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  Office of the Executive Director 
 

  
 

April 5, 2012 
 
Elaine M. Howle, CPA 
California State Auditor 
Bureau of State Audits 
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Dear Ms. Howle: 
 
This is the one year report by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (Commission) on the 
work done to implement the recommendations outlined in the report issued on April 7, 2011 by 
the California State Auditor titled: “Despite Delays in Discipline of Teacher Misconduct, the 
Division of Professional Practices has not Developed an Adequate Strategy or Implemented 
Processes that will Safeguard Against Future Backlog.” 
 
Since the audit findings were released one year ago, the Commission has addressed 
implementation of all the recommendations made by the State Auditor. The Commission 
appreciates the thoroughness of the audit and the opportunity to strengthen our business 
practices. For clarity in this response, the Commission is using the numbering system used in 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406 that your office issued in March 2012. The 
Commission’s one-year response is as follows: 
 
Recommendation 1.1: To comply with the law and reduce unnecessary workload, the division 
should continue to notify Justice of individuals for whom the division is no longer interested in 
receiving RAP sheets.  
 
While the California State Auditor Report 2012-406, issued in March 2012, identifies this item 
as fully implemented, the Commission saw the need to implement a more robust system of 
notifying the Department of Justice (DOJ) when the Commission no longer needs arrest 
information. A review of the 1.1 million records at the Commission indicated that the 
Commission was no longer interested in approximately 340,000 individuals. The Commission 
developed a system to automatically return reports of arrest and prosecution (RAPS) to the DOJ. 
The Commission began the automated process of returning RAP sheets to DOJ on March 5, 2012 
at the rate of 1,000 per day. This number increased to the 10,000 records per-day limit set by 
DOJ on March 28, 2012. The DOJ has been very helpful in evaluating the quality of data being 
returned, and continues to assist the Commission in reviewing the automated upload to assure 
our agencies are sending and receiving accurate data. 
 
As noted in our October 7, 2011 report, DOJ provided a list of persons of interest to the 
Commission who appear in DOJ’s digitized database. Those records are returned automatically, 
as described above. All others must be submitted to DOJ manually, pursuant to DOJ’s direction.  
In order to streamline the return of RAPS, the manual format was semi-automated to allow the 
Commission to return the data in the format required by DOJ. The database now runs a report 
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that gathers the RAPS for manual return and compiles them into a report format required by 
DOJ. This report began being faxed to DOJ on March 5, 2012 at the rate of 500 persons per 
week, consistent with DOJ requirements. 
 
In addition, the Commission promulgated a regulation governing the expiration of fingerprints. 
The rulemaking file was opened and a public hearing was held at the January 2012 meeting of 
the Commission. Commission staff submitted the final rulemaking file to the Office of 
Administrative Law (OAL) on March 16, 2012. OAL has 30 days to review the final rulemaking 
file. As a person’s fingerprints expire under the proposed regulation, the credentialing system 
database (CASE/Seibel) used by the Commission will automatically notify DOJ that the 
Commission should no longer receive RAPS for that person. Materials supporting the 
Commission’s activities, including the complete rulemaking file, are included under Tab 1.1. 
 
Recommendation 2.1: The commission should revise its strategic plan to identify the 
programmatic, organizational, and external challenges that face the division and the committee 
in overcoming those challenges, and the goals and actions necessary to accomplish its mission. 
 
The Commission adopted a strategic plan for the Division of Professional Practices at its March 
2012 meeting. At its March 2012 meeting the Commission also held a one-day retreat for 
strategic planning to consider commission-wide issues and challenges. This developing, overall 
strategic plan for the Commission may result in additional augmentation of the Strategic Plan for 
the Division of Professional Practices. Materials supporting the Commission’s actions are 
included under Tab 2.1. 
 
Recommendation 2.2: To ensure that it can effectively process its workload in the future, the 
commission should collect the data needed to identify the staffing levels necessary to 
accommodate its workload. 
 
The CASE/Seibel system now captures every case assignment to staff, every common activity 
completed by staff, and each change in staff assignment as a case moves through the review 
process. The Commission staff standardized and implemented changes to its work processes, 
reorganized the staff of the division, restructured the management team to narrow the span of 
control and increase accountability and submitted numerous policies regarding cases to the 
Commission for its decision.  
 
Because of serious budget constraints caused by the Commission’s decrease in revenue, any 
increase in staffing levels must be achieved through the redirection of existing resources within 
the Commission or increasing the efficiencies within the division. The Executive Director 
redirected additional positions to the division and a high speed scanner is being moved from the 
Certification Assignment and Waivers Division to the Division of Professional Practices. The 
data collected in DPP will support a workload study. However, any other changes in staffing 
levels will be addressed through the budget process or through redirection of existing resources.  
Documents concerning the Commission’s activities are included under Tab 2.2    
 
Recommendation 2.3: The commission should seek a legal opinion from the attorney general to 
determine the legal authority and extent to which the committee may delegate to the division the 
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discretionary authority to close investigations of alleged misconduct without committee review, 
and take all necessary steps to comply with the attorney general’s advice.  
 
On May 2, 2011 the Commission requested an opinion from the Office of the Attorney General. 
The Commission has taken steps outlined in the California State Auditor Report 2012-406. 
Informal discussions with the Office of the Attorney General indicate that the request is still 
pending and not likely to be released soon. Documents are located behind Tab 2.3. 
 
Recommendation 2.4: Once the commission has received the attorney general’s legal advice 
regarding the extent to which the committee may delegate case closures to the division, the 
commission should undertake all necessary procedural and statutory changes to increase the 
number of cases the committee can review each month.  
 
Once the Commission receives the Attorney General’s opinion, it will consider all available 
options to increase the efficiency of the DPP and the Committee of Credentials (Committee). But 
the Commission is not waiting for the Attorney General’s opinion to begin increasing the number 
of cases being presented to the Committee As noted in the 2011 BSA report (page 49) the 
Committee was reviewing approximately 50-60 cases at the initial review stage each month. For 
the April and May 2012 Committee meetings, there are approximately 75 cases set to be heard at 
the initial review stage in April, and 100 cases in May. The plan is to continue to set cases for 
informal review at the approximate rate of 100 a month to determine if that workload is possible 
for the Committee.  
 
The Commission held two stakeholder meetings to discuss ideas for increasing the numbers of 
cases being presented to the Committee. As described in the agenda item presented to the 
Commission in January 2012, the consensus suggestions of the stakeholder group and survey 
seem to fall within three major topics: 1) Work to reduce the number of cases that are opened: 
educate employers, educate the public, specify criteria for district reporting, clarify the personal 
fitness questions; 2) Committee of Credentials: Reduce the barriers to getting members, use an 
alternative process for drunk driving, investigate having more than one COC, investigate the 
COC working five days instead of three each month; and 3) Clarify when staff has the ability to 
close a case (wait for the Attorney General’s opinion on delegating authority to staff). 
 
The only item of stakeholder consensus that would require legislation was the concept of having 
more than one Committee. While seeking legislation might be feasible, because of the severe 
constraints in the Commission’s budget, the possibility is not currently financially feasible. In 
addition to the costs of the Committee itself, more staff would also need to be added to the 
division to support the work of the additional Committee. Any such plan for legislation would 
necessitate a long term fiscal plan to identify resources to pay for the cost, and should only be 
considered if all other possible alternatives have been attempted first. Documents are located 
under Tab 2.4 
 
Recommendation 2.5: The division should develop and formalize comprehensive written 
procedures to promote consistency in, and conformity with, management’s policies and 
directives for reviews of reported misconduct. 
 



 
                                                        Ensuring Educator Excellence 4 
 

Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See  
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 2.6: The division should provide training and oversight, and should take any 
other necessary steps, to ensure that the case information in its database is complete, accurate, 
and consistently entered to allow for the retrieval of reliable case management information. 
 
Extensive training of staff was completed, as contained in the Commission’s October 2011 report 
to the State Auditor. In addition, various smaller trainings were done for updates to procedures.  
  
The entire management and supervisory team in the division were replaced, with the exception 
of the Supervising Investigator. A new Chief Counsel and Assistant Chief Counsel were hired. 
As part of the reorganization of the division, a new management team is in the process of being 
recruited. This will bring management positions to a level consistent with state standards for 
span of control. Management duties will include routine or scheduled review of data.  Materials 
supporting the Commission’s activities are included under Tab 2.6. 
 
Recommendation 2.7: The commission should continue to implement its new procedures related 
to deleting cases from its database to ensure that all such proposed deletions are reviewed by 
management for propriety before they are deleted and a record is kept of the individuals to 
which each such deleted case record pertains. Further, the Commission should develop and 
implement policies and procedures related to managing changes and deletions in the database.   
 
The Commission implemented a deletion management process. Policy and procedures related to 
managing changes and deletions in CASE data in the CASE/Seibel database were created. The 
policy encompasses managing changes and deletions. A key element of the policy requires the 
Chief Counsel to audit data on an annual basis.  The identification of key data elements to 
include in this audit, as well as completion of the audit, will take place after the new 
management team is in place.  Documents for that process are located behind Tab 2.7.  
 
Recommendation 2.8: To ensure that the division promptly and properly processes the receipt of 
all the various reports of educator misconduct it receives, such as RAP sheets, school reports, 
affidavits, and self disclosures of misconduct, the division should develop and implement 
procedures to create a record of the receipt of these reports that it can use to account for them. 
In addition, the process should include oversight of the handling of these reports to ensure that 
case files for the reported misconduct are established in the commission’s database to allow for 
tracking and accountability. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 2.9.a: To adequately address the weaknesses in its processing of reports of 
misconduct, the division should revisit management’s reports and its processes for overseeing 
the investigations of misconduct to ensure that the reports and practices provide adequate 
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information to facilitate reduction of the time elapsed to perform critical steps in the review 
process. 
 
The Commission has developed a variety of case aging reports designed to show the age of cases 
and additional information to provide management with the information necessary to oversee and 
monitor the investigation of all reports of misconduct. Case aging information is also presented 
to the Commission at every meeting. Documents reflecting the Commission’s actions are located 
behind Tab 2.9.a. 
 
Recommendation 2.9.b: The division should adequately track the reviews of reports of 
misconduct that may require mandatory action by the commission to ensure the timely 
revocation of the credentials for all individuals whose misconduct renders them unfit for the 
duties authorized by their credential. 
 
The Commission developed reports to track and monitor the progress of cases involving 
mandatory offenses. These reports provide the tools needed by management to monitor the 
workload involving mandatory offenses. These documents are located behind Tab 2.9.b. 
 
Recommendation 2.9.c: The division should ensure that its reports and practices provide prompt 
requests for information surrounding reports of misconduct from law enforcement agencies, the 
courts, schools, and knowledgeable individuals. 
 
At the January 2012 meeting of the Commission, the Commission reviewed a “dashboard 
measurement” tool for setting performance measures for critical stages of DPP’s business 
processes. Staff also presented proposed targets to perform vital tasks and a sample report on 
performance measures, with targets, cycle time, and volume measures. As noted in the agenda 
item, this dashboard requires revisions to the database and will not be completed until the 
summer of 2012. 
 
The division also reviewed, analyzed and updated its various processes used to request 
information concerning reports of misconduct. This includes the processing of cases involving 
mandatory revocation offenses (see Recommendation 2.9.b.); various updates to the database 
(see Recommendation 2.9.d. and 2.9.f.); as well as enhancing and /or creating new reports 
described in Recommendation 2.9.a. Documentation is found under Tab 2.9.c. 
 
Recommendation 2.9.d: The division should ensure that its reports and practices provide 
adequate understanding of the reasons for delays in investigating individual reports of 
misconduct without having to review the paper files for the cases. 
 
The Commission modified the CASE/Seibel database to include a “Cause for Delay” activity. 
This activity will be incorporated in the “Potential Mandatory,” “Potential LOI,” and “Potential 
Consent Calendar” reports. This allows management to determine whether a case is delayed, and 
if the delay is caused by an external agency, and the reason for delay. Supporting documents are 
located behind Tab 2.9.d. 
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Recommendation 2.9.e: The division should provide clear evidence of management review of 
reports intended to track the division’s progress in its investigations of misconduct. 
 
A weekly management meeting is held with every supervisor (and acting supervisor). This began 
in October 2011, and includes the Chief Counsel, Assistant Chief Counsel, Supervising Special 
Investigator, and the acting Staff Services Manager. (As we complete recruitment for the new 
managers, they will be added to the meeting.) The weekly meeting focuses the management team 
on issues facing the division, including staffing issues, case work issues and case delays. 
 
Recommendation 2.9.f: Clear tracking of the dates at which the commission will lose its 
jurisdiction over the case as a result of the expiration of statute‑based time frames for 
investigating the misconduct. 
  
The Commission modified the CASE/Seibel database to include statute of limitations (SL) dates 
to show when the Commission will lose jurisdiction to investigate a case. In addition, for cases 
involving reports from school districts, attorneys now review the reports during the intake 
process to determine the correct date for the statute of limitations. This change in practice was 
needed to ensure that a date based on an often complex fact pattern is accurately ascertained. 
 
The Commission designed a monthly SL report which is designed to alert management about any 
cases that are within six months of the SL date. The SL dates will be noted in the staff’s 
individual “COC Assigned and Pending Cases” report to help staff prioritize cases assigned to 
them. Review of these reports will be the responsibility of first line supervisors.  Documentation 
is located behind Tab 2.9.f. 
 
Recommendation 2.10: The division should develop and implement procedures to track cases 
after they have been assigned to the investigative process. 
 
The Commission developed procedures, modified the CASE/Seibel database, developed and 
implemented the “COC Assigned and Pending Cases” report to track cases after assignment to 
investigation. These reports are monitored by the first-line supervisor. Documents relating to this 
recommendation are located behind Tab 2.10.  
 
Recommendation 3.1.a: To better ensure that its hiring decisions are fair and that employment 
opportunities are equally afforded to all eligible candidates, and to minimize employees’ 
perceptions that its practices are compromised by familial relationships or employee favoritism, 
the commission should prepare and/or formally adopt a comprehensive hiring manual that 
clearly indicates hiring procedures and identifies the parties responsible for carrying out various 
steps in the hiring process. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 3.1.b: To better ensure that its hiring decisions are fair and that employment 
opportunities are equally afforded to all eligible candidates, and to minimize employees’ 
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perceptions that its practices are compromised by familial relationships or employee favoritism, 
the commission should maintain documentation for each step in the hiring process. For example, 
the commission should maintain all applications received from eligible applicants and should 
preserve notes related to interviews and reference checks. Documentation should be consistently 
maintained by a designated responsible party. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 3.1.c: To better ensure that its hiring decisions are fair and that employment 
opportunities are equally afforded to all eligible candidates, and to minimize employees’ 
perceptions that its practices are compromised by familial relationships or employee favoritism, 
the commission should ensure hiring managers provide to the commission’s office of human 
resources documentation supporting their appointment decisions, and the office of human 
resources should maintain this documentation so that it can demonstrate that the hiring process 
was based on merit and the candidate’s fitness for the job. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 3.2.a: To ensure that employees understand their right to file either an Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) complaint or a grievance, and to reduce any associated fear of 
retaliation, the commission should include in its EEO policy a statement informing staff members 
that they may make complaints without fear of retaliation. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 3.2.b: The commission should actively notify employees annually of its EEO 
complaint and grievance processes, including the protection from retaliation included in both. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See  
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
 
Recommendation 3.2.c: The commission should conduct training on its EEO complaint process 
on a periodic basis. 
 
Materials submitted with the Commission’s six-month report to the State Auditor were sufficient 
for the State Auditor to determine the Commission fully implemented the recommendation. (See 
California State Auditor Report 2012-406.) 
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The Commission takes seriously its responsibility to California’s six million school children and 
their parents and has moved forward to implement, not only the recommendations for the State 
Audit Report, but additional measures that will further strengthen the efficiency, transparency, 
and accountability its operations. 
 
The Commission invites representatives from the Bureau of State Audits to meet with 
Commission staff for any additional information or questions you may have. Please contact Mary 
Sandy, Executive Director, at (916) 322-6253 to arrange a meeting. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Charles Gahagan, Chair 
Commission on Teacher Credentialing 
 
 
cc: Senator Darrell Steinberg, President pro Tem 
Joint Legislative Audit Committee 
Education Policy Committee 
Education Budget Committee 
Members of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing 
The Governor’s Office 
Office of the Lieutenant Governor 
Department of Finance 
Attorney General 
Legislative Analyst Office 
Senate Office of Research 
California Research Bureau 
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