCLB Highly Qualified Teacher requirements. Here we discuss what is known about
the effectiveness of these policies, in turn.

Certification: Interpreting evidence on the effect of certification is tricky. Almost all teachers
are certified and those that are not tend to be concentrated in the most the difficult-to-staff schools.
These schools often have low-achieving students, though uncertified teachers are unlikely to be the
primary cause of this low-performance. The results of the best research in the field are inconclusive.
Using longitudinal data on students and teachers in North Carolina, a recent study by Clotfelter,
Ladd and Vigdor (2006) finds a positive relationship between teacher certification and student
outcomes. Previous studies had not generally found such an effect. For example, Jepsen and Rivkin
(2002) find that in the aftermath of class-size reduction in California, there was no evidence that
teacher certification status affected third-grade student outcomes.®®

Alternative Certification: Given the substantial increase in early-entrant teachers in recent
years, especially in difficult-to-staff schools, there is broad interest in the effects of alternative
routes. One result is clear: these new pathways into teaching have the potential of increasing the pool
of individuals interested in teaching. Nearly all alternative certification programs reduce the cost of
becoming a teacher by substantially reducing the requirements that teachers must fulfill and/or by
allowing teachers to complete requirements while they are earning a salary as a teacher. There is
evidence that some alternative certification programs have been able to recruit teachers with strong
qualifications compared to those entering teaching through traditional teacher preparation programs.
For instance, in 2003 Teach for America (TFA) had 16,000 applicants for 1,800 available slots and
as a result was able to be highly selective in terms of teacher qualifications. This is impressive but
even in districts where TFA has its greatest presence its teachers represent a small fraction of
entering teaching workforce. There is also some evidence that alternative programs are more likely
to attract older and more minority candidates than traditional programs, and that retention rates of
alternative path teachers can be similar to that of those coming through more-traditional university-
based routes, though both these factors vary substantially across districts and programs.®* Teach for
America teachers, for example, are, on average, younger than other starting teachers and have
substantially higher turnover rates.

Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb and Wyckoff (2006) show that in recent years teachers
recruited to teach in New York City public schools through the alternate route New Teaching
Fellows program constitute about 25 percent of all new teachers and have qualifications (e.g.,
certification exam scores, undergraduate college rankings and SAT scores) which, on average,
substantially exceed those of unlicensed teachers or even those prepared in traditional preparation
programs. Teaching Fellows are on average a more diverse group than traditionally prepared
teachers, with relatively more males and 50 percent more Hispanics and Blacks. However, the
experience of the Teaching Fellows program is not a test of the absence of licensure. Alternate route
teachers in New York City are provided a stipend to subsidize their graduate education, likely
inducing an increased interest independent of the reduced entry requirements. In addition, they are
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required to complete the same requirements as other teachers to receive their second-stage
certification. This likely dampens interest in the program, as requirements have been delayed but not
eliminated.

The effect of alternative routes on student outcomes is less clear. While there is a random
assignment study in process that assesses a range of alternative route programs, most of the research
to date has focused on the TFA program, an elite program, though there is work on the Teaching
Fellows. At least six studies have examined the relative effectiveness of TFA teachers.® The results
across studies are similar but have some differences depending on specification and the school
districts examined. The evidence indicates that, on average, students of first year TFA teachers
perform at least as well as those of other first year teachers in the same schools, including teachers
from traditional preparation programs, in math but, if anything, slightly worse in English Language
Arts. By their second or third year of experience TFA teachers have student gains that are somewhat
better than other teachers in math and about the same in ELA. Similar results, though not quite as
positive, hold for the New York City Teaching Fellows. These evaluations bundle two
characteristics of teachers—their general ability and their preparation to teach. TFA and the New
York City Teaching Fellows strongly emphasize recruitment and selection and their teachers have
better general qualifications but receive substantially less pre-teaching preparation to teach. Thus,
the results of these evaluations may mean that the higher general qualifications of TFA and Teaching
Fellow teachers partially offset the more substantial preparation of traditional route teachers.

It is important to note that all of the studies to date that examine the effects of teacher
preparation on student outcomes compare one program to another and do not indicate performance
in an absolute sense. Thus, all programs may be doing a fine job or they may all produce relatively
weak gains in achievement. Kane, Rockoff and Staiger (2006) and Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb
and Wyckoff (2006) show that there is wide variation among teachers within each pathway,
suggesting that there remains much to learn about the knowledge and skills of teachers that are most
effective in producing student achievement gains.

NCLB Highly Qualified Teacher requirements: As noted above, at least partially as a result
of NCLB, States have dramatically reduced their reliance on uncertified teachers. In many cases, the
uncertified teachers have been replaced by early-entrant/alternative route teachers. We don’t know
very much about what makes a highly effective teacher. Because of this, it is difficult to know
whether requiring HQT will, in the long run, be beneficial to students.

NCLB’s focus on teacher quality is broader than ensuring that every core academic class is
taught by a highly qualified teacher. It also requires States to guarantee that poor and minority
students are not taught at higher rates by inexperienced, unqualified, and out-of-field teachers. The
Department of Education was very late in monitoring State progress with respect to their equity
plans. However, at least in New York City, there have been dramatic changes in the distribution of
teachers across schools since the passage of NCLB. For example, in 2000, 27 percent of teachers in
the highest-poverty schools in NYC were novices with less than 3 years of experience, compared
with 15 percent in the lowest-poverty schools, for a gap of 12 percentage points. By 2005, only 22
percent of teachers in the highest-poverty schools were novices, while the percentage in low-poverty
schools actually rose to 18 percent, so that the gap had narrowed to about 3.6 percent. The same
basic pattern held with other teacher qualifications, including SAT verbal and math scores, and the
percentage who attended least-competitive colleges. For example, the gap in the percent of teachers
who failed their general knowledge certification exam on their first try fell from 25.5 percent in 2000
(36.6 percent in high poverty schools compared with 11.1 percent in low poverty schools) to 14.1
percent in 2005 (26.4 percent in high poverty schools compared with 12.3 percent in low poverty
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schools). In general, the gap between the lowest and highest poverty schools closes as a result of
improvements in the highest poverty schools, although in some cases the lowest poverty schools
made modest improvements.®®

In summary, recent policies to reduce coursework requirements and require demonstration of
subject matter competency for new teachers has substantially changed the pool of potential teachers,
especially in many large urban areas. These new candidates often have substantially greater abilities
as measured by their performance on standardized tests. However, it is not clear whether this change
has yet improved teaching. The link between teachers’ own test performance and their value-added
to student achievement is weak, as is the link between coursework requirements and student
achievement. The studies that have estimated the difference in value-added by route into teaching
have found substantially greater variation in effectiveness among teachers within the same route into
teaching as between teachers coming from different routes. We have a lot to learn about which
requirements improve teaching and which deter good teachers from entering the classroom but the
evidence suggests that policies that address these factors may have substantial impacts because they
clearly affect both the pool of teachers and the experiences that these teachers bring with them into
the classroom.

Tenure Policies

New Jersey passed the nation’s first teacher tenure law in 1909. Over the next several
decades other States adopted similar laws: New York in 1917, California in 1921, and Michigan,
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin in 1937. The different State statutes use a variety of synonyms for
tenure: continuing contract or service, permanent status, career status, and post-probationary status.
Regardless of the preferred terminology, these laws have three main components: tenure
requirements, reasons for dismissal, and process for appeals. The first specifies the length of the
probationary period after which teachers are eligible for tenure. Employers can dismiss a non-
tenured teacher at any time for any reason, but tenured teachers can only be dismissed for the
reasons provided in the law. The third component details the appeals process a dismissed tenure
teacher can pursue in an effort to be reinstated.

Proponents of these laws focus on teachers’ rights to due process while opponents criticize
them for awarding teachers with jobs for life. Teacher tenure laws were originally proposed by
educators and politicians who argued teachers needed to be protected from unfair and unjust
terminations driven by reasons such as nepotism and political agendas. Opponents argue tenure
amounts to awarding a lifetime job and prevents superintendents and principals from removing poor
teachers from the classroom. These arguments continue to be waged across the nation as evidenced
by events in Georgia and California. In 2000, Georgia eliminated due process rights for teachers
hired after 1 July 2000. Three years later, however, these rights were reinstated. In 2005, California
voters soundly rejected Proposition 74, advanced and strongly supported by Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger, which would have extended the probationary period and expanded the reasons for
which tenured teachers could be dismissal.

California’s Approach. California’s teacher tenure law was approved in 1921. At the time,
the probationary period was three consecutive years in the same school district plus reemployment,
but all teachers (tenured and probationary) were assured due process rights. The probationary period
was reduced to two years beginning with the 1983-84 school year and the right to a due process
hearing for non-tenured teachers was revoked.®’

Proposition 74 would have extended the probationary period to five years. Proponents argued
it was impossible to assess a teacher’s quality after two years. By extending the probationary period
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to five years, principals would have more time to assess a teacher’s quality and weed out the weakest
teachers. Consequently, they argued student achievement would improve. Opponents countered that
student performance would actually be harmed because a longer probationary period would create
the image of teaching as an insecure profession. Therefore, schools would have a harder time
recruiting high quality teachers.®®

Proposition 74 also sought to clarify one of the many valid reason for dismissing a tenured
teacher. Valid reasons, listed in California’s education statute, include immoral or unprofessional
conduct; dishonesty; and physical or mental condition unfitting him or her to instruct or associate
with children. (See Table A-8 in Appendix 3 for a complete list.) The exact meanings of many of
these terms are not defined in the statute. However, Proposition 74 would have added clarifying
language for one reason—unsatisfactory performance.® It would have defined this as two
consecutive unsatisfactory performance evaluations.

California’s dismissal appeals process must be initiated by the tenured teacher. The first step
is a hearing before a three-member Commission on Professional Competence. The teacher is free to
select one member of the Commission. A hearing must be held within 60 days of the teacher’s
request. From there either party can take the dispute to Superior Court.

Approach Taken by States across the Nation. Every State has a teacher tenure law on the
books. Laws in North Dakota and Wisconsin deserve special attention. North Dakota’s law provides
no guidance to school districts regarding to whom or when to award tenure, yet it does specify
reasons for dismissal and an appeals process. Wisconsin’s law details an appeals process, however
leaves specifics about tenure requirements and reasons for dismissal to local collective bargaining
agreements.

California is one of ten States that award tenure after two years. All other States require a
longer period of service (see Table 12). Teachers in 32 States are eligible to receive tenure after three
years. Four years are required in four States, and Connecticut requires 40 months. Indiana and
Missouri require five years. Actually, Indiana’s tenure rights are two-tiered. Teachers are eligible for
semi-permanent status after two years and permanent status after five. There are fewer approved
reasons for termination of permanent teachers than semi-permanent.

TABLE 12. Service Requirements for Tenure, 2005

Minimum Number | Frequency | States

of Years

2 years 10 CA, DC, HI, ME, MD, MS, NV, SC, VT, WA

3 years 32 AL, AK, AZ, AR, CO, DE, FL, GA, ID, IA, KS, LA, MA, MN, MT, NE, NH,
NJ, NM, NY, OH, OK, OR, PA,RI, SD, TN, TX, UT, VA, WV, WY

40 months 1 CT

4 years 4 IL, KY, MI, NC

5 years 2 IN, MO

No State guidance 2 ND, WI

SOURCE: See Table A-8 in Appendix 3.

Most States require teachers render service during the probationary period in consecutive
years in the same district in order to be eligible for tenure. However, there is some variation.
Delaware teachers must teach three consecutive years with two years being in the last district.
Several States require teachers to teach a certain number of years in the same district, but do not
require them to be consecutive. Florida, Ohio, Rhode Island, and Tennessee require three years in a
5-year period, and Kentucky requires four years in a 6-year period. Teachers in Illinois must teach
four consecutive years, but there are no restrictions on the number of districts.
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Valid reasons for dismissing a tenured teacher vary across States in both number and detail.
Several statutes simply State something like “just cause”, “good cause” or “good and just cause”.
Several States list more than twenty reasons in their statute. However, many statutes fail to define
the reasons for dismissal leaving much open to interpretation.

A termination decision is final in most States unless the teacher elects to appeal, in which
case the typical first step is a hearing before the local board of education. Such hearings are
mandated in at least four States—Idaho, Louisiana, North Dakota, and Pennsylvania. The appeals
process usually ends in the States’ court systems.

Effectiveness of these Policies. We could find no published research on the effects of teacher
tenure policies on recruitment, retention, teacher quality, or student achievement. However, there are
strongly-held opinions on these matters. California’s recent attempt to increase the length of the
probationary period placed these opinions in the political spotlight.

From the point of view of opponents of longer probationary periods, any attempt to weaken
the tenure process is bad for the teachers and students. They argue that weakening the tenure process
will create the impression that teaching is an insecure profession because a longer probationary
period increases the risk a teacher will be released at any time for any reason. Consequently, it will
be more difficult to recruit quality teachers as increasing numbers of potential teachers opt for other
employment opportunities. We did not find evidence to either support or refute these claims.
Opponents also note that weakened tenure processes will increase costs as schools will need to spend
more on evaluating probationary teacher performance and recruiting and hiring new teachers. These
are additional costs; however, no evidence is available with which to judge whether these costs are
outweighed by benefits to students of removing poor teachers.

On the other hand, proponents of tenure reform cite improvements in teacher quality as
benefits of reforms designed to strengthen administrators” ability to dismiss low-quality teachers. As
noted above, policy makers and hiring authorities do not have strong research evidence to help them
hire good teachers; none of the typically measured characteristics of teachers are good predictors of
how effective they are in the classroom. Because of this, it is important to be able to assess teachers
once they are teaching and to have the flexibility to dismiss ineffective teachers. There is evidence
that principals can identify poor teachers. One recent study shows that the teachers that principals
identify as the least-effective also tend to be the least effective on measures of value-added to
student achievement.” In addition, many California principals cite tenure laws as one of the greatest
barriers they face in improving teaching in their school. Importantly, however, these principals do
not want to dismiss a lot of teachers, only one or two (50 percent of principals said they would like
to dismiss one or fewer and another quarter said only two).”* To the extent that a teacher’s quality
can not be fully assessed within the first two years, too many low quality teachers may receive
tenure and due process rights. Once tenured, the costs associated with the legal process of dismissing
a teacher serve to siphon money from other instructional programs and can prove prohibitive for
many districts. By strengthening the ability of administrators to release low quality teachers,
opponents of tenure assert that the overall quality of the teacher labor force would increase and,
along with it, student achievement.

While State tenure laws make it difficult for districts to dismiss teachers, there is some
indication that districts can work within existing laws to increase their flexibility, especially through
agreements on teacher evaluation. Several districts are reforming their tenure policies to place
greater emphasis on teacher quality. Koppich (2005) describes one such reform effort, Minneapolis’s
Achievement of Tenure.” The process, developed collaboratively between the school district and the
local teacher union, melds key components of many State beginning teacher induction programs to
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the tenure decision. Each teacher new to Minneapolis schools is assigned an experienced teacher
who serves as their mentor throughout the three-year process. Three months prior to the end of the
probationary period, teachers must submit a portfolio to a school-based team for review. The teacher
is granted tenure if the portfolio demonstrates the teacher has met all requirements including
professional development, cognitive coaching, videotapes of their teaching, action research, and
annual evaluations aligned with Minneapolis’s Standards of Effective Instruction.”

In summary, tenure laws are common across states. California is one of the states with the
least probationary time prior to tenure. Principals and superintendents in California cite the difficulty
of dismissing teachers as one of their greatest barriers to improving student outcomes. Loosening of
State laws through extending tenure or redefining valid reasons for dismissing teachers would likely
aid districts in this regard. Within the constraints of the current system there is also some flexibility
for districts to develop evaluation processes that would aid schools and districts in identifying their
least effective teachers and dismissing them. However, this within-district process requires a type of
collaboration between bargaining units which has been scarce to date.

Professional Development and Evaluation Policies

Skill and knowledge acquisition does not end for teachers upon the completion of a
preparation program. Growth continues through experience and professional development activities.
States frequently rely on such activities to inform teachers of new State and federal educational
policies as well as newly adopted curriculum and performance standards. While most of the
responsibility for organizing and conducting professional development activities lies with individual
districts, States have adopted a variety of policies to guide their efforts. For example, many States
have adopted professional development standards while others require districts to set aside a
minimum amount of time for teachers to participate in activities.

New teachers in many States are immediately involved in professional development by
participating in mandatory beginning teacher induction and mentoring programs. These programs are
designed to assist new teachers as they seek to apply the skills and knowledge acquired in
preparation programs to their own classroom practice. State policies regarding these programs differ
along several criteria including the minimum program length, individuals eligible to serve as
mentors, and completion requirements.

Performance evaluations are a means to assess teachers’ continued professional growth. For
example, evaluations figure prominently in the teacher tenure processes described previously.
Additionally, teachers receiving unsatisfactory performance ratings are frequently provided with
additional professional development activities to enable them to improve in areas identified as
weaknesses. Across the States, some performance evaluation systems are designed at the State-level
while in other States system development is delegated to individual districts. There is also variation
across the States in the frequency with which probationary and non-probationary teachers must be
evaluated and whether or not student performance factors into the teacher’s evaluation.

California’s Approach. The importance of professional development to the teaching
profession in California is evidenced by standard six of the Standards for the Teaching Profession
(CCTC, January 1997): Developing as a Professional Educator (see Chart 2). Professional
development factors prominently into the renewal process for teacher credentials. Every five years,
California teachers must complete a minimum of 150 clock hours of “professional growth
activities.”’ Eligible activities must add to the teacher’s competence, performance, or effectiveness
in at least one of the following eight domains:
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1. A subject or subjects the credential holder teachers, or reasonably expects to teach, in
kindergarten or in grades 1 through 12.

2. A field of specialization in which the credential holder serves, or reasonably expects to
serve, in kindergarten or in grades 1 through 12.

3. Concepts, principles, and methods of effective teaching, curriculum and evaluation in
kindergarten or in grades 1 through 12.

4. Concepts and principles of physical, intellectual, social, and emotional development

among children and youth.

5. Concepts and principles of human communication, learning, motivation, and

individuality.

6. Languages and cultural backgrounds of groups of children and youth who attend

California schools.

7. Concepts and principles of effective relationships among schools, families, and

communities.

8. Roles, organization, and operation of public education and of institutions that promote

public education.
There are seven categories of eligible activities, and teachers must complete activities from at least
two of them.” Teachers work with a professional growth advisor (i.e., someone with a bachelor’s
degree and a valid California teaching credential) to craft a 5-year professional growth plan.

In 2004-05, California funded multiple professional development programs for public school
teachers in spite of the budget cutbacks of 2003-04 which eliminated one program and curtailed
funding for others. Esch, et. al. (2005) contains informative descriptions of the intent and history of
these programs. Our brief descriptions of the programs below draw heavily from this research. They
gro7lgp the programs into three types: subject-matter, curriculum, and locally-controlled (see Chart
6).

CHART 6. California Professional Development Programs, 2004-05

Program Type Program Names
Subject-matter 1. California Subject Matter Projects (CSMPs)
2. California Mathematics and Science Partnership Program (CaMSP)
Curriculum 1. Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program (MRPDP)
2. Reading First Plan for California
Locally-Controlled 1. Peer Assistance and Review (PAR)
2. Professional Development Block Grant

a. Instructional Time and Staff Development Reform (ITSDR)
b. Teaching as a Priority (TAP)
c. Intersegmental Programs: College Readiness Program and Comprehensive
Teacher Education Institute
3. Teacher and Principal Training and Recruiting Fund

SOURCE: Appendix A in Esch, et. al. (2005)

Professional Development Programs: California Subject Matter Projects (CSMPs), one of
the programs whose funding was curtailed in 2003-04, is a set of nine projects that offered technical
assistance to low-performing schools and to teachers not in compliance with NCLB’s highly
qualified provision. Each project focuses on a given subject area (writing, reading and literature,
mathematics, science, history and social studies, foreign language, physical education and health, the
arts, and international studies) and has two goals: (1) improving teachers’ content knowledge in the
subject area and (2) developing teacher leaders. The projects were created in 1988, reauthorized in
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1998 and overseen by the University of California Office of the President. Participants complete
intensive summer institutes and follow-up activities during the school year.

California Mathematics and Science Partnership Program (CaMSP) is a competitive grant
program created in 2002 with NCLB funding. It targets districts serving high-need student
populations to help improve student performance in math and science. The CaMSP assists eligible
districts in partnering with an engineering, mathematics, or science department at a California
college or university. Program funds are used for California standards-based professional
development for mathematics teachers in grades 5 through 9 and for science teachers in grades 4
through 8. Most participating districts use the money to design instructional materials and fund
lesson study collaborations.”’

The Mathematics and Reading Professional Development Program (MRPDP) was
established in 2001-02 (AB 466, Strom-Martin, Shelley) as a five-year program. The program
targeted schools designated as high-priority or low-performing schools who are required to provide
professional development to their math and reading/language arts teachers. Districts were
reimbursed for curriculum-based professional development activities at $2,500 per trained teacher
and $1,000 per paraprofessional per year. Professional development activities are required to be
offered by a provider approved by the State Board of Education and to be specific to the teachers’
grade level and their schools” adopted curriculum.

The Reading First Plan for California directs funds received through the Reading First
Program created by NCLB to districts in order to provide K-3 reading/language arts teachers and all
special education teachers with training specific to grade level and the district’s reading curriculum.
Federal law requires that funds go to schools with the highest percentages of K-3 students reading
below grade level and that are identified as needing improvement and serving children in poverty.
The plan also funds the California Technical Assistance Center and nine Regional Technical
Assistance Centers all of which provide TA to plan grantees.

One of the programs whose funding was reduced in 2003-04, the Peer Assistance and
Review (PAR), provides funds for master teachers to assist fellow teachers who received
unsatisfactory ratings on their performance evaluation in making the required improvements. The
program was created in 1991 (AB X1, Villaraigosa). All districts are eligible to receive funding but
are required to submit an application developed with its local bargaining unit.

The Professional Development Block Grant was created in 2004 (AB 825, Firebaugh) and
bundles funding for three programs: Instructional Time and Staff Development Reform Program
(ITSDR), Teaching as a Priority (TAP), and intersegmental programs. ITSDR reimburses districts
with an approved PAR program for professional development in core curriculum areas. TAP is
aimed more at recruitment and retention than professional development (see the section on
Recruitment, Retention, and Assignment Incentives for more information on this program). The
intersegmental programs target college readiness and improved teacher preparation and induction.

The Teacher and Principal Training and Recruiting Fund is another program created by
NCLB through which California provides funds to eligible districts who have conducted a local
needs assessment. Districts must submit a plan to CDE detailing a plan for spending funds in ways
that are aligned with State content standards and will have a direct impact on student achievement.
Although funds can be used to prepare, recruit, induct, and train teachers, priority is given to
professional development activities intended to improve student performance in the core academic
subject areas.

Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Program (BTSA): All first-time teachers are
required to complete California’s two-year Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment program
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(BTSA). Its primary purpose is to “provide an effective transition into the teaching career for first-
and second-year teachers” (Cal Educ. Code 844246.2) (see Chart 5). The program traces its roots to
1992 (SB 1422, Bergeson) and was formally created in 1997 (AB 1266, Mazzoni). In 2004, funding
for BTSA programs was folded into the Teacher Credentialing Block Grant (AB 825, Firebaugh).
Currently, there are more than 145 BTSA programs throughout the State that take one of three
organizational structures: individual districts, districts in collaboration with one another and with
colleges and universities, and large consortia with districts, colleges, universities, and county offices.
All programs must meet the Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Beginning Teacher Support
and Assessment Programs (see Chart 7).

CHART 7: Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Programs: Statutory Purposes and Standards

of Quality and Effectiveness

Statutory Purposes Standards of Quality and Effectiveness

1. Provide an effective transition into the teaching Category |: Program Design, Organization and Context
career for first- and second-year teachers in Standard 1: Sponsorship and Administration of the
California Program

2. Improve the educational performance of students Standard 2: Program Rationale, Goals, and Design
through improved training, information, and Standard 3: Collaboration
assistance for new teachers Standard 4: School Context and Working

3. Enable beginning teachers to be effective in teaching Conditions
students who are culturally, linguistically, and Standard 5: Roles and Responsibilities of Site
academically diverse Administrators

4. Ensure the professional success and retention of new | Category II: Delivery of Integrated Support and
teachers Assessment to Beginning Teachers

5. Ensure that a support provider provides intensive Standard 6: Selection of Support
individualized support and assistance to each Providers/Assessors
participating beginning teacher Standard 7: Provision of Professional

6. Improve the rigor and consistency of individual Development for Support Providers/Assessors
teacher performance assessments and the usefulness Standard 8: Formative Assessment of Beginning
of assessment results to teachers and decision makers Teacher Performance

7. Establish an effective, coherent system of Standard 9: Development and Use of
performance assessments that are based on the Individualized Induction Plans
California Standards for the Teaching Profession Standard 10: Provision of Individualized

8. Examine alternative ways in which the general public Assistance and Support by Support
and the education profession may be assured that new Providers/Assessors
teachers who remain in teaching have attained Standard 11: Design and Content of Formal
acceptable levels of professional competence Professional Development Activities for

9. Ensure that an individual induction plan is in place Beginning Teachers
for each participating beginning teacher and is based | Category Ill: Resources and Program Development
on an ongoing assessment of the development of the Standard 12: Allocation and Use of Resources
beginning teacher Standard 13: Program Development, Evaluation

10. Ensure continuous program improvement through and Accountability
ongoing research, development, and evaluation

SOURCE: Cal Educ. Code §44246.2 and State of California (July 1997)

Each new teacher is assigned a mentor who serves as support provider and assessor. Mentors
must complete State-developed training. (See Table A-10 in Appendix 4 for State guidance on
mentor selection.) BTSA programs are required to provide time and opportunities for beginning

teachers and their mentors to work together on a regular, on-going basis. Assessments of beginning
teachers are guided by the California Formative Assessment and Support System for Teachers
(CFASST) or an approved local assessment system and are based on the State’s Standards for the
Teaching Profession.”® The mentor assesses the beginning teacher’s performance at the start of the
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program and at multiple points throughout the induction program to monitor progress. Assessment
information is used to create and update the beginning teacher’s Individual Induction Plan (I1P).
Successful completion of a BTSA program is required for teachers in order to be eligible for a
Professional Clear Credential.

Performance Evaluations: Performance evaluation systems are developed and implemented
at the district-level in California following State guidance regarding aspects such as evaluation
frequency and mandatory actions following an unsatisfactory rating. Probationary teachers must be
evaluated at least annually. Like most States, non-probationary teachers are evaluated less
frequently. California requires that all non-probationary teachers be evaluated at least once every
other year. Additionally, a teacher who is highly qualified with at least ten years of experience with
their current district and a previous “exceeds standards” performance rating must be evaluated at
least once every five years. California requires that teacher performance evaluation systems
incorporate measures of student performance. The State provides no guidance on who is eligible to
serve as evaluators.

Should an evaluation result in an unsatisfactory rating, the teacher must be provided with
recommendations on how improvements can be made in the identified unsatisfactory areas. State
guidance requires a meeting be held between the teacher and the district to discuss the evaluation
and the recommendations. Districts must assist the teacher in improving his or her performance and
must reevaluate the teacher at least annually until the teacher receives a satisfactory rating.

TABLE 13. Amount of Professional Development Required for License Renewal

Amount | Frequency | States
| To Be Completed in a Period of Less than 5 years (5 States) |
1 to 5 semester credit hours 4 MO, NH, OR? VT*
5 days 1 Ml
| To Be Completed during a Period of 5 Years (43 States) |
Less than 6 semester credit 11 AL, AK, MN, MS, MT, NJ, ND, OR? TN? UT, WY
hours
6 semester credit hours 22 CO, CT, DE, DC, FL, GA, ID, IN, IA, KS, KY, ME, MD, MS,

NV OH, PA, SC, SD, VA, WV, WI

8 to 10 semester credit hours 9 CA, IL% KS, LA, MA, NC, RI, TX, WA
11 to 15 semester credit hours 3 KY, NY, TX
60 points 1 HI
Master’s Degree 2 KY, MD
| To Be Completed in a Period Between 6 and 10 years (6 States)
6 semester credit hours 3 NE, NV? TN?
8 to 12 semester credit hours 3 AZ, I3 VT?
Unable to Determine 1 OK

? Indicates States with different professional development time frames for different categories of licenses.

NOTE: Where possible, clock hours, contact hours, continuing education units (CEUs), and renewal points were converted to semester credit hours
using individual State conversion formulas. Additionally, New Mexico’s professional development requirements are unique and therefore do not align
with the classification scheme used in this table.

SOURCE: See Table A-9 in Appendix 4.

Approach Taken by States across the Nation. Using NASDTEC’s Knowledgebase and our
own review of State documents, we were able to identify professional development requirements for
every State save Oklahoma. To aide in cross-State comparisons, we converted the requirements to
semester credit hours using State conversion formulas where available (see Table 13). Most States’
policies require teachers to complete a given amount of professional development activities every
five years. And most of these require teachers to complete six semester credit hours. Of States with a
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5-year period, New Jersey requires the least professional development (100 contact hours or 2.2
semester credit hours). Kentucky requires the most. Teachers must complete a minimum of 15
semester credit hours in their first five years and complete a master’s degree in the second five year
period. Maryland also requires teachers earn a master’s degree during their second five years of
teaching. California is on the high end, requiring 150 clock hours.

Twenty-seven States, including California, require beginning teachers to complete some sort
of induction and mentoring program. These programs vary along multiple dimensions including the
required minimum length of participation, eligibility criteria for serving as mentors, resources
provided to beginning teachers and mentors, and completion requirements. The majority of States
(15) require teachers to participate in a program for at least one year (see Table 14). Three States
require teachers to participate for at least three years. Colorado and Wisconsin allow individual
districts to determine the minimum length of participation.

TABLE 14. Required Minimum Length of Beginning Teacher Induction and Mentoring Programs, 2005

Minimum Length Frequency States

1 year 15 AR, CT, IL? IN, KS, KY®, MA, NJ, NM, OH, OK, PA, SC, VA, WV

1.5 years 1 LA

2 years 6 CA, IA, MD, MO, NC, RI

3 years 3 DE, MI, UT

District determined 2 CO, WI

Programs not required 24 AL, AK, AZ,DC, FL, GA, HI, ID, ME, MS, MN, MT, NE, NV, NH,
NY, ND, OR, SD, TN, TX, VT, WA, WY

@2 years if Initial Certificate is issued after September 1, 2007. ® Kentucky is currently piloting (through June 2006) a new two-year teacher internship
program as a possible replacement for the one-year program described here.
SOURCE: See Table A-10 in Appendix 4.

TABLE 15. Individuals Eligible to Serve as Mentors in Beginning Teacher Induction and Mentoring
Programs, 2005

Eligible to be a Mentor | Frequency States
Teacher 24 AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, 1A, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA, MI, NJ,
NC, OH, OK, PA, RI, SC, UT, VA, WV
Master Teacher 2 AR, Ml
In Same District 5 KS, LA, NJ, OK, RI
In Same School/Building 5 AR, IN, UT, VA, WV
In Same Grade 4 IN, OH, PA, WV
In Same Subject 7 CT, IN, OH, PA, UT, WV
Principal 1 KY
Other 2 KY, MlI
District Determined 3 MO, NM, WI

SOURCE: See Table A-10 in Appendix 4.

Fellow teachers typically serve as mentors to beginning teachers although Kentucky and
Michigan allow non-teachers to fulfill this role (see Table 15). Fifteen States place additional
restrictions on the types of teachers who are eligible to be mentors.2’ Mentors must be teachers in the
same subject as the beginning teacher in seven States and must teach the same grade in four States.
Other eligibility requirements include being a master teacher (two States), teaching in the same
district (five States), and teaching in the same school or building (five States).

Beginning teacher induction and mentoring programs can be time and energy intensive, so
States offer mentors and beginning teachers a variety of resources (see Table 16). Fourteen States,
including California, offer training for mentors, and 12 States finance salary supplements for
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mentors. Many induction and mentoring programs stress collaboration between beginning teachers
and mentors. To encourage this relationship, 14 States, including California, provide release time for
mentors and/or beginning teachers. California’s program is the only one that provides the possibility
of reduced work load. To aide in the professional acculturation of beginning teachers, programs in
nine States, including California, provide professional development activities.

TABLE 16. Resources State/Districts Required to Provide to Mentors and/or Beginning Teachers
Participating in Beginning Teacher Induction and Mentoring Programs, 2005

Resource | Frequency | States

| For Mentors |
Training 14 AR, CA, DE, IL, IA, KS, KY, LA, MA, NJ, OH, RI, SC, UT
Salary Supplement 12 DE, IL, IA, KS, KY, NJ, NC, OK, PA, RI, SC, WV

| For Mentors and/or Beginning Teachers |
Release Time 14 AR, CA, CO, CT, IL, IA, LA, MA, NJ, PA, RI, SC, VA, WV
Professional Development Activities 9 AR, CA, IL, KS, MI, MO, NJ, RI, WV
Reduced Work Load 1 CA

SOURCE: See Table A-10 in Appendix 4.

Successful completion of a beginning teacher induction and mentoring program is linked to
licensure in 23 of the 27 States with State-mandated programs (see Table 17). Usually teachers
advance to the next level of teaching license as they do in California. Eighteen States provide
guidance as to what constitutes a successful completion. Most (11 States) require teachers to pass a
performance assessment or evaluation. Colorado and Illinois require teachers complete a formative
assessment. Connecticut mandates a portfolio assessment while North Carolina requires teachers to
submit a performance-based product for review.

TABLE 17. Completion Requirements of Beginning Teacher Induction and Mentoring Programs, 2005

Completion Requirement Frequency | States
District Determined 9 KS, MD, MI, MO, PA, RI, SC, VA, WI
State Determined 18 AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, MA, NJ, NM,
NC, OH, OK, UT, WV
Performance Assessment or Evaluation 11 AR, CA, DE, IN, IA, KY, LA, MA, NJ, NM, OH, WV
Formative Assessment 2 CO, IL
Portfolio Assessment 2 CT,NC
Other 3 CA, OK, UT
Completion Linked to Licensure 23 AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, IL, IN, IA, KY, LA, MD, MA, MO,
NJ, NM, NC, OH, OK, PA, SC, UT, WV, WI

NOTE: The categories of “State Determined” will probably need to be revisited and reformatted as States may use different phrases for essentially the
same thing. SOURCE: See Table A-10 in Appendix 4.

As shown in Table 18, statutes in 38 States (including California) stipulate at least one aspect
of a performance evaluation system for teachers. There is substantial variation among these States
with regard to the detail of the State guidance. All teachers are evaluated using the same system in
five States such as the Delaware Performance Assessment System Il and the Georgia Teacher
Evaluation System. Arkansas and Missouri mandate the frequency of evaluations but leave most
details to local districts. The remaining States fall somewhere between these two extremes. Most
systems are similar to California’s in that districts design their own systems but must follow State
guidelines.
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TABLE 18. Types of Teacher Performance Evaluation Systems, 2005

Type of System Frequency States
District Developed 2 AR, MO
District Developed following State 24 AK, AZ, CA, CO, CT, FL, IL, IA, KS, KY, LA, MA, MI,
Guidelines MN, NV, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, SD, UT, VA, WA
District Developed, but State Approval 4 IN, NE? TN, WY
Required
Statewide System with District 3 NM, SC, TX
Augmentation Allowed
Statewide System 5 DE, DC, GA, HI, WV
No Regulations 13 AL, ID, ME, MD, MS, MT, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT, WI

 Nebraska only requires that State approval for district systems for performance evaluations of probationary teachers.
SOURCE: See Table A-11 in Appendix 4.

The most common type of guidance States provide to districts concerns the frequency with
which teachers must be evaluated (see Table 19). Typically, probationary teachers are evaluated
more frequently than non-probationary teachers. Nineteen States (including California) mandate that
districts evaluate probationary teachers at least once a year. Eleven States require evaluations twice a
year while probationary teachers in Minnesota and Nevada are evaluated three times a year. With
respect to non-probationary teachers, 17 States mandate annual evaluations while eight States
(including California) mandate evaluations on a less frequent basis. Many States allow for less
frequent performance evaluations for certain teachers, usually those with previous successful
evaluations.

TABLE 19. Frequency with which States Require Teachers’ Performance be Evaluated, 2005

Frequency of Evaluations | Frequency | States

Probationary Teachers |

At least once a year 19 AR, CA, CO, DE?, FL, GA, HI, IL, IN%, KY, LA, MA, MI, NM, NC,
TN, TX? VA, WA

At least twice a year 11 AK, AZ, KS? NE, ND, OH, OK, OR, UT, WV, WY

At least 3 times a year 2 MN, NV

Other 3 IA, MO, SC

No State guidance 3 CT, DC, SD

| Non-Probationary Teachers |

At least once every 3 years 5 1A, KS, KY, LA, MI

At least once every 2 years 3 CAY IL, MA

At least once a year 17 AK?® AZ, AR, CO, DE? DC, FL, GA, HI?}, NV, NM, NC, ND, OK,
TX?, WA, WY

Other 5 MO, OH, SC, TN, WV

No State guidance 8 CT, IN, MN, NE, OR, SD, UT, VA

% Indicates the States that allow for less frequent evaluations for certain teachers. SOURCE: See Table A-11 in Appendix 4.

With the advent of the accountability age, debate has heated up regarding two aspects of
teacher performance evaluations — whether or not teachers are evaluated based on their students’
performance and who conducts the evaluation. Most States offer no guidance regarding the
appropriateness of evaluating teachers based on the performance of their students. However, student
performance is a required component of the teacher evaluation systems in 12 States including
California. It is a permissible component in Massachusetts and prohibited in Indiana. In most States,
a teacher’s supervisor (11 States) or administrator (16 States) is responsible for conducting the
performance evaluation. California and 11 other States provide no guidance.
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TABLE 20. Whether or not Teachers Evaluated on Student Performance and Who Conducts the
Evaluation, 2005

Component | Frequency | States
| Are Teachers Evaluated on their Students’ Performance? |
Required 12 CA, CO, DE, FL, GA, KS, LA, NM, OK, TN, TX, VA
Permissible 1 MA
Not Permitted 1 IN
No State guidance 23 AK, AZ, AR, CT, DC, I, IA, KY, MI, MN, MO, NE, NV, NC, ND,
OH, OR, SC, SD, UT, WA, WV, WY
Uncertain 1 HI
| Who Conducts the Evaluation? |
Supervisor 11 DC, FL, IN, KY, LA, NC,OH, TN, TX, UT, WV
Administrator ? 16 AK, CO, CT, HI, IL, IA, KS, LA, NV, NM, OH, OK, SC, TN, UT,
WA
Other 5 DE, GA, MA, SC, TN
No State guidance 12 AZ, AR, CA, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OR, SD, VA, WY

# Administrators include superintendents, principals, assistant principals, or principal’s designee.
SOURCE: See Table A-11 in Appendix 4.

Effectiveness of these Policies. Similar to the research on masters’ degrees, the research on
professional development finds little benefit of the average professional development program.
However, some professional development programs have demonstrated positive effects for teachers
and their students. Professional development programs are well suited for experimental studies and
there have been a number of them. For example, Saxe, et. al (2001) compared two mathematics
programs focused on teaching fractions. One developed teachers’ content knowledge and
understanding of student learning issues around fractions. The other was more general, involving
discussions around practice. The study found that students of teachers in the first group gained more
than a standard deviation more than the other group.®* Similarly, McCutchen, et. al. (2002) looked at
an early reading professional development program and found differences in first graders
phonological awareness, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and spelling based on whether or not
their teacher participated in the program.®? There is also some evidence that mentoring and induction
programs help to keep teachers in the profession. For example, Reed, Reuben and Barbour (2006)
find that BTSA reduces the likelihood that a new teacher will leave by 26 percent for teachers with
multiple-subject certification, and by 16 percent for those with single-subject certification.®

While the research on professional development isn’t broad enough to pinpoint the
appropriate program for each situation, there are some general conclusions. Hill (2006) in a review
of the literature identifies four important qualities of high quality programs. First, most effective
programs involve a substantial time commitment such as a two to four week summer program. In
most cases one day programs are not worthwhile. Second, the content of programs should to be
targeted, for example, on specific content-knowledge, subject-matter-specific instruction and/or
student learning. Broad programs do not appear to be effective. Third, teachers’ professional
development should be linked to the district or school’s instructional goals and curriculum materials.
Teachers are likely to make better use of the materials that their schools and districts provide if their
professional development is tied closely to those resources. As Hill points out, currently teachers
often do not see their professional developed tied to their schools’ programs: on a national survey,
only 18 percent reported that their professional development was strongly linked to other school
activities, while 44 percent reported few or no links between their professional development and
school programs. Fourth, there is a commonly held belief that professional development is more
effective if it involves groups of teachers at the same school and includes active participation, such
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as reviewing student work, giving presentations, and planning lessons. However, there is not
research that assesses the usefulness of these features of professional development characteristics.®*

Recruitment, Retention, and Assignment Incentives Policies

States have adopted a variety of incentive policies to attract talented individuals to the
teaching profession, to retain them, and to encourage them to accept assignments in particular high-
need subject areas or schools. The incentive systems adopted by States can be characterized by their
breadth, how many stages of a teacher’s career it targets. We define five career stages that teachers
may pass through from college to retirement:

1. Period of teacher preparation prior to initial teacher certification.

2. Period following this initial preparation as the teacher begins as a teacher of record.

3. Period of additional education as the teacher completes requirements for an additional

credential, endorsement, or certification.

4. Period following the completion of additional training and/or the receipt of an advanced

credential.

5. Period of retirement eligibility
Incentives that target the first two and the final stages seek to increase the State’s supply of teachers.
Policies aimed at the first stage provide funds for initial teacher preparation programs for State
residents who commit to rendering service at schools within the State. These generally take the form
of State-financed forgivable grants, loans, and scholarships. Policies targeted at the second stage
include the assumption of federal loans, salary bonuses, and housing assistance. Teachers eligible for
retirement are targeted with policies designed to entice retired teachers or soon-to-be retired teachers
back into the classroom without jeopardizing their retirement benefits.

Incentives that target the third and fourth stages of a teacher’s career seek to improve and
augment the skills and quality of the State’s existing teacher labor force. Typical incentives for
additional training, certification, or credentialing for certified teachers include tuition assistance for
teachers to obtain a certification or endorsement in an additional subject area and support for
teachers seeking advanced credentialing such as the NBPTS. Incentives awarded in the post-
additional training period generally take the form of salary bonuses for National Board Certified
Teachers (NBCTSs).

States’ incentive systems can also be distinguished from one another by the degree to which
they target specific subgroups of teachers. Many incentives are awarded only to teachers who teach
subject areas with critical teacher shortages (such as mathematics, science, and special education) or
difficult-to-staff schools (such as low-performing schools or schools located in specific geographic
areas). Others are further targeted to teachers of critical shortage subjects in difficult-to-staff schools.
Although eligibility for some incentives are restricted to specific characteristics of the teacher (such
as teachers of minority racial or ethnic groups), we focus our attention on the targeting to
characteristics of the job assignment.

California’s Approach. Several bills were passed by the California Legislature in reaction to
the significant difficult that some schools and districts had in recruiting and retaining teachers
following the introduction of the CSR program (e.g., SB 1564 (Schiff, 1998), SB 2064 (O’Connell,
1998), SB 1666 (Alarcon, 2000)). These bills created and expanded a network of incentive programs
designed to attract and retain high quality teachers and to address the quality inequities between
high- and low- performing schools (see Chart 8). Many of these programs were eliminated or
substantially curtailed during the budget crisis in the ea