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Discussion of Adopted CAEP Standards and Development of a  

New Partnership Agreement 

 

October 2013 

 

Introduction 

This agenda item provides information about the development of the Council for the 

Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) and the development and adoption of the CAEP 

Standards. Agenda items on the plans for the unification of the National Council for the 

Accreditation of Educator Preparation (NCATE) and the Teacher Education Accrediting Council 

(TEAC) into a single accrediting body known as CAEP were presented to the COA at the June 

2010 meeting (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2010-06/2010-06-item-17.pdf), 

the March 2011 meeting (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2011-03/2011-03-

item-13.pdf) and the February 2013 meeting (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-

agendas/2013-02/2013-02-item-10.pdf).  A preliminary discussion of the draft CAEP Standards 

began with COA at the June 2013 meeting (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-

agendas/2013-06/2013-06-item-20.pdf). 

 

 

Staff Recommendation 

This is an information item.   

 

Background 

The need for a single body that accredits educator preparation in the nation was seen as essential 

to allow a single voice to speak about the quality of educator preparation programs. Significant 

activities began in Fall 2010 to move this process forward by unifying the two federally 

approved accrediting bodies for educator preparation – TEAC and NCATE into a single body 

known as CAEP. Staff has been monitoring the progress being made in developing the CAEP 

accreditation process.  As of July 1, 2013 the unification of TEAC and NCATE has officially 

taken place and the one national accrediting organization for educator preparation is now CAEP. 

 

CAEP Standards 

The CAEP standards are presented here for COA discussion. These standards were adopted by 

the CAEP Board of Directors on August 29, 2013 

(http://caepnet.files.wordpress.com/2013/09/final_board_approved1.pdf).  One of the underlying 

principles that has been cited by James Cilbulka of CAEP is that the new standards are higher 

and leaner.  The adopted standards are presented here: 

 

Standard 1:  CONTENT AND PEDAGOGICAL KNOWLEDGE  
The provider ensures that candidates develop a deep understanding of the critical 
concepts and principles of their discipline and, by completion, are able to use discipline-
specific practices flexibly to advance the learning of all students toward attainment of 
college- and career-readiness standards.   
 
Standard 2:  CLINICAL PARTNERSHIPS AND PRACTICE   
The provider ensures that effective partnerships and high-quality clinical practice are 

http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2010-06/2010-06-item-17.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2011-03/2011-03-item-13.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2011-03/2011-03-item-13.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2013-02/2013-02-item-10.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2013-02/2013-02-item-10.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2013-06/2013-06-item-20.pdf
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-agendas/2013-06/2013-06-item-20.pdf
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CAEP Standards Item 13 

 2 
 

central to preparation so that candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and professional 
dispositions necessary to demonstrate positive impact on all P-12 students’ learning and 
development.  
 
Standard 3:  CANDIDATE QUALITY, RECRUITMENT, AND SELECTIVITY  
The provider demonstrates that the quality of candidates is a continuing and purposeful 
part of its responsibility from recruitment, at admission, through the progression of 
courses and clinical experiences, and to decisions that completers are prepared to teach 
effectively and are recommended for certification. The provider demonstrates that 
development of candidate quality is the goal of educator preparation in all phases of the 
program. This process is ultimately determined by a program’s meeting of Standard 4.  
 
Standard 4:  PROGRAM IMPACT  
The provider demonstrates the impact of its completers on P-12 student learning and 
development, classroom instruction, and schools, and the satisfaction of its completers 
with the relevance and effectiveness of their preparation.  

 

Standard 5: PROVIDER QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT  
The provider maintains a quality assurance system comprised of valid data from 
multiple measures, including evidence of candidates’ and completers’ positive impact 
on P-12 student learning and development. The provider supports continuous 
improvement that is sustained and evidence-based, and that evaluates the effectiveness 
of its completers. The provider uses the results of inquiry and data collection to 
establish priorities, enhance program elements and capacity, and test innovations to 
improve completers’ impact on P-12 student learning and development.  

 

Although there are only five CAEP standards rather than the prior 6 NCATE standards, there are 

a number of sub-elements for each of the 5 CAEP Standards.  The full text of the CAEP 

Standards and the sub-elements is provided in Appendix A.  CAEP developed a complex 

rationale for each of the five standards.  The rationales are based on a variety of research and 

policy documents. The rationale language for the CAEP standards is provided in Appendix B.  In 

addition, CAEP developed a short glossary for the standards.  The glossary is provided in 

Appendix C. 

 

The CAEP Standards differ in significant ways from the previous set of NCATE standards.  

CAEP Standard 1 continues NCATE’s focuses on the candidates’ knowledge, skills, and 

professional dispositions.  Standard 2 embodies efforts by NCATE over the past few years to 

ensure that clinical partnerships and practice is central to educator preparation.  Standard 3 

introduces new concepts for selectivity of candidates into programs.  The new CAEP standards 

are much more specific than the Commission’s standards in the area of admission to an educator 

preparation program. It is important to note the inclusion of an average minimum grade point 

average for candidates admitted to programs.  This concept is somewhat challenging in 

California given the standard is focused at the high school graduate level, rather than for 

candidates enrolling in a post baccalaureate program as is common in California.   Standard 4 

adds a requirement that evidence shows that program completers have a positive impact on 

student learning.  It will be important for the COA to discuss the implications of this standard on 
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California institutions.  This requirement is not in the Commission’s current Common Standards.  

And finally, Standard 5 is focused on quality assurance and continuous improvement.  Many of 

the aspects of this standard are embodied in the Commission’s accreditation system, most 

notably in the biennial report process, but some language such as the inclusion of outcomes data 

on P-12 student growth and interpretation of data that is valid and consistent is new in concept.   

 

Staff has reviewed the adopted CAEP standards against the Commission’s Common Standards 

and provides the COA with a staff-developed preliminary alignment matrix of how the two sets 

of standards compare.  Appendix D shows how the CAEP standards align with the 

Commission’s adopted Common Standards.  A discussion with the COA would be beneficial to 

identify where the preliminary alignment matrix is accurate and where modifications should be 

made.   

 

The general thrust of the CAEP Standards is on the outcomes of the educator preparation 

program(s) and less so on the process the institution uses to reach desired outcomes.  The 

Commission’s Common Standards, however, are in some cases, focused on ensuring that the 

institution has a process.  For example, in the Commission’s Common Standard on Resources it 

states that the institution has, “a process that is inclusive of all programs is in place to determine 

resource needs.”   The manner in which the programs obtain resources is absent from the CAEP 

Standards as are the other components of Common Standard 3: Resources.  In addition, the 

CAEP standards do not specifically address current knowledge, collaboration with P-12, faculty 

development, evaluation recognition or retaining effective personnel. The CAEP Standards do 

not address District-Employed Supervisors separately from the statements about faculty. 

 

Transition to the CAEP Accreditation Process and CAEP Standards 

Now that the CAEP Standards have been adopted, CAEP is working to get information to 

institutions and states and explain the transition plan and timeline for shifting to the CAEP 

standards and accreditation process.  At this time institutions with accreditation site visits 

scheduled from January 2014 through spring 2016 have the choice of which standards to write 

to—the NCATE/TEAC, both NCATE/TEAC and CAEP, or CAEP.  If an institution elects to 

write to the NCATE/TEAC standards the visit is called a “legacy” visit.  If an institution elects to 

address both the NCATE/TEAC and CAEP standards, the visit is a “dual accreditation” visit.  If 

an institution elects to address only the CAEP standards, then the visit is a “CAEP pilot” visit. 

Once staff has a better understanding of these options, information will be shared with the 

California CAEP/NCATE accredited institutions. 

 

CAEP is also looking at its levels of accreditation and proposes four levels of accreditation 

decisions:  
1. denial of accreditation—for providers that fall below CAEP guidelines in 

two or more standards;  

2. probationary accreditation—awarded to providers that meet or surpass 

CAEP guidelines in four standards, but fall below in one of the standards;  

3. full accreditation—awarded to providers that meet CAEP guidelines for all 

five standards; and  
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4. exemplary or “gold” accreditation—awarded to a small number of 

providers that meet CAEP guidelines set for all five standards and surpass 

those guidelines for a combination of standards.  

 

Impact on California NCATE Accredited Institutions 

Historically, the Commission’s accreditation system has operated joint NCATE/CTC 

accreditation visits for institutions wishing to seek both national accreditation and state 

accreditation.  These visits were able to take place seamlessly because the NCATE standards and 

the CTC Common Standards were closely aligned.  California’s partnership agreement with 

NCATE is predicated on the fact that the standards were closely aligned.  Given that there are 

significant differences currently in the CAEP Standards, the Commission staff seeks input into 

the development of the next Partnership Agreement.  For reference, the existing partnership 

agreement is included as Appendix F. 

 

Next Steps 

Staff will continue to monitor the development of CAEP and will update the COA when 

additional information is available. Among the tasks that will need to take place, are the 

following: 

1) Vetting the CAEP/Common Standards crosswalk with individuals in California 

familiar with the new CAEP process. 

2) Finalization of the Crosswalk and adoption by the COA. 

3) Based upon the determination of alignment with California Common Standards, a 

new partnership agreement will be drafted and provided to the COA at a future 

meeting for its consideration and potential adoption. 

4) Communication to California institutions seeking national and state accreditation will 

need to take place as the Commission moves forward to ensure that institutions 

understand any changes that may occur as a result of the adoption of a new 

partnership agreement with CAEP. 
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Appendix A 
Adopted CAEP Standards (2013) 

 
Standard 1:  CONTENT AND PEDAGOGICAL KNOWLEDGE  
The provider ensures that candidates develop a deep understanding of the critical concepts and 
principles of their discipline and, by completion, are able to use discipline-specific practices flexibly to 
advance the learning of all students toward attainment of college- and career-readiness standards.   
  
Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions  
1.1  Candidates demonstrate an understanding of the 10 InTASC standards at the appropriate 
progression level(s)2 in the following categories: the learner and learning; content; instructional 
practice; and professional responsibility.   
   
Provider Responsibilities  
1.2  Providers ensure that completers use research and evidence to develop an understanding of the 
teaching profession and use both to measure their P-12 students’ progress and their own professional 
practice.  
  
1.3  Providers ensure that completers apply content and pedagogical knowledge as reflected in outcome 
assessments in response to standards of Specialized Professional Associations (SPA), the National Board 
for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), states, or other accrediting bodies (e.g., National 
Association of Schools of Music – NASM).  
  
1.4  Providers ensure that completers demonstrate skills and commitment that afford all P-12 students 
access to rigorous college- and career-ready standards (e.g., Next Generation Science Standards, 
National Career Readiness Certificate, Common Core State Standards).  
  
1.5  Providers ensure that completers model and apply technology standards as they design, implement 
and assess learning experiences to engage students and improve learning; and enrich professional 
practice.   
 
Standard 2:  CLINICAL PARTNERSHIPS AND PRACTICE   
The provider ensures that effective partnerships and high-quality clinical practice are central to 
preparation so that candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary 
to demonstrate positive impact on all P-12 students’ learning and development.  
  
Partnerships for Clinical Preparation  
2.1  Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 school and community arrangements, including 
technology-based collaborations, for clinical preparation and share responsibility for continuous 
improvement of candidate preparation. Partnerships for clinical preparation can follow a range of forms, 
participants, and functions. They establish mutually agreeable expectations for candidate entry, 
preparation, and exit; ensure that theory and practice are linked; maintain coherence across clinical and 
academic components of preparation; and share accountability for candidate outcomes.  
  
Clinical Educators  
2.2  Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality clinical educators, both 
provider- and school-based, who demonstrate a positive impact on candidates’ development and P-12 
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student learning and development. In collaboration with their partners, providers use multiple 
indicators and appropriate technology-based applications to establish, maintain, and refine criteria for 
selection, professional development, performance evaluation, continuous improvement, and retention 
of clinical educators in all clinical placement settings.  
  
Clinical Experiences  
2.3  The provider works with partners to design clinical experiences of sufficient depth, breadth, 
diversity, coherence, and duration to ensure that candidates demonstrate their developing effectiveness 
and positive impact on all students’ learning and development. Clinical experiences, including 
technology-enhanced learning opportunities, are structured to have multiple performance-based 
assessments at key points within the program to demonstrate candidates’ development of the 
knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions, as delineated in Standard 1, that are associated with a 
positive impact on the learning and development of all P-12 students.   
 

Standard 3:  CANDIDATE QUALITY, RECRUITMENT, AND SELECTIVITY  
The provider demonstrates that the quality of candidates is a continuing and purposeful part of its 
responsibility from recruitment, at admission, through the progression of courses and clinical 
experiences, and to decisions that completers are prepared to teach effectively and are recommended 
for certification. The provider demonstrates that development of candidate quality is the goal of 
educator preparation in all phases of the program. This process is ultimately determined by a 
program’s meeting of Standard 4.  
 
Plan for Recruitment of Diverse Candidates who Meet Employment Needs  
3.1 The provider presents plans and goals to recruit and support completion of high-quality candidates 
from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse populations to accomplish their mission. The admitted 
pool of candidates reflects the diversity of America’s P-12 students. The provider demonstrates efforts 
to know and address community, state, national, regional, or local needs for hard-to-staff schools and 
shortage fields, currently, STEM, English-language learning, and students with disabilities.  
 
Admission Standards Indicate That Candidates Have High Academic Achievement And Ability  
3.2 The provider sets admissions requirements, including CAEP minimum criteria or the state’s minimum 
criteria, whichever are higher, and gathers data to monitor applicants and the selected pool of 
candidates. The provider ensures that the average grade point average of its accepted cohort of 
candidates meets or exceeds the CAEP minimum of 3.0, and the group average performance on 
nationally normed ability/achievement assessments such as ACT, SAT, or GRE:  

• is in the top 50 percent from 2016-2017;  
• is in the top 40 percent of the distribution from 2018-2019; and  

 is in the top 33 percent of the distribution by 2020.28  
 
If any state can meet the CAEP standards, as specified above, by demonstrating a correspondence in 
scores between the state-normed assessments and nationally normed ability/achievement assessments, 
then educator preparation providers from that state will be able to utilize their state assessments until 
2020. CAEP will work with states through this transition.  
 
Over time, a program may develop a reliable, valid model that uses admissions criteria other than those 
stated in this standard. In this case, the admitted cohort group mean on these criteria must meet or 
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exceed the standard that has been shown to positively correlate with measures of P-12 student learning 
and development.  
 
The provider demonstrates that the standard for high academic achievement and ability is met through 
multiple evaluations and sources of evidence. The provider reports the mean and standard deviation for 
the group.  
 
Additional Selectivity Factors   
3.3  Educator preparation providers establish and monitor attributes and dispositions beyond academic 
ability that candidates must demonstrate at admissions and during the program. The provider selects 
criteria, describes the measures used and evidence of the reliability and validity of those measures, and 
reports data that show how the academic and non-academic factors predict candidate performance in 
the program and effective teaching.   
  
Selectivity During Preparation   
3.4  The provider creates criteria for program progression and monitors candidates’ advancement from 
admissions through completion. All candidates demonstrate the ability to teach to college- and career-
ready standards. Providers present multiple forms of evidence to indicate candidates’ developing 
content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, pedagogical skills, and the integration of 
technology in all of these domains.29   
  
Selection At Completion   
3.5  Before the provider recommends any completing candidate for licensure or certification, it 
documents that the candidate has reached a high standard for content knowledge in the fields where 
certification is sought and can teach effectively with positive impacts on P-12 student learning and 
development.  
  
3.6  Before the provider recommends any completing candidate for licensure or certification, it 
documents that the candidate understands the expectations of the profession, including codes of ethics, 
professional standards of practice, and relevant laws and policies. CAEP monitors the development of 
measures that assess candidates’ success and revises standards in light of new results.   
 
Standard 4:  PROGRAM IMPACT  
The provider demonstrates the impact of its completers on P-12 student learning and development, 
classroom instruction, and schools, and the satisfaction of its completers with the relevance and 
effectiveness of their preparation.  
  
Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development  
4.1  The provider documents, using multiple measures, that program completers contribute to an 
expected level of student-learning growth. Multiple measures shall include all available growth 
measures (including value-added measures, student-growth percentiles, and student learning and 
development objectives) required by the state for its teachers and available to educator preparation 
providers, other state-supported P-12 impact measures, and any other measures employed by the 
provider.   
  
Indicators of Teaching Effectiveness  
4.2  The provider demonstrates, through structured and validated observation instruments and student 
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surveys, that completers effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions that the 
preparation experiences were designed to achieve.  
  
Satisfaction of Employers  
4.3.  The provider demonstrates, using measures that result in valid and reliable data and including 
employment milestones such as promotion and retention, that employers are satisfied with the 
completers’ preparation for their assigned responsibilities in working with P-12 students.  
  
Satisfaction of Completers  
4.4  The provider demonstrates, using measures that result in valid and reliable data, that program 
completers perceive their preparation as relevant to the responsibilities they confront on the job, and 
that the preparation was effective.   
 
Standard 5: PROVIDER QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT  
The provider maintains a quality assurance system comprised of valid data from multiple measures, 
including evidence of candidates’ and completers’ positive impact on P-12 student learning and 
development. The provider supports continuous improvement that is sustained and evidence-based, 
and that evaluates the effectiveness of its completers. The provider uses the results of inquiry and 
data collection to establish priorities, enhance program elements and capacity, and test innovations to 
improve completers’ impact on P-12 student learning and development.  
  
Quality and Strategic Evaluation  
5.1  The provider’s quality assurance system is comprised of multiple measures that can monitor 
candidate progress, completer achievements, and provider operational effectiveness. Evidence 
demonstrates that the provider satisfies all CAEP standards.  
  
5.2  The provider’s quality assurance system relies on relevant, verifiable, representative, cumulative 
and actionable measures, and produces empirical evidence that interpretations of data are valid and 
consistent.   
  
Continuous Improvement  
5.3. The provider regularly and systematically assesses performance against its goals and relevant 
standards, tracks results over time, tests innovations and the effects of selection criteria on subsequent 
progress and completion, and uses results to improve program elements and processes. 5.4. Measures 
of completer impact, including available outcome data on P-12 student growth, are summarized, 
externally benchmarked, analyzed, shared widely, and acted upon in decision-making related to 
programs, resource allocation, and future direction.   
 
5.5. The provider assures that appropriate stakeholders, including alumni, employers, practitioners, 
school and community partners, and others defined by the provider, are involved in program evaluation, 
improvement, and identification of models of excellence.   
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Appendix B 

 
CAEP Rationales 

 

Standard 1: CONTENT AND PEDAGOGICAL KNOWLEDGE  
This standard asserts the importance of a strong content background and foundation of 

pedagogical knowledge for all candidates. Teaching is complex and preparation must provide 

opportunities for candidates to acquire knowledge and skills that can move all P-12 students 

significantly forward—in their academic achievements, in articulating the purpose of education 

in their lives and in building independent competence for life-long learning. Such a background 

includes experiences that develop deep understanding of major concepts and principles within 

the candidate’s field, including college and career-ready expectations.
3
 Moving forward, college- 

and career-ready standards can be expected to include additional disciplines, underscoring the 

need to help students master a range of learner goals conveyed within and across disciplines. 

Content and pedagogical knowledge expected of candidates is articulated through the InTASC 

standards. These standards are:  

• Standard #1: Learner Development. The teacher understands how learners grow and 

develop, recognizing that patterns of learning and development vary individually within and 

across the cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and designs and 

implements developmentally appropriate and challenging learning experiences.  

• Standard #2: Learning Differences. The teacher uses understanding of individual 

differences and diverse cultures and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments 

that enable each learner to meet high standards.  

• Standard #3: Learning Environments. The teacher works with others to create 

environments that support individual and collaborative learning, and that encourage positive 

social interaction, active engagement in learning, and self-motivation.  

• Standard #4: Content Knowledge. The teacher understands the central concepts, tools of 

inquiry, and structures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches and creates learning experiences 

that make the discipline accessible and meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the 

content.  

• Standard #5: Application of Content. The teacher understands how to connect concepts and 

use differing perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative 

problem solving related to authentic local and global issues.  

• Standard #6: Assessment. The teacher understands and uses multiple methods of assessment 

to engage learners in their own growth, to monitor learner progress, and to guide the 

teacher’s and learner’s decision making.  

• Standard #7: Planning for Instruction. The teacher plans instruction that supports every 

student in meeting rigorous learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas, 

curriculum, cross-disciplinary skills, and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of learners and the 

community context.  

• Standard #8: Instructional Strategies. The teacher understands and uses a variety of 

instructional strategies to encourage learners to develop deep understanding of content areas 

and their connections, and to build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.  

• Standard #9: Professional Learning and Ethical Practice. The teacher engages in ongoing 

professional learning and uses evidence to continually evaluate his/her practice, particularly 

the effects of his/her choices and actions on others (learners, families, other professionals, 
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and the community), and adapts practice to meet the needs of each learner.   

• Standard #10: Leadership and Collaboration. The teacher seeks appropriate leadership 

roles and opportunities to take responsibility for student learning and development, to 

collaborate with learners, families, colleagues, other school professionals, and community 

members to ensure learner growth, and to advance the profession.  

 

Content knowledge describes the depth of understanding of critical concepts, theories, skills, 

processes, principles, and structures that connect and organize ideas within a field.
4
 Research 

indicates that students learn more when their teachers have a strong foundation of content 

knowledge
.5

   

 

[T]eachers need to understand subject matter deeply and flexibly so they can help students create 

useful cognitive maps, relate one idea to another, and address misconceptions. Teachers need to 

see how ideas connect across fields and to everyday life. This kind of understanding provides a 

foundation for pedagogical content knowledge that enables teachers to make ideas accessible to 

others.
6 
 

 

These essential links between instruction and content are especially clear in Darling-Hammond’s 

description of what the Common Core State Standards mean by “deeper learning”:   

• An understanding of the meaning and relevance of ideas to concrete problems  

• An ability to apply core concepts and modes of inquiry to complex real-world tasks  

• A capacity to transfer knowledge and skills to new situations, to build on and use them  

• Abilities to communicate ideas and to collaborate in problem solving  

• An ongoing ability to learn to learn7  

 

Pedagogical content knowledge in teaching includes:  

core activities of teaching, such as figuring out what students know; choosing and managing 

representations of ideas; appraising, selecting and modifying textbooks; . . . deciding among 

alternative courses of action and analyze(ing) the subject matter knowledge and insight entailed 

in these activities.”8 It is crucial to “good teaching and student understanding.
9   

  

The development of pedagogical content knowledge involves a shift in teachers’ understanding 

from comprehension of subject matter for themselves, to advancing their students’ learning 

through presentation of subject matter in a variety of ways that are appropriate to different 

situations—reorganizing and partitioning it and developing activities, metaphors, exercises, 

examples and demonstrations—so that it can be grasped by students.
10  

   

Understanding of pedagogical content knowledge is complemented by knowledge of learners—

where teaching begins. Teachers must understand that learning and developmental patterns vary 

among individuals, that learners bring unique individual differences to the learning process, and 

that learners need supportive and safe learning environments to thrive. Teachers’ professional 

knowledge includes the ways in which cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical 

development occurs.
11 

Neuroscience is influencing education, and future educators should be 

well-versed in findings from brain research, including how to facilitate learning for students with 

varying capacities, experiences, strengths and approaches to learning.  
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To be effective, teachers also must be prepared to collaborate with families to support student 

success.
12

 When teachers understand families and communicate and build relationships with 

them, students benefit. Many studies confirm that strong parent–teacher relationships relate to 

positive student outcomes for students, such as healthy social development, high student 

achievement and high rates of college enrollment.
13 

Thus, by giving teachers the support they 

need to work with families, educator preparation providers can have an even greater impact on 

student learning and development.  

  

The Commission’s development of this standard and its components was influenced especially 

by the InTASC Model Core Teaching Standards, the Common Core State Standards Initiative,
14 

and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards’ Five Core Propositions.
15

 

Additionally the Commission used the work of the International Society for Technology in 

Education (ISTE)
16

 and the Harvard Family Research Project (HFRP).
17

  

 

STANDARD 3: CANDIDATE QUALITY, RECRUITMENT, AND SELECTIVITY  
High-quality clinical experiences are early, ongoing and take place in a variety of school- and 

community-based settings, as well as through simulations and other virtual opportunities (for 

example, online chats with students). Candidates observe, assist, tutor, instruct and may conduct 

research. They may be student-teachers or interns.
23

 These experiences integrate applications of 

theory from pedagogical courses or modules in P-12 or community settings and are aligned with 

the school-based curriculum (e.g., Next Generation Science Standards, college- and career-ready 

standards, Common Core State Standards). They offer multiple opportunities for candidates to 

develop, practice, demonstrate, and reflect upon clinical and academic components of 

preparation, as well as opportunities to develop, practice, and demonstrate evidence-based, 

pedagogical practices that improve student learning and development, as described in Standard 1.  

 

The members of the 2010 Panel on clinical preparation and partnerships consulted both research 

resources and professional consensus reports in shaping their conclusions and recommendations, 

including proposed design principles for clinical experiences.
24

  Among these are: (1) a student 

learning and development focus, (2) clinical practice that is integrated throughout every facet of 

preparation in a dynamic way, (3) continuous monitoring and judging of candidate progress on 

the basis of data, (4) a curriculum and experiences that permit candidates to integrate content and 

a broad range of effective teaching practices and to become innovators and problem solvers, and 

(5) an “interactive professional community” with opportunities for collaboration and peer 

feedback. Howey
25 

also suggests several principles, including tightly woven education theory 

and classroom practice, as well as placement of candidates in cohorts. An ETS report proposed 

clinical preparation experiences that offer opportunities for “Actual hands-on ability and skill to 

use . . . types of knowledge to engage students successfully in learning and mastery.” 
26

 The 

report of the National Research Council (2010) concluded that clinical experiences were 

critically important to teacher preparation but that the research, to date, does not tell us what 

specific experiences or sequence of experiences are most likely to result in more effective 

beginning teachers.
27

  

  

Until the research base for clinical practices and partnerships is more definitive, “wisdom of 

practice” dictates that the profession move more forcefully into deepening partnerships; into 

clarifying and, where necessary, improving the quality of clinical educators who prepare the 
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field’s new practitioners and into delivering field and clinical experiences that contribute to the 

development of effective educators.  

 

Educator preparation providers (EPP) have a critical responsibility to ensure the quality of their 

candidates. This responsibility continues from purposeful recruitment that helps fulfill the 

provider’s mission to admissions selectivity that builds an able and diverse pool of candidates, 

through monitoring of candidate progress and providing necessary support, to demonstrating that 

candidates are proficient at completion and that they are selected for employment opportunities 

that are available in areas served by the provider. The integration of recruitment and selectivity 

as EPP responsibilities to ensure quality is emphasized in a 2010 National Research Council 

report:   

The quality of new teachers entering the field depends not only on the quality of 

the preparation they receive, but also on the capacity of preparation programs to 

attract and select academically able people who have the potential to be effective 

teachers. Attracting able, high-quality candidates to teaching is a critical goal.
30

   

  

The majority of American educators are white, middle class, and female.
31

 The makeup of the 

nation’s teacher workforce has not kept up with changing student demographics. At the national 

level, students of color make up more than 40 percent of the public school population, while 

teachers of color are only 17 percent of the teaching force.
32 

The mismatch has consequences. 

Dee; Goldhaber, and Hansen; and Hanushek and colleagues
33

 found that student achievement is 

positively impacted by a racial/ethnicity match between teachers and students.   

  

While recruitment of talented minority candidates is a time- and labor-intensive process,
34

 

“teachers of color and culturally competent teachers must be actively recruited and supported.”
35

 

Recruitment can both increase the quality of selected candidates and offset potentially 

deleterious effects on diversity from more selective criteria—either at admissions or throughout a 

program.
36

 “Successful programs recruit minority teachers with a high likelihood of being 

effective in the classroom” and “concentrate on finding candidates with a core set of 

competencies that will translate to success in the classroom.”
37 

There is evidence that providers 

of alternative pathways to teaching have been more successful in attracting non-white 

candidates. Feistritzer reports alternative provider cohorts that are 30 percent non-white, 

compared with 13 percent in traditional programs.
38

   

  

The 2010 NCATE panel on clinical partnerships advocated attention to employment needs as a 

way to secure greater alignment between the teacher market and areas of teacher preparation.39 

The U.S. Department of Education regularly releases lists of teacher shortages by both content-

area specialization and state.
40 

Some states also publish supply-and-demand trends and forecasts 

and other information on market needs. These lists could assist EPPs in shaping their program 

offerings and in setting recruitment goals.   

  

There is a broad public consensus that providers should attract and select able candidates who 

will become effective teachers. The 2011 Gallup Phi Delta Kappan education poll
41

 reported that 

76 percent of the U.S. adult public agreed that “high-achieving” high school students should be 

recruited to become teachers. Another example is found in a 2012 AFT report on teacher 

preparation, recommending setting GPA requirements at 3.0, SATs at 1100 and ACT scores at 
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24.0 in order to “attract academically capable students with authentic commitment to work with 

children.”
42 

  

  

Researchers such as Ball, Rowan, and Hill; Floden, Wayne, and Young
43 

conclude that academic 

quality, especially in verbal ability and math knowledge, impacts teacher effectiveness. A study 

for McKinsey and Company
44 

found that high-performing countries had a rigorous selection 

process similar to that of medical schools. Whitehurst
45

 suggests that educator preparation 

providers should be much more selective in terms of their candidates’ cognitive abilities. When 

looking at the cost of teacher selection, Levin
46 

found “that recruiting and retaining teachers with 

higher verbal scores is five-to-ten times as effective per dollar of teacher expenditure in raising 

achievement scores of students as the strategy of obtaining teachers with more experience.” 

Rockoff, Jacob, Kane, and Staiger concluded that “teachers’ cognitive and non-cognitive 

skills...have a moderately large and statistically significant relationship with student and teacher 

outcomes, particularly with student test scores.”
47

   

 

Programs do not all start at the same place in their history of recruiting an academically strong 

and/or diverse candidate pool. Some programs will need to set goals and move successively 

toward achieving them. As better performance assessments are developed and as various 

licensure tests are shown to be predictors of teacher performance and/or student learning and 

development, CAEP may be able to put more emphasis on exit criteria rather than on entrance 

criteria. Irrespective of changes CAEP may make, this does not reduce the program’s 

responsibility to recruit a diverse candidate pool that mirrors the demography of the student 

population served.  

 

There is strong support from the professional community that qualities outside of academic 

ability are associated with teacher effectiveness. These include “grit,” the ability to work with 

parents, the ability to motivate, communication skills, focus, purpose, and leadership, among 

others. Duckworth, et al, found “that the achievement of difficult goals entails not only talent but 

also the sustained and focused application of talent over time.” 
48

 A Teach for America (TFA) 

study concluded that a teacher’s academic achievement, leadership experience, and perseverance 

are associated with student gains in math, while leadership experience and commitment to the 

TFA mission were associated with gains in English. 
49

 Danielson asserts that “teacher learning 

becomes more active through experimentation and inquiry, as well as through writing, dialogue, 

and questioning.”
50

 In addition, teacher evaluations involve “observations of classroom teaching, 

which can engage teachers in those activities known to promote learning, namely, self-

assessment, reflection on practice, and professional conversation.” These “other” attributes, 

dispositions and abilities lend themselves to provider innovation. Some providers might 

emphasize certain attributes because of the employment field or market for which they are 

preparing teachers.  

 

Research has not empirically established a particular set of non-academic qualities that teachers 

should possess. There are numerous studies that list different characteristics, sometimes referring 

to similar characteristics by different labels. Furthermore, there does not seem to be a clear 

measure for these non-academic qualities, although a few of them have scales and other 

measures that have been developed. The CAEP Commission recognizes the ongoing 

development of this knowledge base and recommends that CAEP revise criteria as evidence 
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emerges. The Commission recognizes the InTASC standards’ set of dispositions as a promising 

area of research. 

 

Standard 4: PROGRAM IMPACT  

Standards 1 through 3 address the preparation experiences of candidates, their developing 

knowledge and skills, and their abilities at the point of program completion. Candidate progress 

and provider conclusions about the readiness of completers at exit are direct outcomes of the 

provider’s efforts. By contrast, Standard 4 addresses the results of preparation at the point where 

they most matter—in classrooms and schools. Educator preparation providers must attend to 

candidate mastery of the knowledge and skills necessary for effective teaching, but that judgment 

is finally dependent on the impact the completers have on-the-job with P-12 student learning and 

development.  

 

The paramount goal of providers is to prepare candidates who will have a positive impact on P-

12 students. Impact can be measured in many ways. Component 4.1 enumerates some of these 

approaches. The Commission underscores here what also is said in the Recommendations on 

Evidence section, below, that multiple measures are needed for these and other accreditation 

evidence. One approach being adopted by several states and districts is known as “value-added 

modeling” (VAM). A large research effort supported by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 

the Measures of Effective Teaching (MET) project, provides useful guidance about the 

circumstances under which this model can most validly be used. These findings are consistent 

with those noted in Preparing Teachers: Building Evidence for Sound Policy (NRC, 2010): 

“Value-added models may provide valuable information about effective teacher preparation, but 

not definitive conclusions and are best considered together with other evidence from a variety of 

perspectives.”
61  

 

The Commission recommends that CAEP encourage research on the validity and reliability of 

VAM for program evaluation purposes.
62 

Because members expect that methodologies for 

measuring teacher impact on P-12 student learning and development will continue to evolve and 

hopefully improve, the Commission recommends that CAEP also make certain that its standards 

and processes reflect the profession’s best current thinking on appropriate use of evidence for 

program improvement and accreditation decisions. In this regard, providers should refer to the 

Data Task Force, the American Psychological Association guidance on preparation measures, 

and the University of Wisconsin Madison Value-Added Research Center reports regarding use of 

multiple sources of data, including value-added data, for program evaluation.
63 

 

 

Multiple types of surveys can serve as indicators of teaching effectiveness (Component 4.2), 

satisfaction of employers (Component 4.3), and satisfaction of completers (Component 4.4). 

Research by Ferguson, for example, shows that K-12 student surveys are a valid means for 

understanding aspects of teaching effectiveness.
64 

The Commission recommends that CAEP 

consider the development of common survey items and instruments for employers and 

completers. CAEP also should participate in the validation of student survey instruments for use 

in teacher pre-service programs. 

 

5. PROVIDER QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT  
Effective organizations use evidence-based quality assurance systems and data in a process of 
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continuous improvement. These systems and data-based continuous improvement are essential 

foundational requirements for effective implementation of any of the three CAEP accreditation 

pathways an educator preparation provider (EPP) chooses—whether it is the Inquiry Brief, 

Continuous Improvement, or Transformational Initiative pathway.   

  

A robust quality assurance system ensures continuous improvement by relying on a variety of 

measures, establishing performance benchmarks for those measures (with reference to external 

standards where possible), seeking the views of all relevant stakeholders, sharing evidence 

widely with both internal and external audiences, and using results to improve policies and 

practices in consultation with partners and stakeholders.
65  

 

The quality of an EPP is measured by the abilities of its completers to have a positive impact on 

P-12 student learning and development.66 Program quality and improvement are determined, in 

part, by characteristics of candidates that the provider recruits to the field; the knowledge, skills, 

and professional dispositions that candidates bring to and acquire during the program; the 

relationships between the provider and the P-12 schools in which candidates receive clinical 

training; and subsequent evidence of completers’ impact on P-12 student learning and 

development in schools where they ultimately teach.
67

 To be accredited, a preparation program 

must meet standards on each of these dimensions and demonstrate success in its own continuous 

improvement efforts.  

 

Effective quality assurance systems function through a clearly articulated and effective process 

for defining and assuring quality outcomes. Reasons for the selection of each measure and the 

establishment of performance benchmarks for individual and program performance, including 

external points of comparison, are made clear. Providers show evidence of the credibility and 

dependability of the data that inform their quality assurance systems, as well as evidence of 

ongoing investigation into the quality of evidence and the validity of their interpretations of that 

evidence. Providers must present empirical evidence of each measure’s psychometric and 

statistical soundness (reliability, validity, and fairness).
68

  

 

Continuous improvement systems enable programs quickly to develop and test prospective 

improvements, deploy what is learned throughout the organization, and add to the profession’s 

knowledge base and repertoire of practice.
69

 CAEP should encourage providers to develop new 

models for evaluating and scaling up effective solutions. Research and development in the 

accreditation framework can deepen the knowledge of existing best practices and provide models 

of emerging innovations to transform educator preparation.
70
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Appendix C 

CAEP Glossary 

All P-12 students: Defined as children or youth attending P-12 schools including, but not 

limited to, students with disabilities or exceptionalities, students who are gifted, and students 

who represent diversity based on ethnicity, race, socioeconomic status, gender, language, 

religion, sexual identification, and/or geographic origin.  

Candidate: In this report, the term “candidate” refers to individuals preparing for professional 

education positions.  

Clinical Educators: All EPP- and P-12-school-based individuals, including classroom teachers, 

who assess, support, and develop a candidate’s knowledge, skills, or professional dispositions at 

some stage in the clinical experiences.  

Cohort: A group of candidates admitted at the same time, e.g., a class entering in a fall semester.  

Completer: A term to embrace candidates exiting from degree programs and also candidates 

exiting from other higher education programs or preparation programs conducted by alternative 

providers that may or may not offer a certificate or degree.  

Group average: The GPA and standardized test scores are averaged for all members of a cohort 

or class of admitted candidates. Averaging does not require that every candidate meet the 

specified score. Thus, there may be a range of candidates’ grades and scores on standardized 

tests.  

Note: In Standard 1, the subjects of components are “candidates.” The specific knowledge and 

skills described will develop over the course of the preparation program and may be assessed at 

any point, some near admission, others at key transitions such as entry to clinical experiences 

and still others near candidate exit as preparation is completed.  

Partner: Organizations, businesses, community groups, agencies, schools, districts, and/or EPPs 

specifically involved in designing, implementing, and assessing the clinical experience.  

Partnership: Mutually beneficial agreement among various partners in which all participating 

members engage in and contribute to goals for the preparation of education professionals. This 

may include examples such as pipeline initiatives, Professional Development Schools, and 

partner networks.  

Provider: Educator preparation provider (EPP) – An inclusive term referring to the sponsoring 

organization for preparation, whether it is an institution of higher education, a district- or state-

sponsored program, or an alternative pathway organization. 

Stakeholder: Partners, organizations, businesses, community groups, agencies, schools, districts, 

and/or EPPs interested in candidate preparation or education. 

STEM: Science, technology, engineering and mathematics 
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Appendix D 

Preliminary Alignment Matrix CAEP Standards to the Commission Common Standards 
(highlighted sections appear not to be included in the CAEP Standards in any way) 

Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

Standard 1: Educational Leadership 
The institution and education unit create and articulate a 
research-based vision for educator preparation that is responsive 
to California's adopted standards and curriculum frameworks.  
The vision provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, 
candidate performance and experiences, scholarship, service, 
collaboration, and unit accountability. 
The faculty, instructional personnel, and relevant stakeholders 
are actively involved in the organization, coordination, and 
governance of all professional preparation programs.  
Unit leadership has the authority and institutional support 
needed to create effective strategies to achieve the needs of all 
programs and represents the interests of each program within the 
institution.  
The education unit implements and monitors a credential 
recommendation process that ensures that candidates 
recommended for a credential have met all requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement 
5.5. 5.5. The provider assures that appropriate stakeholders, including alumni, 
employers, practitioners, school and community partners, and others defined by 
the provider, are involved in program evaluation, improvement, and 
identification of models of excellence.    
 
 
Selection At Completion   
3.5  Before the provider recommends any completing candidate for licensure 

or certification, it documents that the candidate has reached a high 
standard for content knowledge in the fields where certification is 
sought and can teach effectively with positive impacts on P-12 student 
learning and development.  

Standard 2: Unit and Program Assessment and Evaluation 
The education unit implements an assessment and evaluation 
system for ongoing program and unit evaluation and 
improvement.  
The system collects, analyzes, and utilizes data on candidate and 
program completer performance and unit operations.  
Assessment in all programs includes ongoing and comprehensive 
data collection related to candidate qualifications, proficiencies, 
and competence, as well as program effectiveness, and is used for 

Standard 5: PROVIDER QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CONTINUOUS 
IMPROVEMENT  
The provider maintains a quality assurance system comprised of valid data from 
multiple measures, including evidence of candidates’ and completers’ positive 
impact on P-12 student learning and development. The provider supports 
continuous improvement that is sustained and evidence-based, and that 
evaluates the effectiveness of its completers. The provider uses the results of 
inquiry and data collection to establish priorities, enhance program elements 
and capacity, and test innovations to improve completers’ impact on P-12 
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

improvement purposes.  student learning and development.  

  
Quality and Strategic Evaluation  

5.1  The provider’s quality assurance system is comprised of multiple measures 
that can monitor candidate progress, completer achievements, and provider 
operational effectiveness. Evidence demonstrates that the provider satisfies 
all CAEP standards.  

 5.2  The provider’s quality assurance system relies on relevant, verifiable, 
representative, cumulative and actionable measures, and produces empirical 
evidence that interpretations of data are valid and consistent.   

Continuous Improvement  

5.3. The provider regularly and systematically assesses performance against its 
goals and relevant standards, tracks results over time, tests innovations and 
the effects of selection criteria on subsequent progress and completion, and 
uses results to improve program elements and processes.  

5.4. Measures of completer impact, including available outcome data on P-12 
student growth, are summarized, externally benchmarked, analyzed, shared 
widely, and acted upon in decision-making related to programs, resource 
allocation, and future direction.  

5.5. The provider assures that appropriate stakeholders, including alumni, 
employers, practitioners, school and community partners, and others defined 
by the provider, are involved in program evaluation, improvement, and 
identification of models of excellence.   



CAEP Standards Item 13 

 19 
 

Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

Standard 3: Resources 
The institution provides the unit with the necessary budget, 
qualified personnel, adequate facilities and other resources to 
prepare candidates effectively to meet the state-adopted 
standards for educator preparation.  
 
Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for effective 
operation of each credential or certificate program for 
coordination, admission, advisement, curriculum and professional 
development, instruction, field-based supervision and/or clinical 
experiences, and assessment management.  
 
Sufficient information resources and related personnel are 
available to meet program and candidate needs.  
A process that is inclusive of all programs is in place to determine 
resource needs. 
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

Standard 4: Faculty and Instructional Personnel 
Qualified persons are employed and assigned to teach all courses, 
to provide professional development, and to supervise field-
based and/or clinical experiences in each credential and 
certificate program. 
 
Instructional personnel and faculty have current knowledge in the 
content they teach, understand the context of public schooling, 
and model best professional practices in teaching and learning, 
scholarship, and service.  They are reflective of a diverse society 
and knowledgeable about diverse abilities, cultural, language, 
ethnic and gender diversity.  They have a thorough grasp of the 
academic standards, frameworks, and accountability systems that 
drive the curriculum of public schools.  They collaborate regularly 
and systematically with colleagues in P-12 
settings/college/university units and members of the broader, 
professional community to improve teaching, candidate learning, 
and educator preparation.  
The institution provides support for faculty development.  
The unit regularly evaluates the performance of course 
instructors and field supervisors, recognizes excellence, and 
retains only those who are consistently effective. 

Clinical Educators  
2.2  Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality clinical 

educators, both provider- and school-based, who demonstrate a positive 
impact on candidates’ development and P-12 student learning and 
development. In collaboration with their partners, providers use multiple 
indicators and appropriate technology-based applications to establish, 
maintain, and refine criteria for selection, professional development, 
performance evaluation, continuous improvement, and retention of clinical 
educators in all clinical placement settings.  

 

Standard 5: Admission 
In each professional preparation program, applicants are 
admitted on the basis of well-defined admission criteria and 
procedures, including all Commission-adopted requirements.  
Multiple measures are used in an admission process that 
encourages and supports applicants from diverse populations.  
The unit determines that admitted candidates have appropriate 
pre-professional experiences and personal characteristics, 
including sensitivity to California's diverse population, effective 
communication skills, basic academic skills, and prior experiences 

Standard 3:  CANDIDATE QUALITY, RECRUITMENT, AND SELECTIVITY  
The provider demonstrates that the quality of candidates is a continuing 
and purposeful part of its responsibility from recruitment, at admission, 
through the progression of courses and clinical experiences, and to decisions 
that completers are prepared to teach effectively and are recommended for 
certification. The provider demonstrates that development of candidate 
quality is the goal of educator preparation in all phases of the program. This 
process is ultimately determined by a program’s meeting of Standard 4.  
 
Plan for Recruitment of Diverse Candidates who Meet Employment Needs  
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

that suggest a strong potential for professional effectiveness.  3.1 The provider presents plans and goals to recruit and support completion of 
high-quality candidates from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse 
populations to accomplish their mission. The admitted pool of candidates 
reflects the diversity of America’s P-12 students. The provider demonstrates 
efforts to know and address community, state, national, regional, or local 
needs for hard-to-staff schools and shortage fields, currently, STEM, English-
language learning, and students with disabilities.  

Admission Standards Indicate That Candidates Have High Academic 
Achievement And Ability  
3.2 The provider sets admissions requirements, including CAEP minimum 

criteria or the state’s minimum criteria, whichever are higher, and gathers 
data to monitor applicants and the selected pool of candidates. The 
provider ensures that the average grade point average of its accepted 
cohort of candidates meets or exceeds the CAEP minimum of 3.0, and the 
group average performance on nationally normed ability/achievement 
assessments such as ACT, SAT, or GRE:  

 is in the top 50 percent from 2016-2017;  

 is in the top 40 percent of the distribution from 2018-2019; and  

 is in the top 33 percent of the distribution by 2020.28  

 

If any state can meet the CAEP standards, as specified above, by 
demonstrating a correspondence in scores between the state-normed 
assessments and nationally normed ability/achievement assessments, 
then educator preparation providers from that state will be able to utilize 
their state assessments until 2020. CAEP will work with states through 
this transition.  
 
Over time, a program may develop a reliable, valid model that uses 
admissions criteria other than those stated in this standard. In this case, 
the admitted cohort group mean on these criteria must meet or exceed 
the standard that has been shown to positively correlate with measures 
of P-12 student learning and development.  



CAEP Standards Item 13 

 22 
 

Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

 
The provider demonstrates that the standard for high academic 
achievement and ability is met through multiple evaluations and sources 
of evidence. The provider reports the mean and standard deviation for 
the group.  

  

Additional Selectivity Factors   
3.3  Educator preparation providers establish and monitor attributes and 

dispositions beyond academic ability that candidates must demonstrate at 
admissions and during the program. The provider selects criteria, describes 
the measures used and evidence of the reliability and validity of those 
measures, and reports data that show how the academic and non-academic 
factors predict candidate performance in the program and effective teaching.    

Standard 6: Advice and Assistance 
Qualified members of the unit are assigned and available to 
advise applicants and candidates about their academic, 
professional and personal development.  
Appropriate information is accessible to guide each candidate's 
attainment of all program requirements.  
 
The institution and/or unit provide support and assistance to 
candidates and only retains candidates who are suited for entry 
or advancement in the education profession.  
 
Evidence regarding candidate progress and performance is 
consistently utilized to guide advisement and assistance efforts. 

Selectivity During Preparation   
3.4  The provider creates criteria for program progression and monitors 

candidates’ advancement from admissions through completion. All 
candidates demonstrate the ability to teach to college- and career-ready 
standards. Providers present multiple forms of evidence to indicate 
candidates’ developing content knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, 
pedagogical skills, and the integration of technology in all of these domains.29   

Standard 7: Field Experience and Clinical Practice 
The unit and its partners design, implement, and regularly 
evaluate a planned sequence of field-based and clinical 
experiences in order for candidates to develop and demonstrate 
the knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support all 
students effectively so that P-12 students meet state-adopted 

Standard 2:  CLINICAL PARTNERSHIPS AND PRACTICE   
The provider ensures that effective partnerships and high-quality clinical 
practice are central to preparation so that candidates develop the 
knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to demonstrate 
positive impact on all P-12 students’ learning and development.  
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

academic standards. 
 For each credential and certificate program, the unit collaborates 
with its partners regarding the criteria for selection of school 
sites, effective clinical personnel, and site-based supervising 
personnel.  
Field-based work and/or clinical experiences provide candidates 
opportunities to understand and address issues of diversity that 
affect school climate, teaching, and learning, and to help 
candidates develop research-based strategies for improving 
student learning. 

Partnerships for Clinical Preparation  
2.1  Partners co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 school and community 

arrangements, including technology-based collaborations, for clinical 
preparation and share responsibility for continuous improvement of 
candidate preparation. Partnerships for clinical preparation can follow a 
range of forms, participants, and functions. They establish mutually agreeable 
expectations for candidate entry, preparation, and exit; ensure that theory 
and practice are linked; maintain coherence across clinical and academic 
components of preparation; and share accountability for candidate 
outcomes.  

  
Clinical Educators  
2.2  Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality clinical 

educators, both provider- and school-based, who demonstrate a positive 
impact on candidates’ development and P-12 student learning and 
development. In collaboration with their partners, providers use multiple 
indicators and appropriate technology-based applications to establish, 
maintain, and refine criteria for selection, professional development, 
performance evaluation, continuous improvement, and retention of clinical 
educators in all clinical placement settings.  

  
Clinical Experiences  
2.3  The provider works with partners to design clinical experiences of sufficient 

depth, breadth, diversity, coherence, and duration to ensure that candidates 
demonstrate their developing effectiveness and positive impact on all 
students’ learning and development. Clinical experiences, including 
technology-enhanced learning opportunities, are structured to have multiple 
performance-based assessments at key points within the program to 
demonstrate candidates’ development of the knowledge, skills, and 
professional dispositions, as delineated in Standard 1, that are associated 
with a positive impact on the learning and development of all P-12 students.  
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

Standard 8: District-Employed Supervisors 
District-employed supervisors are certified and experienced in 
either teaching the specified content or performing the services 
authorized by the credential.  
A process for selecting supervisors who are knowledgeable and 
supportive of the academic content standards for students is 
based on identified criteria. 
 Supervisors are trained in supervision, oriented to the 
supervisory role, evaluated and recognized in a systematic 
manner.  

Clinical Educators  
2.2  Partners co-select, prepare, evaluate, support, and retain high-quality clinical 
educators, both provider- and school-based, who demonstrate a positive impact 
on candidates’ development and P-12 student learning and development. In 
collaboration with their partners, providers use multiple indicators and 
appropriate technology-based applications to establish, maintain, and refine 
criteria for selection, professional development, performance evaluation, 
continuous improvement, and retention of clinical educators in all clinical 
placement settings.  

Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate Competence 
Candidates preparing to serve as professional school personnel 
know and demonstrate the professional knowledge and skills 
necessary to educate and support effectively all students in 
meeting the state-adopted academic standards. 
 Assessments indicate that candidates meet the Commission-
adopted competency requirements, as specified in the program 
standards.  

Standard 1:  CONTENT AND PEDAGOGICAL KNOWLEDGE  
The provider ensures that candidates develop a deep understanding of the 
critical concepts and principles of their discipline and, by completion, are 
able to use discipline-specific practices flexibly to advance the learning of all 
students toward attainment of college- and career-readiness standards.   
  
Candidate Knowledge, Skills, and Professional Dispositions  
1.1  Candidates demonstrate an understanding of the 10 InTASC standards at 

the appropriate progression level(s)2 in the following categories: the 
learner and learning; content; instructional practice; and professional 
responsibility.   

   
Provider Responsibilities  
1.2  Providers ensure that completers use research and evidence to develop 

an understanding of the teaching profession and use both to measure 
their P-12 students’ progress and their own professional practice.  

  
1.3  Providers ensure that completers apply content and pedagogical 

knowledge as reflected in outcome assessments in response to standards 
of Specialized Professional Associations (SPA), the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS), states, or other accrediting 
bodies (e.g., National Association of Schools of Music – NASM).  
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Commission’s Common Standards (2009) CAEP Standards (2013) 

  
1.4  Providers ensure that completers demonstrate skills and commitment 

that afford all P-12 students access to rigorous college- and career-ready 
standards (e.g., Next Generation Science Standards, National Career 
Readiness Certificate, Common Core State Standards).  

  
1.5  Providers ensure that completers model and apply technology standards 

as they design, implement and assess learning experiences to engage 
students and improve learning; and enrich professional practice. 

 
Selection At Completion   
3.5  Before the provider recommends any completing candidate for licensure 

or certification, it documents that the candidate has reached a high 
standard for content knowledge in the fields where certification is sought 
and can teach effectively with positive impacts on P-12 student learning 
and development. 
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Appendix E 
ANNUAL REPORTING AND CAEP MONITORING 

 
 
The Commission recommends that CAEP gather the following data and monitor them annually from 
all providers:  
Measures of Program Impact:  

• Impact on P-12 learning and development (data provided for component 4.1)  
• Indicators of teaching effectiveness (data provided for component 4.3)  
• Results of employer surveys, including retention and employment milestones (data provided 

for component 4.2)  
• Results of completer surveys (data provided for component 4.4)  

 
Measures of Program Outcome and Consumer Information:  

• Graduation rates  
• Ability of completers to meet licensing (certification) and any additional state requirements 

(e.g., through acceptable scores and pass rates on state licensure exams)  
• Ability of completers to be hired in education positions for which they were prepared  
• Student loan default rates and other consumer information  

 
The Commission recommends that CAEP identify levels and significant amounts of change in any of 
these indicators that would prompt further examination by the CAEP Accreditation Council’s Annual 
Monitoring Committee. Outcomes could include: (1) requirement for follow-up in future years, (2) 
adverse action that could include revocation of accreditation status or (3) recognition of eligibility for 
a higher level of accreditation. In addition, the Commission recommends that CAEP include these data 
as a recurring feature in the CAEP annual report.
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Appendix F 
California’s Partnership Agreement with NCATE 

 



NCATE State Partnership Agreement

NCATE State Partnership Agreement

1: State Partnership Design

    NCATE State Partnership Design

    1.  *Partners

nmlkji Two-way (NCATE and state)

nmlkj Three-way (NCATE, state and a higher education commission)

2: Form 1: NCATE State Partnership Agreement

    1.  *State agency with authority for teacher education

Name of Agency:*

California Commission on Teacher Credentialing

Address:*

1900 Capitol Ave

 

City:*

Sacramento

State:* Zip code:*

CA 95811

Agency web address:

www.ctc.ca.gov

    2.  *Chief executive officer with authority for teacher education

Name:*

Dale Janssen

Title:

Executive Director 

Phone: ext.

( ) -916 322 6253  

Fax:

( ) -916 445 0800

E-mail:

djanssen@ctc.ca.gov 




EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrr    PPPPrrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ffffoooorrrr    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    2222000000000000::::


TTTThhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    FFFFrrrraaaammmmeeeewwwwoooorrrrkkkk


CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr    CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg


SSSSttttaaaatttteeee    ooooffff    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa


1111999999995555















EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrr    PPPPrrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ffffoooorrrr    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    2222000000000000::::


TTTThhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    FFFFrrrraaaammmmeeeewwwwoooorrrrkkkk


CCCCrrrreeeeaaaatttteeeedddd    bbbbyyyy::::


TTTThhhheeee TTTThhhheeee
AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn PPPPrrrrooooffffeeeessssssssiiiioooonnnnaaaallll


AAAAddddvvvviiiissssoooorrrryyyy SSSSeeeerrrrvvvviiiicccceeeessss
CCCCoooouuuunnnncccciiiillll DDDDiiiivvvviiiissssiiiioooonnnn


CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr    CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg


1111888811112222    NNNNiiiinnnntttthhhh    SSSSttttrrrreeeeeeeetttt


SSSSaaaaccccrrrraaaammmmeeeennnnttttoooo,,,,    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    99995555888811114444----7777000000000000







TTTThhhheeee    mmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee
CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr    CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg    iiiissss


ttttoooo    mmmmaaaaiiiinnnnttttaaaaiiiinnnn    aaaannnndddd    eeeennnnhhhhaaaannnncccceeee    qqqquuuuaaaalllliiiittttyyyy
wwwwhhhhiiiilllleeee    eeeennnnccccoooouuuurrrraaaaggggiiiinnnngggg    iiiinnnnnnnnoooovvvvaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    aaaannnndddd    ccccrrrreeeeaaaattttiiiivvvviiiittttyyyy


iiiinnnn    tttthhhheeee    pppprrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ....        ....        ....    ooooffff
pppprrrrooooffffeeeessssssssiiiioooonnnnaaaallll    eeeedddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrrssss    ffffoooorrrr
CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa''''ssss    ppppuuuubbbblllliiiicccc    sssscccchhhhoooooooollllssss....



















TTTThhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr    CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg


SSSSttttaaaatttteeee    ooooffff    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa
PPPPeeeetttteeee    WWWWiiiillllssssoooonnnn,,,,    GGGGoooovvvveeeerrrrnnnnoooorrrr


AAAApppprrrriiiillll    1111999999995555


◆◆◆ CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    MMMMeeeemmmmbbbbeeeerrrrsssshhhhiiiipppp ◆◆◆


Verna B. Dauterive, Chair Elementary School Principal
Scott Harvey, Vice Chair Public Representative


Phillip Barker Middle School Teacher
Pamela Davis Department of Education
Carolyn Ellner University Faculty Member
Jerilyn Harris Secondary School Teacher
Juanita Haugen School Board Member
Elizabeth Heidig Public Representative
Torrie Norton Elementary School Teacher
Edmund Sutro Secondary School Teacher
Darryl Yagi High School Counselor
Nancy Zarenda Secondary School Teacher


◆◆◆ EEEExxxx----OOOOffffffffiiiicccciiiioooo    MMMMeeeemmmmbbbbeeeerrrrsssshhhhiiiipppp ◆◆◆


Edward DeRoche Association of Independent
Colleges and Universities


Barbara Merino University of California
Erwin Seibel California Postsecondary


Education Commission
Henrietta Schwartz California State University


◆◆◆ EEEExxxxeeeeccccuuuuttttiiiivvvveeee    SSSSttttaaaaffffffff ◆◆◆


Philip Fitch Executive Director
David Wright Professional Services Director











TTTThhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    AAAAddddvvvviiiissssoooorrrryyyy    CCCCoooouuuunnnncccciiiillll


◆◆◆ CCCCoooouuuunnnncccciiiillll    MMMMeeeemmmmbbbbeeeerrrrsssshhhhiiiipppp::::        1111999999991111----99993333 ◆◆◆


Margaret Bonanno, Chair Elementary School Principal Oak Grove School District


David Wampler, Vice Chair Teacher Education Faculty University of California, Davis


Barbara Carrillo Executive Director Calif. Assn. for Bilingual Education


Carolyn Cogan Teacher Education Faculty Univ. of California, Santa Barbara


Edward DeRoche Dean, School of Education University of San Diego


Robert Ediger Professor of Biology California State University, Chico


June Elia Teacher Education Faculty Holy Names College


Patsy Estrellas Elementary School Teacher Norwalk-La Mirada School District


Ruben Ingram District Superintendent Fountain Valley School District


Sylvia Jones Program Coordinator California Foreign Language Project


Mary Kay Kamath School Board Member Santa Monica-Malibu School District


George Mehaffy Director of Teacher Education San Diego State University


Douglas Mercer High School Counselor Hemet Unified School District


William Rohwer Dean, School of Education University of California, Berkeley


Henrietta Schwartz Dean, School of Education San Francisco State University


JoAnn Taylor Teacher Education Coordinator Pepperdine University


Mary Lee Templeton Secondary School Teacher (Ret.) Palo Alto School District


Christina Wallace Elementary School Teacher Evergreen School District


◆◆◆ CCCCoooouuuunnnncccciiiillll    MMMMeeeemmmmbbbbeeeerrrrsssshhhhiiiipppp::::        1111999988889999----99991111 ◆◆◆


Irving Hendrick, Chair Dean, School of Education University of California, Riverside


Rosa Nagaishi, Vice Chair High School Teacher Los Angeles Unified School District


Dave Baker Personnel Administrator Azusa Unified School District


Carol Barnes Professor of Education Calif. State University, Fullerton


Leslie Campbell School Board Member Del Paso Heights School District


David Cohen Professor of Psychology Calif. State University, Bakersfield


David Johnson Reading Specialist Mt. Diablo Unified School District


Ken Lane Lecturer in English Education University of California, Berkeley


Bill Mansfield High School Teacher Fremont High School District


Elizabeth McDermott Personnel Administrator San Bernardino County Office


Diana Ramirez Bilingual Teacher ABC Unified School District











TTTThhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn


In 1994 a Nominating Panel of
six distinguished professional educators


assisted the Commission on Teacher Credentialing in
selecting, from 137 nominated professionals,


the twelve initial members of the
Committee on Accreditation for the


education profession in the State of California.


◆◆◆ CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    MMMMeeeemmmmbbbbeeeerrrrsssshhhhiiiipppp::::        1111999999995555----99997777 ◆◆◆


Carol Barnes Professor, Elementary Education California State University, Fullerton


Barbara Burch Dean, School of Education California State University, Fresno


Joya Chatterjee Elementary School Principal Santa Clara Unified School District


Anita "Chris" Chavez Assistant Superintendent Chula Vista Elementary School District


Ann Chlebicki Superintendent Palos Verdes Peninsula School District


Dolores Escobar Dean, College of Education San Jose State University


Fay Haisley Dean, School of Education University of the Pacific


Robert Hathaway Teacher of Mathematics Anaheim Union High School District


Irving Hendrick Dean, School of Education University of California, Riverside


Olivia Palacio Assistant Superintendent Fresno County Office of Education


Shirley Rosenkranz Teacher of English Temple City Unified School District


Arthurlene Towner Dean, School of Education California State University, Hayward


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  


◆◆◆ PPPPrrrrooooffffeeeessssssssiiiioooonnnnaaaallll    SSSSttttaaaaffffffff ◆◆◆


David Wright Director, Professional Services Division


Dennis Tierney Consultant, Program Evaluation and Research


Larry Birch Consultant, Program Evaluation and Research


Melissa Palmer Office Technician


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  











AAAAcccckkkknnnnoooowwwwlllleeeeddddggggmmmmeeeennnnttttssss


For her visionary leadership in a pioneering effort, the California State Commission
on Teacher Credentialing salutes State Senator Marian Bergeson, whose strong
support and thoughtful guidance enabled the Commission to adopt this policy
framework as well as other important reforms in California teacher education.


The Commission thanks the Accreditation Advisory Council for creative ideas and
significant insights that formed the basis of this Accreditation Framework.  As
advisors to the Commission, members of the Council provided outstanding service
to the education profession and the people of California.


The Accreditation Advisory Council had the benefit of excellent leadership by its
elected Chairs and Vice-Chairs.  The Chair and Vice-Chair from 1991 through 1993,
Margaret Bonanno of the Oak Grove School District and David Wampler of the
University of California, Davis, skillfully led the Council to a consensus of support
for this Accreditation Framework.


The Commission is also grateful to the many professional educators who reviewed
successive drafts of the Framework.  Significant assistance was provided by Jan
Mendelsohn of the Chancellor's Office, California State University, and Ami Zusman
of the President's Office, University of California.


Finally, the Commission is grateful to three members of its professional staff for
significant contributions to the Accreditation Framework:  David Wright, Director of
Professional Services; Bob Salley, Administrator of Program Evaluation; and John
McLevie, Consultant in Program Evaluation and Research.  Additional consultants
in the Professional Services Division who made important contributions were Carol
Bartell, Larry Birch, Joe Dear, Michael McKibbin, Marie Schrup and Priscilla Walton.


The Commission accepts full responsibility for the Framework, and looks forward to
its successful implementation with the assistance of many professional educators.


© Copyright
Commission on Teacher Credentialing
State of California, Sacramento
Adopted 1993, Reprinted 1995











EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrr    PPPPrrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ffffoooorrrr    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    2222000000000000::::
TTTThhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    FFFFrrrraaaammmmeeeewwwwoooorrrrkkkk


IIIInnnnttttrrrroooodddduuuuccccttttiiiioooonnnn    ttttoooo    tttthhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrr    PPPPrrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn                                                        1


California Students in the 21st Century                                                                                                                                                                                                1
California Schools in the 21st Century                                                                                                                                                                                                    2
Educator Preparation for the 21st Century                                                                                                                                                                                    3
Professional Accreditation and Certification                                                                                                                                                                        3
Key Attributes of Accreditation in a Certification System                                                                                                                    5
A New Structure for Professional Accreditation                                                                                                                                                            8


AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    PPPPoooolllliiiicccciiiieeeessss                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                9


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    1111 AAAAuuuutttthhhhoooorrrriiiittttyyyy    aaaannnndddd    RRRReeeessssppppoooonnnnssssiiiibbbbiiiilllliiiittttiiiieeeessss    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn                                                9
Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies                                                                                        9
Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Decisions                                                                                9
Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation                                        10
Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System                                                                    10


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    2222 FFFFuuuunnnnccccttttiiiioooonnnnssss    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn                                                                    11
Functions of the Committee on Accreditation                                                                                                    11
Membership of the Committee on Accreditation                                                                                        12
Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation                                                                                        13


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    3333 AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    SSSSttttaaaannnnddddaaaarrrrddddssss                                                                                                                                                                            14
SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    4444 IIIInnnniiiittttiiiiaaaallll    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    PPPPoooolllliiiicccciiiieeeessss                                                                                                                                                15
SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    5555 CCCCoooonnnnttttiiiinnnnuuuuiiiinnnngggg    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaammmmssss                                                                                                                                    17


Structure and Size of Accreditation Teams                                                                                                                    17
Organization and Expertise of Accreditation Teams                                                                            18
Training and Orientation of Accreditation Teams                                                                                    19


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    6666 CCCCoooonnnnttttiiiinnnnuuuuiiiinnnngggg    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    PPPPoooolllliiiicccciiiieeeessss                                                                                                                        19
Accreditation Handbook                                                                                                                                                                                                19
Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Reviews                                                                            20
Conduct of Continuing Accreditation Reviews                                                                                                20
Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions                                                        21
Institutional Responses and Appeals                                                                                                                                        22
Concerns about Credential Program Quality                                                                                                            22


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    7777 NNNNaaaattttiiiioooonnnnaaaallll    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn                                                                                                                                                                                    23
National Accreditation of an Education Unit                                                                                                        23
Merged State-National Accreditation Teams and Visits                                                                23
National Accreditation of a Credential Program                                                                                            24


SSSSeeeeccccttttiiiioooonnnn    8888 EEEEvvvvaaaalllluuuuaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    aaaannnndddd    MMMMooooddddiiiiffffiiiiccccaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    FFFFrrrraaaammmmeeeewwwwoooorrrrkkkk                                                        24
Evaluation of the Framework                                                                                                                                                                        24
Modification of the Framework                                                                                                                                                                25


AAAAppppppppeeeennnnddddiiiixxxx    1111 CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    CCCCooooddddeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn                                                                            26
AAAAppppppppeeeennnnddddiiiixxxx    2222 CCCCoooommmmmmmmoooonnnn    SSSSttttaaaannnnddddaaaarrrrddddssss                                                                                                                                                                                                        30
AAAAppppppppeeeennnnddddiiiixxxx    3333 GGGGeeeennnneeeerrrraaaallll    PPPPrrrrooooggggrrrraaaammmm    SSSSttttaaaannnnddddaaaarrrrddddssss    ffffoooorrrr    OOOOppppttttiiiioooonnnn    3333                                                                                            31











Page 1


Educator Preparation for California 2000:
The Accreditation Framework


1 9 9 5


This Accreditation  Framework  was prepared by the Accreditation Advisory Council a n d
the Professional Services Division of the Commission on Teacher Creden t i a l i ng
pursuant to Senate Bill 148 by Senator Marian Bergeson (Chapter 1455, Statutes of 1988).
On May 7, 1993, the Commission adopted the Accredi tat ion  Framework  for s u b s e q u e n t
implementation under Senate Bill 655 (Bergeson, Chapter 426, Statutes of 1993), w h i c h
became effective on January 1, 1994.  The text of Senate Bill 655 is in Appendix 1.


Introduction to the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation


This Framework addresses the accreditation of colleges and universities that p r e p a r e
teachers and other educators for professional state certification in Cal i fornia .
Accreditation is an assurance of quality in the preparation of professional educators ,
and is therefore important to the Commission, the education profession, the g e n e r a l
public, and the accredited institutions.  This Introduction to the Framework  de sc r ibes
the context for accreditation of educator preparation in California, and a r t i cu l a t e s
several principles for a new accreditation system in the field of educator p r e p a r a t i o n .
Consistent with these principles, specific accreditation policies are in Sections One
through Eight and Appendices One through Three of the F r a m e w o r k .


California Students in the 21st Century ●●●


In the next century, California citizens will confront new challenges and oppor tun i t i e s .
An increasingly complex and competitive economy will demand that indiv iduals ,
institutions and corporations respond productively to new technologies and r e s o u r c e s
for obtaining and interpreting information, making sound decisions, and using ideas
effectively.  Mastering specific job skills and learning traditional information will n o t
suffice because the "half-life" of skills and information is becoming increasingly short.


Californians must also be prepared to succeed in an increasingly diverse culture.  Soon
the adult population of the state will reflect that of the schools -- no cultural group w i l l
constitute a majority.  Ethnic, language and gender groups are establishing new e c o n o -
mic roles and productive relationships in California.  Learning to see the world t h r o u g h
diverse perspectives and to communicate in multiple languages will be i n c r e a s i n g l y
important for the personal and financial success of future students.
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In the schools, studies of language, literature and the arts, history and the socia l
sciences, mathematics and the natural sciences must respond to contemporary r ea l i t i e s
to keep pace with social and technological changes.  Future writers, scientists, a r t i s t s ,
historians and other leaders must invent and use new paradigms that will enable a l l
Californians to prosper in a changing environment.  These and other future c h a l l e n g e s
confront the students who attend California schools.  To enable all students to meet t h e s e
challenges and attend excellent schools, California must ensure the qualifications o f
professional educators who serve in the schools.


California Schools in the 21st Century ●●●


To become productive, active, healthy citizens, students need to interact with c o m p e t e n t
and caring educators in every school.  In the early years, learners’ motivations a n d
interests must be encouraged and fulfilled by dynamic, responsive teachers who a r e
well prepared in the broad curriculum of early education, and who present that c u r r i -
culum in developmentally appropriate ways.  Young students’ needs will become m o r e
diverse in the future, so their teachers must be assisted by effective school leaders a n d
specialists who are specifically prepared to develop the children’s educational, l i n g u i s -
tic and personal capabilities before their early needs become critical problems.


As students enter middle childhood and early adolescence, their physical and emot iona l
needs demand active, hands-on instruction in school environments that e m p h a s i z e
social responsibility and personal accountability.  As youngsters advance in t h e i r
studies, their teachers must have increasing depth of knowledge and competence in t h e
subjects of their basic education.  To make sense of contemporary life, students need t h e
support of integrated teams of teachers, counselors, psychologists, social workers a n d
other specialists.  Learning to find and use information and ideas requires assistance b y
professional librarians in the schools.  Successful passage through the critical middle
years also requires the firm, thoughtful guidance of school leaders who understand t h e
growth and education of early adolescents.


Whether they proceed to postsecondary education or immediately to the world of w o r k ,
high school students must become thoughtful learners of the full range of academic
subjects:  English, other languages, history, the arts and humanities, mathematics, t h e
sciences and physical education.  These advanced learners must have access to s u b j e c t
matter specialists who are effective at teaching the core disciplines.  They must b e
assisted effectively by qualified health specialists, guidance counselors, i n f o r m a t i o n
technologists, school psychologists, and attendance officers.  The managers of complex
high schools must be particularly effective as planners, communicators, and leaders.


When the new century begins, professional educators will continue to be the p r i m a r y
catalysts for student learning.  The complex needs of individual learners cannot be m e t
fully if educators function individually.  Increasingly, the success of education w i l l
depend on the preparation and ability of individual educators to serve as p r o d u c t i v e
members of professional teams that will be responsible for the educational and p e r s o n a l
progress of groups of students.
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Educator Preparation for the 21st Century ●●●


The future needs of students and schools have important implications for e d u c a t o r
preparation.  Professional educators need to bring many important qualities into s choo l
learning environments.  They should be well educated in the core curriculum and t h e
essential skills of writing, reading and reasoning.  Educators should also be persons w h o
embrace core values such as honesty, respect for diversity, commitment to socia l
justice, and openness to change.


Core values and knowledge will be essential but not su f f i c i en t  in the increasingly d i -
verse and complex schools of the future.  With increasing student variability, c h a n g i n g
social conditions in our communities, and new developments in many disciplines o f
knowledge, it is no longer possible for generalists in education to serve all the l eg i t i -
mate purposes of education effectively.  Individual educators should have i n c r e a s i n g l y
specialized abilities along with the talent and commitment to serve collaboratively w i t h
other professionals.


Prospective educators therefore need basic general education followed by special ized
professional studies, supervised practica and preparation to serve in diverse se t t ings .
Future classroom teachers need an integrated curriculum of content studies; analyses o f
teaching, learning and human development; and increasing responsibilities for t h e
instruction of students.  Other prospective educators need specialized studies and p r a c -
tica in school administration, career counseling, language development, p sycho log ica l
assessment, information science, school health and several related fields.


These essential components of educator preparation cannot simply be inc luded  in e a c h
professional’s education; each element should be characterized by excellent t e a c h i n g ,
disciplined research, productive dialogue and a spirit of inquiry and inves t iga t ion .
Preprofessional experiences in the schools should be carefully planned, supervised a n d
assessed by qualified institutional personnel in relation to realistic expectations r e l a t e d
to the competence of entry-level professionals.  As prospective educators acquire t h e i r
own postsecondary education, they must interact with competent, caring role models a s
well as committed students with diverse professional goals.  Both the curriculum and t h e
institutional environment of educator preparation should be educat ive  in the h i g h e s t
s ense .


Professional Accreditation and Certification ●●●


Professional accreditation is the process of ascertaining and verifying that, at e a c h
college and university that prepares individuals for state certification, s u f f i c i e n t
quality characterizes that preparation.  State certification is the process of a s c e r t a i n i n g
and verifying the qualifications of each future member of a profession like educa t ion .
These two processes -- professional accreditation and state certification -- have d i s t inc t
objectives but they serve a common set of overarching purposes.  It is critical, t h e r e -
fore, that accreditation and certification function as an integrated sys tem  for t h e
purposes that are outlined below.
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In education, the first purpose of a professional accreditation and certification s y s t e m
is to assure the public, the students and the profession that future educators have access
to excellence in content education, specialized preparation and professional practica i n
education, and that these components of educator preparation are oriented to the e d u c a -
tional needs of future elementary and secondary students.  Assuring excellence i n
educator preparation is the distinctive objective of accreditat ion  in this sys tem.
Ensuring that each licensed educator has completed accredited preparation is t h e
distinctive function of cert i f icat ion.   By integrating accreditation with ce r t i f i ca t ion ,
policymakers can also ensure that educator preparation will be responsive to t h e
critical dynamic needs of elementary and secondary schools.


A second essential function of an accreditation-certification system is to ensure t h a t
future educators have actually acquired abilities and perspectives that are essential f o r
fulfilling specified professional responsibilities such as teaching or other services i n
schools.  To ensure that professional credentials provide such assurances, cer t i f i ca t ion
decisions should be based on valid assessments of accepted standards of competence f o r
entry-level service as professional educators.  Accredi tat ion  also contributes to t h e s e
assurances by ascertaining and verifying that each candidate’s growing competence i s
assessed and confirmed by an accredited institution.  An integrated acc red i t a t i on -
certification system provides the strongest possible assurance that professional c r e d e n -
tials are awarded to individuals who have earned them on the basis of their competence.


A third critical purpose of accreditation and certification is to verify that each e d u c a -
tor’s specialized preparation and attainments are appropriate for the assignment o f
particular responsibilities in schools, and that these responsibilities are related to h i s
or her preparation and expertise in the profession.  Assuring the appropriateness o f
specialized preparation for future responsibilities is a distinctive objective of accredi ta-
t ion  in the system.  Verifying that each educator’s responsibilities are based on a c t u a l
preparation and expertise is a function of certification.  An integrated system of a c c r e -
ditation and certification maximizes the prospect that assigned duties will be c o n s i s t e n t
with prior preparation and competence as an educator.


Finally, the fourth goal of an accreditation-certification system is to contribute t o
broader efforts to enhance the personal stature and professional standing of t e a c h e r s
and other educators as members of a profession that has a strong base of special ized
knowledge and a demonstrated record of accomplishment in elementary and s e c o n d a r y
schools.  Related to this important goal, an objective of accreditat ion  in education is t o
foster improvements in the design, content and delivery of professional curricula a n d
practica, and in the selection, guidance, supervision and assessment of candidates.  A
related objective of cer t i f ica t ion  is to provide reliable information about the co l lec t ive
knowledge, competence and accomplishments of professional educators.  F u n c t i o n i n g
together, accreditation and certification have greater capacity to enhance the s t a t u r e
of education as a profession in the eyes of students, parents and other citizens.


The overall effectiveness of education in California depends, in part, on the sys temic
cohesiveness of educator preparation, accreditation, assessment and ce r t i f i ca t ion .
Attempts to disassemble the components of this system may serve the interests of some
of its participants, but the effective education of elementary and secondary s tuden t s
requires that they be integrally linked.  This linkage with the certification system i s
one of seven essential attributes of an accreditation system for educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions in California.
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Key Attributes of Accreditation in a Certification System ●●●


Prior to reviewing accreditation policies originally proposed by the Advisory Council ,
the Commission decided that an accreditation system in education should have s e v e n
essential attributes, which were published in a preliminary report entitled Educator
Preparation for California 2000:  Background Information for a New Accred i ta t ion
Framework (November, 1991).  The seven essential attributes of an accreditation s y s t e m
are summarized below.  In drafting the accreditation policies in this Framework , t h e
Accreditation Advisory Council and the Commission’s professional staff sought to i n c o r -
porate these attributes in a new accreditation system for California educators.


First Attribute of Accreditation:  Orientation to Educational Quality.   Accre-
ditation policy should focus primarily on the educational qual i ty  of e d u c a t o r
preparation in colleges and universities.  Accreditation s tandards  should describe l eve l s
of quality that are deemed to be acceptable by the body that has statutory r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
for accreditation standards, which is the Commission.  Standards should not focus o n
purely technical or operational aspects of educator preparation, but should e n a b l e
trained reviewers with professional expertise to find out whether educator p r e p a r a t i o n
in an institution is characterized by acceptable levels of quality.1


Accreditation rev iews  should also be oriented to issues of quality.  During a review, t h e
judges need to obtain evidence that relates to the educational quality of p r e p a r a t i o n
programs and policies within the institution.  Through experience, expertise a n d
training, the reviewers must be skilled at discerning the important from the u n i m p o r -
tant in educator preparation.


The resul ts  of accreditation reviews should also bear on issues of quality in the e d u c a -
tion of educators.  The findings and recommendations of accreditation reviewers s h o u l d
focus on important matters of quality.  Accreditation decisions should hinge on f i n d i n g s
that are educationally significant and clearly related to quality-oriented standards.


Second Attribute:  The Professional Character of Accreditation.  Professional
educators should hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of p r o f e s -
sional education.  Professionals should be involved intensively in the entire a cc r ed i t a -
tion process.  They should create accreditation standards, conduct accreditation r ev i ews ,
and make accreditation decisions.  Participants in these aspects of accreditation s h o u l d
have experience, expertise and training that are appropriate for their specific roles i n
accreditation.  In each step of accreditation, decisions should emerge from consu l t a t i ve
procedures, and should reflect the consensus of the professional participants.


The general public has a compelling interest in accreditation decisions that are part o f
the public education system in California.  So do professionals whose work is judged b y
the accreditation system, or whose future success depends o n  its results and e f f e c t i v e -
ness.  The expertise and experience of the accreditors should be credible to the g e n e r a l
public a n d  the education profession in California.


1 In addition to quality standards, accreditation systems often include requirements for compliance, which are usually
more technically focused than the standards.  Often called “preconditions,” these compliance requirements are appro-
priate secondary elements of an accreditation system.
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Third Attribute:  Breadth and F l e x i b i l i t y .  For institutions to be effective in a
dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the c h a n g i n g
needs of prospective educators.  In a society as diverse as California, universities a n d
colleges must also be highly varied in their missions and philosophies.  Accred i ta t ion
should not force institutions to conform to prescribed patterns unless these c o n v e n -
tions have a firm basis in principles of educational quality and equity.


Accreditation standards should be drawn so different institutions can meet them in a
variety of acceptable ways.  There are  acceptable and unacceptable forms of e d u c a t o r
preparation; accreditation should differentiate between them.  There are also m u l t i p l e
ways  of educating prospective educators acceptably; accreditation should not favor a n y
of these over the others.


Accreditation standards should relate to broad domains of educator preparation, not t o
specific practices or procedures.  They should describe levels of qual i ty  without s t i pu l a -
ting h o w  institutions are to comply.  Explanations of the standards should clarify t h e i r
meaning without making the standards restrictive.  The expertise and training o f
accreditation reviewers should, moreover, emphasize the importance of p r e s e r v i n g
institutional diversity and creativity.


Fourth Attribute:  Intensity in A c c r e d i t a t i o n .  Accreditation should focus w i t h
intensity  on key aspects of educational quality.  The process should allow and e n c o u r a g e
divergence among programs and institutions, and should also be exacting in a s s e m b l i n g
key information about critical aspects of educational quality.  The scope  of acc red i t a t i on
should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review process s h o u l d
be sufficient to yield reliable judgments and conclusions by the reviewers.


Accreditation standards should encompass the critical dimensions of educator p r e p a r a -
tion.  In order to recommend an institution for accreditation, experienced p ro fe s s iona l
reviewers should be satisfied that the institution provides a comprehensive array o f
excellent learning opportunities for future educators.  The reviewers should not have a
gnawing concern that ‘something is missing here.’


Accreditation decisions should be based on information that is sufficient in breadth a n d
depth for the results to be credible and dependable.  Regarding each broad s t anda rd ,
accreditation reviewers need to fully understand the educationally important aspects o f
educator preparation at the institution.  If an accreditation system relies on i n f o r m a -
tion that is too superficial or incomplete to serve as a basis for sound decisions, its l a c k
of reliability will foster mistrust in the institutions and contempt in the profession.


Intensity in accreditation (Attribute 4) is consistent with a focus on quality (A t t r i bu t e
1), involvement of professionals (Attribute 2), and breadth and flexibility (Attribute 3) .
To find out if broad, quality-oriented standards are met, and to make reliable j u d g m e n t s
and sound recommendations, reviewers need to assemble a considerable body of da t a
that is col lec t ive ly  significant.  It is not necessary that each item of compiled i n f o r -
mation be critically important on its own.
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Fifth Attribute:  Integrat ion with the Certif ication S y s t e m .  As noted e a r l i e r ,
accreditation and certification should function in ways that are systemically c o h e r e n t ,
in order to ensure the appropriateness of specialized preparation for the f u t u r e
responsibilities of professional educators.


There would be no reason to require future educators to earn credentials, or to p u r s u e
excellent preparation, if their subsequent professional responsibilities in schools w e r e
'out-of-sync' with their preparation.  There would also be little reason to include a n
accreditation process in the certification system if the preparation and expertise t h a t
accreditation verifies were not directly linked to the authorizations of credentials.


For these reasons, accreditation decisions about postsecondary institutions s h o u l d
parallel the kinds of decisions to be made about individual educators in the c e r t i f i c a t i o n
system.  Accreditation decisions should be as specialized and specific as the a u t h o r i z a -
tions of credentials because the latter are based, in part, on specialized preparation i n
accredited institutions.  To the extent that the credential structure differentiates a m o n g
distinct professional roles and responsibilities, these distinctions must be based, in p a r t ,
on an accreditation system that has a parallel structure.


Sixth Attribute:  Contributions of Accreditat ion to Improved P r e p a r a t i o n .
Accreditation standards, reviews and decisions should contribute to improvements i n
the preparation of educators.  The quality of an institution’s policies, practices a n d
outcomes should improve as its faculty, administrators and students strive to m e e t
accreditation standards.  The institution’s offerings should also benefit from the q u a l i t y
orientation of an accreditation review.  When these effects of accreditation fall s h o r t ,
however, specific accreditation decisions should also provoke needed improvements i n
educator preparation institutions.


For improvements to occur, accreditation reviews must identify and describe w e a k -
nesses in the quality of an institution’s offerings.  Rather than viewing acc red i t a t i on
reviews as troublesome or intimidating forms of interference, institutions s h o u l d
expect substantive benefits from an intensive, professional, quality-oriented p rocess .
Over time, the Commission should reexamine its accreditation policies to a s c e r t a i n
whether substantive improvements are actual bi-products of those policies.


Seventh Attribute:  Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness .  An accreditation s y s t e m
should fulfill its purposes efficiently and cost-effectively.  Review procedures, dec i s ion
processes and reporting relationships should be streamlined and economica l .
Participants’ roles should be clearly defined, and communications should be efficient.


There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, a s s e m b l i n g
information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy o f
data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute o f
accreditation, but efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditors to f u l f i l l
their responsibilities to the public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which a r e
borne by institutions, individual accreditors and the accrediting body, should be r e -
viewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key purposes of accreditation.
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A New Structure for Professional Accreditation ●●●


This policy framework by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing emphasizes t h e
professional character of accreditation in education.  Professionals have a r e s p o n s i b i l i -
ty to hold their peers accountable for established standards.  Before adopting t h i s
Framework,  the Commission relied on practitioners and other experts to create t h e
standards for evaluating educator preparation in each teaching and specialty area.  F o r
several years, professional educators also engaged in local program reviews on b e h a l f
of the Commission.  The most far-reaching change created by this Framework  is t h e
empowerment of professionals to make accreditation decisions.


Consistent with the need for professionalism at all levels of accreditation, the Commis-
sion is implementing this F r a m e w o r k  by creating a small body of leading educators w h o
bring extensive professional expertise to bear on accreditation decisions.  T h e
Committee on Accreditation consists of experienced, highly-respected p ro fes s iona l s
who can determine the accreditation of postsecondary institutions without reference t o
organizational perspectives because they do not  represent specific o rgan iza t ions ,
institutions or constituencies.


As defined in Section 2 of this Framework  (pp. 11-13), the Committee on Accreditation i s
expected to bring its extensive expertise to bear on professional judgments r e g a r d i n g
quality issues and concerns in the field of educator preparation.  The Committee m a k e s
accreditation decisions consistent with the Commission's accreditation standards a n d
other policies.  The Committee also informs and advises the Commission on policy i s sues
that relate to academic content and purposes, and on the maintenance of exce l l en t
college and university programs for prospective educators throughout the State.
Delegation of these significant professional responsibilities to the Committee on A c c r e -
ditation effectively establishes a new organizational structure for the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California.
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Accreditation Policies


Sections 1 through 8 of the Framework  are based on California Education Code Sect ions
44370 through 44374, which are in Appendix 1.


Section 1
Authority and Responsibilities of the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Pertaining to the accreditation of educator preparation, the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bilities of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing include the following.


A . Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies ▲▲▲


1 . Adopt and Modify the Accredi ta t ion  F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission h a s
the authority and responsibility to adopt an Accreditation Framework,  “ w h i c h
sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California” (Education Code Section 44372-a).  T h e
present document is the adopted Accreditation Framework.   The Commission
may modify the Framework  in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework .
Modifications occur in public meetings after the Commission considers r e l e v a n t
information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, institutions, a c c r e d i -
tation team members, the Commission’s staff, and other concerned indiv iduals .
The Commission determines when a policy modification takes effect.


2 . Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation.  Pursuant t o
Education Code Section 44372-b, the Commission has the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bility to establish and modify standards for educator preparation in California.


B. Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Decisions ▲▲▲


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of I n s t i t u t i o n s .   In accordance with Education Code
Sections 44227-a and 44372-c and Section 4 of this Framework , the Commission
determines the eligibility of an institution that applies for initial a cc red i t a t i on
and that has not previously prepared educators for state certification i n
California.  The Commission accredits institutions that meet the criteria t h a t
have been adopted for that purpose by the Commission.  Institutional a cc r ed i t a -
tion by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an institution to s u b m i t
specific program proposals to the Committee on Accreditation.
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2 . Hear and Resolve Accreditat ion A p p e a l s .   The Commission hears a p p e a l s
of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that acc red i t a t i on
procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to t h e
policies of the Commission or the procedural guidelines of the Committee o n
Accreditation” (Education Code Section 44374-e).  The Commission resolves e a c h
appeal, and the Executive Director communicates the Commission’s decision t o
the Committee on Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected i n s t i t u -
t i on .


C. Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation ▲▲▲


1 . Establish a Nominating P a n e l .   In collaboration with the Accred i ta t ion
Advisory Council and subsequently with the Committee on Accreditation, t h e
Commission establishes a Nominating Panel to solicit and screen n o m i n a t i o n s
and recommend educators to serve on the Committee on Accreditation.


2 . Appoint the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Pursuant to Education Code
44372-d and Section 2 of this Framework,  the Commission appoints members a n d
alternate members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.  T h e
Commission selects the Committee members and alternate members f r o m
nominees submitted by the Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that t h e
Committee on Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced in i t s
composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular ins t i tu t ions ,
organizations or constituencies.


3 . Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it i d e n t i -
fies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the Commission's staff, or o t h e r
concerned individuals or organizations.  At its discretion, the Commission m a y
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee on Accreditation f o r
examination and response.


4 . Review Annual Reports by the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews Annual Accreditation Reports  submitted by the Committee
on Accreditation.  Annual Reports  include standard information about t h e
dimensions and results of the accreditation process.  Annual Reports  may a lso
identify the Committee’s issues and concerns, but these may be presented to t h e
Commission separately from the Annual Reports.


D. Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System ▲▲▲


1 . Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditat ion O p e r a t i o n s .   T h e
Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation operations t o
implement this Accreditation Framework.   Consistent with the Commission’s
general practice, staff assignments to accreditation operations are made by t h e
Executive Director, in accordance with state budgets, laws and regulations.
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2 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and P r a c t i c e s .   The Commission shares responsibility with the Committee o n
Accreditation for the design and implementation of a c o m p r e h e n s i v e
evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of this Accreditation Framework.


3 . Review and Sponsor Legislation Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews legislative proposals to amend the Education Code related t o
the accreditation of educator preparation institutions.  As the need arises, t h e
Commission sponsors legislation related to accreditation, after considering t h e
advice of the Commission's professional staff, the Committee on Accredi ta t ion ,
educational institutions and professional organizations.


Section 2
Functions and Appointment of


the Committee on Accreditation


The functions, membership and appointment of the Committee on Accreditation are s e t
forth in Education Code Section 44373 and this section.


A . Functions of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . C o m p a r a b i l i t y  of Standards.  In accordance with Section 3 of this Frame-
w o r k , the Committee determines whether standards submitted by i n s t i t u t i ons
under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or Option 5
(Alternative Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level of p r o g r a m
quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1
(California Program Standards).  If the Committee determines that the p roposed
standards are collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a
whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
may approve the proposed standards as Program Standards in California.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   The Committee reviews proposals f o r
the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions that have b e e n
determined eligible by the Commission.  New programs of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
may be submitted under Options One, Two, Four or Five in Section 3.  If t h e
Committee determines that a program meets all applicable standards, t h e
Committee grants initial accreditation to the program.


3 . C o n t i n u i n g  Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the r e c o m m e n d a -
tions of accreditation teams and the responses of institutions, the Committee
makes decisions about the continuing accreditation of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions and programs, consistent with Section 6 of this Framework .
Pertaining to each institution, the Committee makes one of three decisions:
Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.
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4 . Accreditat ion P r o c e d u r e s .   Consistent with the terms of Section 6, t h e
Committee recommends appropriate guidelines for self-study reports and o t h e r
accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared by institutions.  The Com-
mittee also adopts guidelines for accreditation team reports, which e m p h a s i z e
the use of narrative, qualitative explanations of team recommendations.  T h e
Committee may provide additional guidance to institutions, teams and t h e
Executive Director regarding accreditation visit procedures.  The p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee are published by the Commission as a n
Accreditation Handbook.


5 . Monitor the Accreditat ion S y s t e m .   The Committee monitors t h e
performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated
with the accreditation system.


6 . Annual Reports, Recommendat ions  and Responses.   The Committee
presents Annual Accreditation Reports  to the Commission.  Annual R e p o r t s
include standard information about the dimensions and results of t h e
accreditation process.  The Committee also advises the Commission about p o l i c y
changes to improve the quality and integrity of the accreditation process.


7 . Meet in Public Sessions.  The Committee conducts its business and makes i t s
decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as provided by statute.


8 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and Practices.   The Committee shares responsibility with the Commission f o r
the design and implementation of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and the selection of an external evaluator to conduct the eva lua t ion ,
pursuant to Section 8 of the Framework .


B. Membership of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Membership C o m p o s i t i o n .   The Committee consists of twelve members.  Six
members are from postsecondary education institutions, and six are ce r t i f i ca t ed
professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices of educa t i on
in California.  Selection of members is based on the breadth of their e x p e r i e n c e ,
the diversity of their perspectives, and "their distinguished records o f
accomplishment in education" (Education Code Section 44373-a).  All m e m b e r s
serve as members-at-large.  No member serves on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization, institution, or constituency.  To the maximum e x t e n t
possible, Committee membership is balanced according to ethnicity, g e n d e r ,
and geographic regions.  The Committee includes members from e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary schools, and from public and private postsecondary ins t i tu t ions .
The elementary and secondary school members include at least one ce r t i f i ca t ed
administrator, one teacher, and one role specialist.  The postsecondary m e m b e r s
include at least one administrator and one faculty member, both of whom m u s t
be involved in professional teacher education programs.







The Accreditation Framework


Page 13


2 . Membership C r i t e r i a .    The criteria for membership on the Committee a r e :
evidence of achievement in the education profession; recognized p ro fe s s iona l
or scholarly contributions in the field of education; recognition of exce l l ence
by peers; experience with and sensitivity to issues of human d ivers i ty ;
distinguished service in the field of educator preparation; knowledge of i s sues
related to the preparation and licensing of education professionals; length o f
professional service; and possession of appropriate educational degrees a n d
professional credentials.


C. Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Nominating Panel.  A Nominating Panel of six distinguished members of t h e
education profession in California identifies and nominates individuals to s e r v e
on the Committee on Accreditation.  The Nominating Panel is comprised of t h r e e
college and university members and three elementary and secondary schoo l
members.  The Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council must r e a c h
consensus on the members of the initial Nominating Panel.  Subsequently, t h e
Commission and the Committee on Accreditation will reach consensus on n e w
members of the Nominating Panel.  The terms of Nominating Panel m e m b e r s
are four years long.  Members of the Panel may not serve more than one term.


2 . Nomination of Committee Members.  To select members for the Committee
on Accreditation, the Nominating Panel solicits nominations from p ro fe s s iona l
organizations, agencies, institutions, and individuals in education.  Each n o m i -
nation must be submitted with the consent of the individual and the n o m i n e e ' s
professional resume.  Self-nominations are not accepted.


3 . Selection of Initial Committee Members.  Based on the m e m b e r s h i p
criteria and the principles of balanced composition set forth in this section, t h e
Nominating Panel recommends for initial appointment twenty-four h i g h l y
qualified nominees who are drawn equally from colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s
(twelve nominees) and elementary and secondary schools (twelve n o m i n e e s ) .
The Commission appoints the twelve members and six alternate members of t h e
Committee by selecting from the nominations submitted by the Panel.


4 . Terms of Appointment.  The Commission appoints members of the Committee
on Accreditation to three-year terms.  However, the initial appointees i n c l u d e
six members with two-year appointments and six with three-year a p p o i n t -
ments.  A member may be renominated and reappointed to a second term o f
three years.  A member may serve a maximum of two terms on the Committee.


5 . Selection of Subsequent Committee Members.  Prior to the conclusion o f
the Committee members' terms, the Nominating Panel again submits n o m i n a -
tions to the Commission, which must be drawn from individuals who have b e e n
nominated and reviewed.  The Panel submits twice as many nominees as t h e
number of pending vacancies on the Committee.  The Commission fills e a c h
Committee seat and alternate position by selecting from the nominations.


6 . C o m m i t t e e  V a c a n c i e s .   When a seat on the Committee becomes vacant p r i o r
to the conclusion of the member's term, the Executive Director fills the seat f o r
the remainder of the term by appointing a replacement from the list o f
alternate members.
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Section 3
Accreditation Standards


There are two categories of accreditation standards for institutions that prepare p r o f e s -
sional educators in California.  An accredited institution is expected to satisfy t h e
standards in both categories.


Category I. Common Standards relate to aspects of program quality that are t h e
same for all credential programs.  This category includes standards regarding t h e
overall leadership and climate for educator preparation at an institution, as well a s
standards pertaining to quality features that are common to all programs such a s
resources, coordination, admissions and advisement.  An institution responds to e a c h
Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including information a b o u t
individual programs.  The Common Standards are in Appendix 2 of this Framework .


Category II. Program Standards address the quality of program features that a r e
specific to a credential, such as curriculum, field experiences, and knowledge and sk i l l s
to be demonstrated by candidates in the specific credential area.  When institutions p r e -
pare for continuing accreditation reviews, they may consider the following options f o r
program-specific standards.  Different options may be exercised by different c r e d e n t i a l
programs at an institution.  Options that are selected will be the basis for the review o f
specific programs by accreditation teams, and will guide the selection and o r i e n t a t i o n
of team members.  Pertaining to each program, the institution responds to e a c h
standard in the selected option by providing program-specific information for r e v i e w
by the accreditation team.


• Option 1. California Program S t a n d a r d s .   The Commission continues to r e l y
on panels of experts from colleges, universities and schools to develop standards f o r
specific credential programs.  These panels are guided by current research f i n d i n g s
in the field of the credential.  They also consider standards developed by a p p r o p r i a t e
national and statewide professional organizations.  If the national or p ro f e s s iona l
standards are found to be appropriate for California, a panel may recommend t h a t
the Commission adopt them in lieu of developing new standards or revising the Com-
mission's existing standards.  After reviewing the recommendations of a d v i s o r y
panels and other experts, the Commission adopts California Program Standards f o r
the initial and continuing accreditation of credential preparation programs.  T h e
Commission may require that a new set of California Program Standards be met b y
each institution that prepares candidates for a credential.


• Option 2. National or Professional Program Standards.  California i n s t i t u -
tions may propose program standards that have been developed by national or s t a t e
p ro fess iona l  organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee o n
Accreditation with a statement of the institution's reasons for selecting this o p t i o n
and recommending the proposed standards.  If the Committee determines that t h e
recommended standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of professional q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use a s
Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential programs.
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• Option 3. General Program Standards.   General Program Standards have b e e n
adopted by the Commission to constitute Option 3.  These standards are in Appendix 3
of this Framework .  An institution that elects to use this option may ask that t h e
General Program Standards be used for the continuing accreditation of one or m o r e
credential preparation programs at the institution.


• Option 4. Experimental  Program S t a n d a r d s .  For initial accreditation, a n
institution may present a program that meets the Experimental Program S tandards
adopted by the Commission pursuant to Education Code Section 44273.  Expe r imen ta l
programs are designed to examine professional issues or policy questions related t o
the preparation of credential candidates.  For continuing accreditation, i n s t i t u t i ons
that sponsor experimental programs are required to report their findings to t h e
Commission, which disseminates the results to other institutions in California.


• Option 5. Alternative Program Standards .  Pursuant to Education Code Sec t ion
44273, an institution may develop Alternative Standards for initial and c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of a credential program.  If the Committee on Accreditation d e t e r m i n e s
that the proposed standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of program q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the Alternative Standards for use a s
Program Standards by the institution that proposed them.  A program that is s u b s e -
quently accredited on the basis of Alternative Program Standards may legally d e p a r t
from several statutory requirements that govern teacher education programs.


Section 4
Initial Accreditation Policies


This section governs the initial accreditation of institutions and programs.


A . Responsibility for Two Types of Initial Accreditation ■■■


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of Inst i tut ions.   A postsecondary educa t i on
institution that has not previously been declared eligible to offer c r e d e n t i a l
preparation programs must submit an application to the Commission for i n i t i a l
professional accreditation.  Institutional accreditation by the Western Associa-
tion of Schools and Colleges (WASC) is required for initial professional a c c r e d i -
tation by the Commission.  The Commission may establish additional p r o c e d u r e s
and criteria for the initial professional accreditation of institutions to p r e p a r e
and recommend candidates for state credentials in education.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   New credential program proposals b y
institutions that have been determined to be eligible by the Commission m u s t
fulfill preconditions established by state law and the Commission, the Common
Standards, and a set of Program Standards.  Descriptions of new p r o g r a m s
include evidence of involvement in program design and planning by e l e m e n -
tary and secondary school practitioners and members of diverse local c o m m u -
nities.  The Committee on Accreditation decides the initial accreditation of n e w
credential programs at an eligible institution.
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B. Policies for Initial Accreditation of Programs ■■■


1 . Review of New P r o g r a m s .  Prior to being presented to the Committee f o r
action, new programs proposed by eligible institutions are reviewed b y
Commission staff members who have expertise in the credential area.  If t h e
Commission staff does not possess the necessary expertise, the p r o g r a m
proposals are reviewed by external experts selected by the Executive Director .
New programs are reviewed in relation to the Common Standards in Appendix 2
and the selected Program Standards as specified in Section 3 of this Framework .
The Committee considers recommendations by the staff and the e x t e r n a l
reviewers regarding the accreditation of each proposed program.


2 . Institutional Standards.  An institution that selects National or P ro fes s iona l
Program Standards (Option 2) or develops Alternative Program S tandards
(Option 5) submits the standards to the Committee on Accreditation for i n i t i a l
approval prior to developing a program proposal.  The acceptability of t h e
standards is assured before the institution prepares a program proposal.


3 . Experimental  Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation accredits e x p e r i -
mental programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• submission of research questions, hypotheses or objectives related to t h e
selection, preparation or assessment of prospective professional educators;


• submission of a research design applicable to the research ques t ions ,
hypotheses or objectives being investigated; and


• demonstration of the potential effectiveness of the proposed program i n
generally improving the quality of service authorized by the credential.


4 . Alternative Programs. The Committee on Accreditation accredits a l t e r n a t i v e
programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• the overall quality of alternative standards developed by the ins t i tu t ion ,
which must have educational merit generally equivalent or superior t o
standards set by the Commission as Option 1;


• the requirement that extended alternative programs adhere to standards o f
professional competence that exceed those set by the Commission f o r
conventional teacher education programs; and


• a recommendation that alternative programs that lead to Multiple or S i n g l e
Subject Teaching credentials be designed to integrate the delivery of s u b j e c t
matter preparation and pedagogical preparation over the entire period o f
each candidate's initial preparation as a teacher.
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Section 5
Continuing Accreditation Teams


This section governs the continuing accreditation of institutions in California.


A . Structure and Size of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Pool of Trained R e v i e w e r s .   To conduct reviews for the c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of educator preparation institutions, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of Cal i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-b.  The pool cons i s t s
of approximately 200 persons who are geographically and culturally d ive r se ,
and who represent gender equity.  The Committee on Accreditation e s t ab l i shes
criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new m e m b e r s
to the pool from time to time.


2 . Team S t r u c t u r e .   For an institution being considered for c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation, the Executive Director appoints an accreditation team a n d
designates the team's leader.  To ensure appropriate attention to spec i f i c
programs at the institution, the team leader and the Commission's staff e s t a b l i s h
clusters of reviewers in a team with more than three members.  One cluster o f
team members has primary responsibility for reviewing the Common
Standards.  Other clusters are responsible for reviewing groups of c r e d e n t i a l
programs, and may provide information to the cluster that reviews the Common
Standards.  The size of clusters ranges from one to five members, depending o n
the level of effort required for each set of assignments.


3 . Team Size and E x p e r t i s e .   Normally, an accreditation team has from two t o
fifteen members.  Programs are clustered together, where appropriate, to k e e p
team size manageable, but needed expertise is included on each team.  T h e
range of credential programs at an institution is reflected in the expertise o f
the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one correspondence b e t w e e n
credential programs and reviewer specializations.  Student enrollments i n
programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the numbers of special ized
programs offered by an institution may lead to a team with more than f i f t e e n
members .1   At least one member of each institution's team has a depth o f
expertise in the multicultural, diversity and language acquisition needs o f
California classrooms.  The size of a team and the clustering of programs a r e
determined jointly by the dean or director of each unit that is responsible f o r
credential programs; the Commission's staff consultant; and the team l e a d e r
appointed for the review; all of whom sign a team size agreement.


1 Student enrollment is a factor because the team must complete a sufficient sample of interviews in order to make
valid, reliable judgments about issues of quality.  Complexity may be a factor if an institution operates diverse
programs, or if programs are offered at geographically dispersed locations or in colleges outside the education unit.
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B. Organization and Expertise of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Team Leader.  The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as t h e
leader of an institution's review team for continuing accreditation.  T h e
leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning t h e
review, participate in team size and composition decisions, and p r o v i d e
leadership in team training, orientation and support during the acc red i t a t i on
review.  The team leader and the Commission's staff consultant are j o i n t l y
responsible for management of the review.


2 . Cluster L e a d e r s .   The team leader and staff consultant select a member o f
each cluster to serve as cluster leader, whose role is to help in organizing a n d
managing the cluster's activities during the review.


3 . Common Standards Cluster.  The Common Standards are reviewed by a
cluster of reviewers, including members who are able to make judgments a b o u t
the education unit.  This cluster may include a dean, associate dean, u n i v e r s i t y
unit director (when a smaller institution has a department rather than a schoo l
of education) and/or a superintendent of a school district or county office o f
educa t ion .


4 . Program C l u s t e r s .   Team members with appropriate experience a n d
qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about c r e d e n t i a l
programs.  Reviewers assigned to a cluster should have sufficient expertise t o
make sound judgments about programs in the cluster.


5 . Team A s s i g n m e n t s .   Team members are trained in reviewing the Common
Standards and/or the selected Program Standards.  A single cluster of r e v i e w e r s
is not normally given primary responsibility for reviewing the Common S t a n -
dards and Program Standards in the same review.


6 . Team C o n t i n u i t y .  When possible and when appropriate to the programs a t
one or more institutions to be visited, members of previously successful t e a m s
are kept together for the purpose of reviewing more than one institution.


7 . New R e v i e w e r s .   For the most part, an accreditation team consists o f
experienced reviewers.  A team need not include an inexperienced member, b u t
new reviewers are appointed to accreditation teams after their training, w h e n
a p p r o p r i a t e .


8 . Conflict of Interest.   Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of i n t e r e s t
involving accreditation team members and the institution being reviewed.  No
member of a team shall have ties to the institution, such as current or p a s t
enrollment there, programmatic collaboration, past or present employment, o r
spousal connections.
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C. Training and Orientation of Accreditation Teams ●●●


Prior to participation in an accreditation review, team members, cluster leaders a n d
team leaders participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.


1 . Team T r a i n i n g .   To ensure that accreditation reviews examine issues o f
quality in preparation, team members participate in an intensive t h r e e - d a y
training program, which focuses on team skills, interview t e c h n i q u e s ,
accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of standards.  I n
adopting an Accreditation Handbook, the Committee on Accreditation will a t t e n d
to appropriate differentiation in the training of new and returning t e a m
members, cluster leaders and team leaders.


2 . Team Orientation.   On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation s i t e
visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the i n s t i t u t i ona l
self-study report, review their prior training as team members, and t h o r o u g h l y
plan the team activities for the accreditation review under the team leader a n d
cluster leaders.


Section 6
Continuing Accreditation Policies


The policies in this section govern the Committee's procedural guidelines regarding t h e
continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions.


A . Accreditation Handbook ●●●


1 . Standards and Related Questions.  The Accreditation Handbook  will i n c l u d e
the Common Standards in Appendix 2 and the Program Standards for Options 1
through 5, as well as questions related to each standard.  These questions w i l l
correspond to the Commission's adopted Factors to Consider, and will be de s igned
to assist institutions in preparing self-study reports as well as team m e m b e r s
during training and reviews.


2 . Guidelines for Inst i tut ional  Self-Study R e p o r t s .   The Committee o n
Accreditation will recommend a format for the institutional self-study r e p o r t
and other materials such as faculty vitae and course syllabi to be submitted b y
each institution.  The Committee will also provide guidelines for o r g a n i z i n g
exhibits and ways of facilitating the preparation, organization, and p r e s e n t a -
tion of materials that relate to the Common and Program Standards.
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B. Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Preliminary Report.   No less than twelve months before the scheduled vis i t ,
institutional officials prepare a Preliminary Repor t  to be submitted to the t e a m
leader and the Commission staff consultant.  This brief report describes t h e
institutional mission and includes information about institutional d e m o g r a -
phics, special emphasis programs, and other unique features of the ins t i tu t ion .
The Preliminary Repor t  is designed to help the Commission consultant and t h e
team leader (in discussion with the dean or director) determine the type, s ize
and complexity of the programs to be reviewed and the structure, size a n d
expertise of the review team to be selected.  The Preliminary Repor t  i nc ludes ,
among other things, the following two components.


• Response to P r e c o n d i t i o n s .   In the Preliminary Report ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n
includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by state l aws
and the Commission.


• Indication of Selected O p t i o n s .   In its Preliminary Report ,  t h e
institution indicates the options it has selected for each credential p r o g r a m
in the accreditation review.


2 . Institutional Self-Study Report.   No less than 60 weekdays before the vis i t ,
the institution mails sufficient copies of its Ins t i tu t iona l  Self-Study Repor t  t o
the team leader and the Commission staff consultant, who distributes copies o f
the report to each accreditation team member.  In responding to e a c h
applicable standard, the self-study report should emphasize q u a l i t y
considerations, educational rationales, and thoughtful program analyses.


C. Conduct of Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Accreditat ion C y c l e .   The interval of time between accreditation reviews a t
an institution normally is five to seven years.


2 . Collection of I n f o r m a t i o n .  The accreditation team gathers i n f o r m a t i o n
about the quality of the education unit and credential programs at the i n s t i t u -
tion from a variety of sources, including written documents and i n t e r v i e w s
with institutional administrators, program faculty, enrolled candidates, f i e ld
supervisors, recent graduates, employers of graduates, and program advisors .
Data collection procedures are governed by the Accreditation Handbook.


3 . Procedural S a f e g u a r d s .   The accreditation team provides ample o p p o r t u n i -
ties during the review for representatives of the institution (a) to be i n f o r m e d
about areas where the standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) t o
supply additional information pertaining to those standards.  These o p p o r t u n i -
ties include, at a minimum, a meeting at approximately mid-visit b e t w e e n
representatives of the team and the institution's credential programs, a f t e r
which additional written information or interviews are utilized by the team i n
reaching its conclusions.
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4 . Specialized Credential Program Team .  If the accreditation t e a m
determines that the team lacks sufficient time and/or expertise to make s o u n d
recommendations for a particular program, the leader may call for a special ized
credential program team to be named to resolve the uncertainty before t h e
accreditation team's final report and recommendation is submitted to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.


5 . Exit Interview and R e p o r t .   The accreditation team conducts an ex i t
interview with representatives of the institution, at which time the t e a m
presents its findings and recommendations in the form of a draft report to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.  If a specialized credential program team has b e e n
called for, the accreditation status recommendation is not reported during t h e
exit interview.


D. Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions ●●●


1 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team Reports.  Accreditation teams make their reports a n d
recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.  Accreditation t e a m
reports indicate whether each applicable standard is met, include s u m m a r y
findings and a recommendation to the Committee, and may include educa t iona l
recommendations for consideration by the institution.


2 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   An accreditation t e a m
recommends Accreditation, or Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial o f
Accreditation.  The team makes its recommendation based on the overall q u a l i t y
of the education unit and the credential programs at the institution.  The t e a m
does not recommend separate accreditation decisions for each program.  T h e
team may recommend Accreditation even though the unit failed to meet one o r
two standards in Appendix 2.  Alternatively, a team may recommend Accred i ta -
tion with Stipulations, which may (if adopted by the Committee) require t h e
institution to fulfill all standards within a specified time not to exceed one y e a r .
Stipulations may (if adopted) require the discontinuation of severely d e f i c i e n t
programs at the institution.


3 . Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the recommendation of a n
accreditation team and an appropriate response from the institution ( s e e
below), the Committee on Accreditation makes a decision about the acc red i t a t i on
of educator preparation at the institution, including a decision about the s t a tus
of each credential program.  The Committee makes one of three dec is ions
pertaining to each institution:  Accreditation, Accreditation with St ipulat ions ,
or Denial of Accreditation.  The Committee's Annual Accreditation R e p o r t s
summarize these decisions.


4 . Accreditat ion with S t i p u l a t i o n s .   The Committee on Accreditation a l lows
an institution up to one calendar year to fulfill all standards or to d i s c o n t i n u e
deficient program(s).  The Committee also determines how the in s t i t u t ion ' s
response to adopted stipulations is to be reviewed.  The Committee may require a
second visit for this purpose.  Failure to satisfy all stipulations results in t h e
denial of accreditation to the entire institution.  Upon the request of a n
institution, an additional period to remedy severe deficiencies may be g r a n t e d
by the Committee on Accreditation if the Committee determines that ( a )
substantial progress has been made and/or (b) special circumstances desc r ibed
by the institution justify a delay.







Educator Preparation for California 2000


Page 22


E. Institutional Responses and Appeals ●●●


1 . Response to Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Within twenty weekdays a f t e r
an accreditation visit, the institution may submit evidence to the Committee o n
Accreditation that the team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily o r
capriciously or contrary to the policies of this Framework  or the p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee.  (Information related to the quality of a p r o g r a m
or the education unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation t e a m
may not be considered by the Committee.)  The Committee may use this e v i d e n c e
to make a different decision than was recommended by the team.  If t h e
Committee makes such a decision, the leader of the team may file a dissent w i t h
the Commission.  If the Committee decides that an incorrect judgment was m a d e
by a team or cluster, and that the result leaves some doubt about the mos t
appropriate decision to be made, the Committee may assign a new team to v i s i t
the institution and provide a recommendation on its accreditation.


2 . Appeal to the Commission.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-e, a n
institution has the right to appeal to the Commission a decision by t h e
Committee on Accreditation to deny accreditation or accredit with s t ipula t ions .
Such an appeal must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures by t h e
team or decisions by the Committee were arbitrary, capricious, unfair, o r
contrary to the policies in this Framework  or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.  Information related to the quality of a program or the educa t i on
unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation team may not b e
considered by the Commission.  The Commission resolves each appeal p u r s u a n t
to Education Code Section 44372-f.


F. Concerns about Credential Program Quality ●●●


When one or more complaints about a credential program indicate that the q u a l i t y
of the program may be in serious jeopardy, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission may investigate the basis for the concerns, provide t e c h n i c a l
assistance to the institution, or refer the concerns to the Committee o n
Accreditation for consideration of possible action.
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Section 7
National Accreditation


This section governs articulation between national and state accreditation.


A . National Accreditation of an Education Unit ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit ( school ,
college or department of education) by a national accrediting body will subs t i tu te
for state accreditation under the Common Standards provided that the Committee o n
Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the national accrediting e n t i t y
fulfills the following conditions.


1. The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards that h a v e
been adopted by the Commission.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews.


3. Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and i n c l u d e
elementary and secondary school practitioners and postsecondary educa t i on
members; a minimum of one voting member of each team is from California.


4. For continuing national and state accreditation in California, the n a t i o n a l
entity agrees to appoint a team that is equivalent in size and structure to a n
initial accreditation review team.


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


B. Merged State-National Accreditation Teams and Reviews ▲▲▲


When the above conditions are met for accreditation of an education unit by a
national accreditation body, an institution may apply for a merged team and v i s i t
for state and national accreditation under the Common Standards and the a p p l i c a b l e
Program Standards.  In a merged visit, a single accreditation team serves the s t a t e
and national accrediting bodies.  The following policies apply.


1. The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state acc red i t a t i on
procedures and one appointed by the national accrediting body.


2. The Common Standards and groups of programs are reviewed by a p p r o p r i a t e
clusters of reviewers selected by the team co-leaders and the Commission's s t a f f
consultant.  The cluster of members to review the Common Standards i n c l u d e s
members appointed by the national body and at least one California m e m b e r
selected according to state accreditation procedures.  Clusters of members t o
review the applicable Program Standards are selected according to Section 5 o f
this F r a m e w o r k .
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3. The merged team for state and national accreditation represents ethnic a n d
gender diversity.


4. The team submits a single report regarding all Common Standards and P r o g r a m
Standards to the Committee on Accreditation and the national accrediting body.


C. National Accreditation of a Credential Program ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of a credential program by a
national accrediting entity will substitute for state review of the program p rov ided
that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the n a t i o n a l
accreditation entity satisfies the following conditions.


1. The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California Program S tandards
for the specific credential under Option 1, or the standards used by the n a t i o n a l
entity are determined by the Committee to be equivalent to those adopted by t h e
Commission under Option 1.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes an on-site review o f
the credential program.


3. The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity.


4. The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members and e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one voting member is f r o m
Cal i fornia .


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


Section 8
Evaluation and Modification of the Framework


This section governs the evaluation and modification of the Accreditation Framework .


A . Evaluation of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . Evaluation Design.   The Commission and the Committee on Accreditation a r e
jointly responsible, in consultation with educational institutions a n d
organizations, for the design of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and for the selection of an i n d e p e n d e n t
evaluator to conduct the evaluation.
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2 . Formative and Summative Evaluation.   The evaluation design will i n c l u d e
formative components to produce early and ongoing information a n d
suggestions about the Accreditation Framework  and its implementation.  T h e
design will also include summative components.  The evaluation will include a n
appropriate sample of institutions and accreditation options, and will be based
on comprehensive information collected over a period of time that assures t h a t
the major features of the accreditation process have been well tested.  It i s
expected that the formative and summative evaluation will be conducted over a
four-year time span, beginning when the first institution is reviewed i n
accordance with this F r a m e w o r k .


3 . Evaluation Report and R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   A comprehensive e v a l u a t i o n
report and recommendations will be presented to the Commission and t h e
Committee on Accreditation for their consideration.  Among other policy issues,
the evaluator will recommend whether Option 3 (General Program S tandards )
should serve, in addition to Option 1 (California Program Standards), as a bas i s
for determining the comparability of standards under Options 2 or 5.


B. Modification of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . General Provisions Regarding M o d i f i c a t i o n s .   The Commission w i l l
consult with the Committee on Accreditation and educational institutions a n d
organizations regarding any proposed modifications of the Framework .
Modifications will occur in public meetings of the Commission, after t h e
Commission has considered relevant information provided by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, accreditation team members, t h e
Commission's professional staff, and other concerned individuals.  T h e
Commission will determine the date when a policy modification is effective.


2 . Ref inements  and Clarif ications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission
may modify the Accreditation Framework  to refine or clarify its contents, a s
needed.  The Commission retains its authority to reconsider and modify t h e
Program Standards for Options 1, 4 and 5 as the need arises.


3 . Signif icant  Modifications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission w i l l
maintain without significant modifications the F r a m e w o r k ' s  major features a n d
options, including the Common Standards, and Option 3 (General P r o g r a m
Standards), until the summative evaluation is completed or until there i s
compelling evidence that a significant modification is warranted.  The d e t e r -
mination of compelling evidence and the warranted significant modi f ica t ion
will be made by the Commission with the concurrence of the Committee o n
Accreditation and the Chancellor of the California State University, t h e
President of the University of California, and the President of the Association o f
Independent California Colleges and Universities.
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Appendix 1
California Laws on Accreditation of Educator Preparation


Text of Senate Bill 655
Senator Marian Bergeson


Chapter 426 of Statutes of 1993
Effective January 1, 1994


Article 10
Accreditation in Educator Preparation


Education Code Section 4 4 3 7 0 .   Legislative P u r p o s e .   The Legislature finds a n d
declares that the competence and performance of professional educators depends i n
part on the quality of their academic and professional preparation.  The Leg i s l a tu re
recognizes that standards of quality in collegiate preparation complement standards o f
candidate competence and performance, and that general standards and c r i t e r i a
regarding the overall quality of a candidate's preparation are as essential as t h e
assessment of the candidate's competence and performance.


Section 44371.  Accreditation System and Framework. ◆◆◆


( a ) The system for accreditation of educator preparation shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Concentrate on the overall quality of educator preparation in c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s .


( 2 ) Hold professional elementary, secondary, and postsecondary educa to r s
responsible for quality in the preparation of professional practitioners.


( 3 ) Contribute to improvements in educator preparation and recognize exce l -
lence in preparation programs and institutions.


( 4 ) Replace the prior system of program approval, as established by the T e a c h e r
Preparation and Licensing Act of 1970.


( 5 ) Be governed by an Accreditation Framework that sets forth the policies o f
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Establish broad, flexible policies and standards for accreditation of e d u c a t o r
p r e p a r a t i o n .


( 2 ) Define the accreditation responsibilities, authority, and roles of the Commis-
sion on Teacher Credentialing and the Committee on Accreditation.


( 3 ) Establish an accreditation system that is efficient and cost-effective.


( 4 ) Require that accreditation decisions be based on sufficient reliable e v i d e n c e
about the quality of educator preparation.
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Section 44372.   Accreditation Responsibilities of the Commission. ◆◆◆


The powers and duties of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding t h e
accreditation system shall include the following:


( a ) Adopt and implement an Accreditation Framework, which sets forth the policies o f
the Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in California.


( b ) Establish and modify credential-specific standards, experimental program s t a n -
dards, and alternative program standards, as defined in the adopted Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) Rule on the eligibility of an applicant for accreditation when the applying i n s t i -
tution has not previously prepared educators for state certification in Cal i fornia ,
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 44227.


( d ) Appoint and reappoint the members of the Committee on Accreditation, i n
accordance with Section 44373, by selecting among nominees submitted by a p a n e l
of distinguished educators.


( e ) Review periodic accreditation reports by the Committee on Accreditation, a n d
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee for its examination a n d
r e s p o n s e .


( f ) Hear and resolve appeals of accreditation decisions, pursuant to subdivision (e) o f
Section 44374.


( g ) Allocate resources annually for implementation of the accreditation system.


( h ) With the Committee on Accreditation, jointly design an evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and jointly select an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, in accordance with Section 8 of the Accreditation F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( i ) Modify the Accreditation Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( j ) Inform and advise the Legislature regarding statutory issues related to acc r ed i t a -
tion, and submit legislative recommendations, after considering the advice of t h e
Committee on Accreditation, education institutions and professional organizations.
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Education Code Section 44373.  Committee on Accreditation. ◆◆◆


( a ) There is hereby established the Committee on Accreditation consisting of 12
members selected for their distinguished records of accomplishment in educa t ion .
Six members shall be from postsecondary education institutions, and six shall b e
certificated professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices o f
education in California.  No member shall serve on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization or institution.  Membership shall be, to the m a x i m u m
extent possible, balanced in terms of ethnicity, gender, and geographic r e g i o n s .
The Committee shall include members from elementary and secondary schools ,
and members from public and private institutions of postsecondary education.


( b ) The terms of Committee members shall be in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework.  Appointment of the initial Committee members shall be f r o m
nominees submitted by a panel of distinguished educators, who are named by a
consensus of the Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council, pursuant t o
Section 44371, as that section read on December 31, 1993.  Appointment of s u b s e -
quent Committee members shall be from nominees submitted by a d i s t i ngu i shed
panel named by a consensus of the Commission and the Committee on Accred i -
tation.  For each Committee position to be filled by the Commission, the panel s h a l l
submit two highly qualified nominees.


( c ) The Committee shall do, but shall not be limited to doing, all of the following:


( 1 ) Make decisions about the accreditation of educators preparation.  The Com-
mittee's decision making process shall be in accordance with the Accred i -
tation Framework.


( 2 ) Make decisions about the initial accreditation of new programs of e d u c a t o r
preparation in accordance with procedures established by the Committee.


( 3 ) Determine the comparability of standards submitted by applicants w i t h
those adopted by the Commission, in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( 4 ) Adopt guidelines for accreditation reviews, and monitor the performance o f
accreditation teams and other aspects of the accreditation system.


( 5 ) Present an annual accreditation report to the Commission and respond t o
accreditation issues and concerns referred to the Committee by the Commis-
s ion .
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Section 44374.  Accreditation Standards and Procedures. ◆◆◆


( a ) The Accreditation Framework shall include common standards that relate t o
aspects of program quality that are the same for all credential programs.  T h e
Framework shall also include multiple options for program standards.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall include provisions regarding w e l l - t r a i n e d
accreditation teams whose members shall be drawn from a pool of Ca l i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members.  For each accreditation visit there shall be one team, whose size,
composition, and expertise shall be constituted according to the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) An accreditation team shall present its report and recommendations to t h e
Committee on Accreditation in accordance with the Accreditation Framework.  T h e
Committee shall consider the accreditation team report and recommendations, a n d
shall also consider evidence, which may be submitted by the institution, that t h e
team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to t h e
policies of the Accreditation Framework or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.


( d ) The Committee on Accreditation shall make a single decision to accredit, t o
accredit with stipulations, or to deny accreditation to an institution's c r e d e n t i a l
programs, pursuant to Section 44373 and the Accreditation Framework.


( e ) An institution has the right to appeal to the Commission if the procedures o r
decisions of an accreditation team or the Committee on Accreditation a r e
arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Commission or t h e
procedural guidelines of the Committee.  An institution also has the right t o
recommend changes in the accreditation policies of the Commission, which s h a l l
be considered by the Commission in consultation with the Executive Director a n d
the Committee on Accreditation.


( f ) At the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit or a spec i f i c
program by a national accrediting body shall substitute for state acc red i t a t i on
provided that the national accrediting body has satisfied the applicable cond i t ions
set forth in the Accreditation Framework.
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Appendix 2
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


Common Standards1


( 1 ) E d u c a t i o n  L e a d e r s h i p .   The education unit has effective leadership that a r t i -
culates a vision for the preparation of professional educators, fosters c o h e s i v e n e s s
in unit management; delegates responsibility and authority a p p r o p r i a t e l y ;
resolves each credential program’s administrative needs as promptly as feas ib le ;
consults with credential program faculty; and represents their interests in t h e
institution, the education profession, and the school community.


( 2 ) R e s o u r c e s .   Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for the e f f e c t i v e
operation of each credential preparation program, to enable it to be effective i n
coordination, admission, advising, curriculum, instruction, and field ex p e r i e n c e s .
Library and media resources, computer facilities, and support personnel, a m o n g
others, are adequate.


( 3 ) F a c u l t y .   Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach all courses a n d
supervise all field experiences in each credential preparation program.  Facu l ty
reflect and are knowledgeable about cultural, ethnic, and gender diversity.  T h e
institution provides support for faculty development, and recognizes and r e w a r d s
outstanding teaching.  The institution regularly evaluates the performance o f
course instructors and field supervisors, and retains in credential programs o n l y
those individuals who are consistently effective.


( 4 ) E v a l u a t i o n .   The institution regularly involves program participants, g radua tes ,
and local practitioners in a comprehensive evaluation of the quality of courses a n d
field experiences, which leads to substantive improvements in each c r e d e n t i a l
preparation program, as needed.  Meaningful opportunities are provided f o r
professional practitioners and diverse community members to become involved i n
program design, development and evaluation activities.


( 5 ) A d m i s s i o n s .   In each credential preparation program, qualified candidates a r e
admitted on the basis of well-defined admission criteria and procedures that u t i l ize
multiple measures and encourage the admission of students from u n d e r -
represented groups through alternative criteria and procedures.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
determines that each admitted candidate has appropriate personal cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,
including sensitivity to California's diverse population, effective c o m m u n i c a t i o n
skills and other basic skills, and prior experiences that suggest a strong p o t e n t i a l
for professional effectiveness.  Each candidate admitted to basic teaching c r e d e n -
tial programs (including emphasis credentials) has attained an u n d e r g r a d u a t e
grade point average (GPA) that is above the median GPA for a comparable p o p u l a -
tion of students at the institution.  Each candidate admitted to advanced c r e d e n t i a l
programs meets institutional standards for graduate study.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the Common Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the Common Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 6 ) Advice and Assistance.  Qualified members of the institution's staff are a s s i g n e d
and available to advise candidates about their academic, professional and p e r s o n a l
development, as the need arises, and to assist in their professional p l a c e m e n t .
Adequate information is readily available to guide each candidate’s attainment o f
all program and credential requirements.  The institution assists candidates w h o
need special assistance, and retains in each program only those candidates who a r e
suited for entry or advancement in the education profession.


( 7 ) School Collaboration.   For each credential preparation program, the i n s t i t u t i o n
collaborates with local school personnel in selecting suitable school sites a n d
effective clinical personnel for guiding candidates through a planned sequence o f
fieldwork/clinical experiences that is based on a well developed rationale.


( 8 ) Field S u p e r v i s o r s .   Each field experience supervisor is carefully selected,
trained in supervision, oriented to the supervisory role, and certified a n d
experienced in either teaching the subject(s) of the class or performing t h e
services authorized by the credential.  Supervisors and supervisory activities a r e
appropriately evaluated, recognized and rewarded by the institution.


Appendix 3
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


General Program Standards for Option 31


For each program that is reviewed on the basis of the following General P r o g r a m
Standards, the Commission expects the accreditation team and the Committee o n
Accreditation to judge, in relation to each standard, whether the program is s u f f i c i e n t l y
responsive to the contemporary needs of the diverse students in California schools.


( 1 ) Knowledge Base for the C u r r i c u l u m .   Each credential program offers a
cohesive curriculum that is based on a coherent rationale and derived f r o m
current and established research findings, exemplary professional practice, a n d
recognized national or state professional guidelines.  A knowledge base i s
explicated and accompanied by a rationale that demonstrates the academic f o u n d a -
tions of the program curriculum and its responsiveness to the needs of Cal i fornia ' s
diverse students.  The program faculty articulates clear expectations for the p r o -
fessional competence and performance of program graduates.


( 2 ) Professional  Practices.   Each credential program provides adequate o p p o r t u n i -
ties for candidates to learn knowledge of a variety of professional methodologies
and skill at exemplary professional practices prior to assuming daily t e a c h i n g
responsibilities or other supervised field activities in the program.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the General Program Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the General Program Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 3 ) Principles  of E q u i t y .   In each credential program, candidates l e a r n
principles of educational equity and analyze the implementation of t h o s e
principles in curriculum content and educational practices.


( 4 ) Preparation for D i v e r s i t y .   Each credential program engages candidates i n
studies of diverse cultures and intensive cross-cultural experiences.  In e a c h
pro-gram, candidates examine successful approaches to the education o f
culturally and linguistically diverse students, and principles of first and s e c o n d
language acquisition and development.  Candidates for basic teaching c r e d e n t i a l s
learn and implement effective strategies to foster the development of E n g l i s h
language skills, including reading, among all students, including speakers o f
primary languages other than English.


( 5 ) Studies of Development.   In each credential program, candidates are o r i e n t e d
to common traits and individual differences that characterize several periods o f
child and adolescent development.


( 6 ) Profess ional  P e r s p e c t i v e .   In each credential program, candidates deve lop
professional perspectives by examining essential knowledge bases, i n c l u d i n g
concepts drawn from the historical, philosophical, social, cultural and p s y c h o l o -
gical traditions of education, as well as research findings and best p r a c t i c e s
appropriate to the credential specialization.


( 7 ) Early Field E x p e r i e n c e s .   Each credential preparation program prov ides ,
prior to advancing a candidate to the intensive fieldwork or clinical phase of t h e
program, one or more supervised field-based experience(s) that, (a) p r o v i d e
opportunities to interrelate theory and practice, (b) prepare the candidate f o r
daily teaching or other appropriate professional responsibilities, and (c) e n a b l e
the clinical faculty to determine when the candidate is ready for daily s u p e r v i s e d
professional responsibilities.


( 8 ) Daily Profess ional  R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program advances t o
training in daily supervised professional responsibilities only those cand ida tes
who are deemed ready for such experiences and who have demonstrated s u f f i -
cient proficiency at basic academic skills and mastery of subject matter content.


( 9 ) Field A s s i s t a n c e .   In each credential program, candidates in the field r e c e i v e
timely guidance, assistance and feedback from field supervisors and faculty i n
relation to each professional competence expectation of the program.


( 1 0 ) Diverse Students and R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program e n s u r e s
that each candidate (a) is effective in teaching or providing appropriate s e r v i c e s
to students of diverse ages, abilities, cultures and ethnicities, and (b) a s sumes
other responsibilities of full-time educators.  Each candidate must have at l eas t
one substantive public school professional experience that includes direct i n t e r -
action with diverse students.


( 1 1 ) Verif icat ion of C o m p e t e n c e .   In each program the institution r e c o m m e n d s
each candidate for a credential only after verifying validly and reliably t h e
candidate's demonstrated competence in relation to each professional expec ta t ion
of the program.  The institution retains thorough documentation to verify e a c h
candidate's attainment of the program’s stated expectations.
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44239.  The commission, the State Board of Education, and the


Superintendent of Public Instruction shall notify one another


regarding proposed and adopted policies and regulations, in order to


achieve consistency in state policies concerning the professional


preparation of teachers, and curriculum and instruction in the public


elementary and secondary schools.


Agency Cooperation


Commission on Teacher Credentialing


44200.  This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the "Teacher


Credentialing Law of 1988" or "The Bergeson Act."


44202.  It is the intent of the Legislature that the Commission for


Teacher Preparation and Licensing shall exercise authority over all


services provided to pupils in grade 12 or below.  It is not the


intent of the Legislature to authorize the commission to issue


credentials authorizing service in grades 13 and 14, or in any


institution of higher education.


44203.  In this chapter the following terms shall be defined as


specified in this section:


   (a) "Professional teacher certification requirements" means a


policy of requiring each beginning teacher to complete a program of


planned support and systematic assessment, as determined by the


commission, as a condition for earning a professional teaching


credential.


   (b) "Beginning teacher support" means a combination of assistance,


guidance, encouragement, and diagnostic assessment that helps the


holders of preliminary teaching credentials to fulfill their


professional responsibilities effectively during the first year or


two years of classroom teaching, and that satisfies standards of


support adopted by the commission.


   (c) "Beginning teacher assessment" means a process that has been


adopted or approved by the commission for measuring the performances


of the holders of preliminary teaching credentials in order to help


them improve, and to determine whether their performances satisfy the


commission's standards of performance for earning the professional


teaching credential.


   (d) "Authorization" means the designation that appears on a


credential, certificate, or permit that identifies the subjects and


circumstances in which the holder of the credential, certificate, or


permit may teach, or the services which the holder may render in the


public schools of this state.


   (e) "Basic teaching credential" means either of the following:


   (1) A credential that authorizes the holder to teach the subjects


named on the credential, and for which possession of a baccalaureate


degree from a regionally accredited institution  and completion of a


professional preparation program that includes student teaching are


minimum requirements.


   (2) A clear designated subjects teaching credential that


authorizes the holder to teach the subjects named on the credential


on a full-time basis if the holder also possesses a baccalaureate


degree from a regionally accredited institution and has passed the


state basic skills proficiency test.


   A basic teaching credential meets the prerequisite teaching


credential requirement for any other teaching, specialist, or service


credential the commission is authorized to issue.


44210.  (a) There is hereby established in the state government the


Commission on Teacher Credentialing, to consist of 15 voting members,


14 of whom shall be appointed by the Governor with the advice and


consent of the Senate, as specified in paragraphs (2) to (7),


inclusive. The commission shall consist of the following members:


   (1) The Superintendent or his or her designee.


   (2) Six practicing teachers from public elementary and secondary


schools in California.


   (3) One person who is employed on the basis of a services


credential other than an administrative services credential.


   (4) One member of a school district governing board.


   (5) Four representatives of the public. None of these persons


shall have been employed by an elementary or secondary school


district in a position requiring certification, or shall have served


as a school district governing board member in the five-year period


immediately prior to his or her appointment to the commission.


   (6) One school administrator in a public elementary or secondary


school in California.


   (7) One faculty member from a college or university that grants


baccalaureate degrees.


   (b) With the exception of the four representatives of the public


and the Superintendent, the appointment of a member shall terminate


if he or she is no longer a practicing teacher in a public elementary


or secondary school, a person who is employed on the basis of a


valid services credential, a school administrator, a faculty member


of a college or university that grants baccalaureate degrees, or a


school district governing board member, as may be the case, in


California.


   (c) Not more than one member of the commission is to be appointed


from the same school district or college or university campus.


   (d) The term of each member appointed to the commission on or


prior to June 30, 1989, shall expire on July 1, 1989. It is the


intent of the Legislature that as of July 1, 1989, the Governor first


appoint to the commission, as feasible, members of the Commission on


Teacher Credentialing whose terms, notwithstanding this section,


would not have expired, to facilitate the transition to a commission


with a reduced membership. Commencing July 1, 1989, four members


shall be appointed to the commission for terms of two years, five


members for terms of three years, and five members for terms of four


years.


   (e) Each appointment pursuant to this section shall expire on


November 20 of the year of expiration of the applicable term. All


appointments made pursuant to this section are subject to Section


44213.


44210.5.  It is the intent of the Legislature that appointees to the


commission reflect the ethnic and cultural diversity of the


California public schools.


44211.  Representatives of statewide organizations may submit for


the Governor's consideration the names of distinguished individuals


to serve on the commission.


44212.  The Regents of the University of California, the Trustees of


the California State University, the California Postsecondary


Education Commission, and the Association of Independent California


Colleges and Universities shall each appoint a representative to


serve as member ex officio without vote in proceedings of the


commission.


   The ex officio members shall not vote in any proceedings of the


commission nor in any of its committees or subcommittees, except, by


a majority vote of the commission, ex officio members may be


permitted to vote in committees or subcommittees in order to


establish a quorum or as otherwise determined by majority vote of the


commission.


44213.  Except as otherwise provided pursuant to Section 44210, upon


the expiration of the term of office of an appointive member of the


commission, the member's successor shall be appointed for a term of


four years.  No person shall be appointed by the Governor to serve


more than two consecutive full terms.  Prior service on the


commission for a term of less than three years resulting from an


initial appointment or an appointment for the remainder of an


unexpired term shall not be counted as a full term.


44214.  If a member is absent from any four regularly scheduled


meetings in any calendar year, his or her office as a member of the


commission shall be deemed vacant.  The chairperson of the commission


shall forthwith notify the Governor that the vacancy exists.


44215.  Except as provided pursuant to Section 44217 with respect to


private citizens, the members of the commission shall serve without


compensation, but shall be reimbursed for their actual and necessary


travel expenses incurred in the performance of their duties.


44216.  Whenever an employee of any public school district, state


college, or other public agency is appointed to membership on the


commission, his employer shall grant him sufficient time away from


his regular duties, without loss of income or other benefits to which


he is entitled by reason of his employment, to attend meetings of


the commission and to attend to the duties imposed upon him by reason


of his membership on the commission.  The employer of any such


member may make available such stenographic, secretarial, and staff


assistance as is reasonably necessary to enable him to execute the


duties imposed upon him by reason of his membership on the


commission.


44217.  The compensation of the members of the commission who are


public employees shall not be reduced by the agency or body by which


they are regularly employed for any absence from service occasioned


by attendance upon the business of the commission, its committees or


subcommittees.


   Each school district which employs a member of the commission and


which is required to employ a person to replace such member during


his attendance at meetings of the commission or any committee or


subcommittee thereof, shall be reimbursed from the Teacher


Credentials Fund for the cost incurred by employing a replacement.


   A private citizen member may be provided from the Teacher


Credentials Fund a stipend of up to fifty dollars ($50) per day,


exclusive of per diem, for attendance at a meeting of the commission


or any committee or subcommittee thereof, if such attendance results


in loss of income.


44218.  The commission by majority vote of all its members shall


elect its own chairman from among its members.


44219.  The commission shall meet as deemed appropriate and


necessary by the chairperson and the executive committee to


accomplish its duties, but shall meet no fewer than once each quarter


of the year.


   In order that any allegation of misconduct and the effect thereof,


if any, upon the application or credential of a certified employee


are determined, as required by subdivision (b) of Section 44244, no


later than six months after an investigation is commenced, the


commission or the Committee of Credentials shall meet more frequently


than once each quarter, if possible.


44220.  (a) The commission shall appoint an executive director, who


shall be exempt from the provisions of the State Civil Service Act,


and may in its discretion remove him or her by a majority vote of all


its members.  He or she shall be the secretary to the commission and


its chief executive officer.  He or she shall receive the salary


that the commission determines, and, subject to appropriation, other


prerequisites that the commission determines.


   (b) Any power, duty, purpose, function, or jurisdiction that the


commission may lawfully delegate is delegated to the executive


director, unless the commission specifically has reserved the same


for its own action.


   (c) Pursuant to subdivision (aa) of Section 11126 of the


Government Code, the commission may hold closed sessions when


considering matters relating to the recruitment, appointment,


employment, or removal of the executive director.


44221.  The commission may employ such personnel as may be necessary


to carry out its duties and responsibilities.  The staff of the


commission shall be subject to the relevant system and procedures of


the state civil service.  The provisions of the State Civil Service


Act contained in Part 2 (commencing with Section 18500) of Division 5


of Title 2 of the Government Code shall apply to such personnel.


   All such persons, other than temporary employees, serving in the


state civil service and engaged in the performance of a function


transferred to the Commission for Teacher Preparation and Licensing


or engaged in the administration of a law, the administration of


which is transferred to the commission, shall remain in the state


civil service and may request transfer to the commission or remain


with the Department of Education on the effective date of this


section.  The status, position, and rights of any such person shall


not be affected by his transfer and shall continue to be retained by


him pursuant to the State Civil Service Act, except as to positions


the duties of which are vested in a position that is exempt from


civil service.


44222.  The Department of Education shall assist the commission in


any manner the commission may request in implementing this chapter;


provided that the department shall be reimbursed from the Teacher


Credentials Fund for any expenses incurred in assisting the


commission or the Committee of Credentials.


44225.  The commission shall do all of the following:


   (a) Establish professional standards, assessments, and


examinations for entry and advancement in the education profession.


While the Legislature recognizes that the commission will exercise


its prerogative to determine those requirements, it is the intent of


the Legislature that standards, assessments, and examinations be


developed and implemented for the following:


   (1) The preliminary teaching credential, to be granted upon


possession of a baccalaureate degree from a regionally accredited


institution in a subject other than professional education,


completion of an accredited program of professional preparation, and


either successful passage of an examination or assessment that has


been adopted or approved by the commission in the subject or subjects


appropriate to the grade level to be taught, to include college


level reading, writing, and mathematics skills, or completion of an


accredited program of subject matter preparation and successful


passage of the basic skills proficiency test as provided for in


Article 4 (commencing with Section 44250).  The commission shall


uniformly consider the results of the basic skills proficiency test


in conjunction with other pertinent information about the


qualifications of each candidate for a preliminary credential, and


may award the credential on the basis of the overall performance of a


candidate as measured by several criteria of professional


competence, provided that each candidate meets minimum standards set


by the commission on each criterion.  Upon application by a


regionally accredited institution of higher education, the commission


may categorically grant credit to coursework completed in an


accredited program of professional preparation, as specified by this


paragraph, by undergraduates of that institution, where the


commission finds there are adequate assurances of the quality of


necessary undergraduate instruction in the liberal arts and in the


subject area or areas to be taught.


   (2) The professional teaching credential, to be granted upon


successful passage of a state examination or assessment in the


subject or subjects appropriate to the grade level to be taught, to


include college level basic reading, writing, and mathematics skills,


and completion of a period of beginning teacher support that


includes assessments of ability to teach subject matter to pupils,


ability to work well with pupils, classroom management, and


instructional skills.  A candidate who successfully passes the


examination or assessment pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be deemed


to have passed the state examination or assessment in the subject or


subjects to be taught pursuant to this paragraph.


   (b) Reduce and streamline the credential system to ensure teacher


competence in the subject field or fields, while allowing greater


flexibility in staffing local schools.  The commission shall award


the following types of credentials to applicants whose preparation


and competence satisfy its standards:


   (1) Basic teaching credentials for teaching in kindergarten, or


any of the grades 1 to 12, inclusive, in public schools in this


state.


   (2) Credentials for teaching adult education classes and


vocational education classes.


   (3) Credentials for teaching specialties, including, but not


necessarily limited to, bilingual education, early childhood


education, and special education.  The commission may grant


credentials to any candidate who concurrently meets the commission's


standards of preparation and competence for the preliminary basic


teaching credential and the preliminary specialty credential.


   (4) Credentials for school services, for positions including, but


not limited to, administrators, school counselors, speech-language


therapists, audiologists, school psychologists, library media


teachers, supervisors of attendance, and school nurses.


   The commission may establish standards and requirements for


preliminary and professional credentials of each type.


   (c) Review and, if necessary, revise the code of ethics for the


teaching profession.


   (d) Establish standards for the issuance and renewal of


credentials, certificates, and permits.  In setting standards, the


commission shall seek to ensure, through its credentialing of


teachers, that public school teachers satisfy all of the following


criteria:


   (1) Are academically talented.


   (2) Are knowledgeable of the subjects to be taught in the


classroom.


   (3) Are creative and energetic.


   (4) Have the human skills to motivate and inspire pupils to


achieve their goals.


   (5) Have the sensitivity to foster self-esteem in pupils through


recognition that each pupil has his or her own goals, talents, and


levels of development.


   (6) Be willing to relate the educational process and their


instructional strategies to meet pupils' needs.


   (7) Are able to work effectively with and motivate pupils from a


variety of ethnic, socioeconomic, cultural, academic, and linguistic


backgrounds.


   (8) Have an understanding of principles and laws related to


educational equity, and the equitable practice of the profession of


education among all pupils regardless of their ethnicity, race,


gender, age, religious background, primary language, or handicapping


condition.


   (e) 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.  The commission may grant an


added or supplementary authorization to a credential holder who has


met the requirements and standards of the commission for the added or


supplementary authorization.  The commission shall exempt the holder


of a teaching credential obtained prior to January 1, 1974, who adds


an authorization by successfully completing a commission approved


subject matter examination, from the requirements of subdivision (e)


of Section 44259 and Sections 44261, 44261.5, and 44261.7.


   (f) Collect, compile, and disseminate information regarding


exemplary practices in supporting and assessing beginning teachers.


   (g) 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 of the requirements established by the commission.  One


alternative method shall be the successful completion of at least


two years of classroom instruction under a district intern


certificate, pursuant to Article 7.5 (commencing with Section 44325).


  In establishing alternative methods for entry into the teaching


profession, the commission shall develop strategies to encourage


classroom aides to become credentialed teachers.


   (h) Adopt a framework and general standards for the accreditation


of preparation programs for teachers and other certificated educators


pursuant to Article 7 (commencing with Section 44320).


   (i) 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.  The commission


shall establish criteria for membership on those committees, and


shall determine the terms of committee members.  Appointments to


standing committees by the commission shall reflect, to the extent


feasible, the ethnic and cultural diversity of the California public


schools.


   (j) 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.  To


increase the fairness of its certification decisions, the commission


may uniformly consider the results of tests, subtests, and


assessments in conjunction with each other, and in conjunction with


other pertinent information about the qualifications of each


candidate.  The commission may award credentials on the basis of


average overall performances by candidates on several criteria of


professional competence, provided that each candidate meets minimum


standards set by the commission on each criterion.


   (k) 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.


   (l) Determine the terms of credentials, certificates, and permits,


except that no credential, certificate, or permit shall be valid for


more than five years from the date of issuance.  This article shall


govern the issuance of any credential, certificate, or permit, except


as follows:


   (1) A credential, certificate, or permit shall remain in force as


long as it is valid and continues to be valid under the laws and


regulations that were in effect when it was issued.


   (2) The commission shall grant teaching credentials pursuant to


statutes that were in effect on December 31, 1988, to candidates who,


prior to the effective date of regulations to implement subdivision


(a), are in the process of meeting the requirements for teaching


credentials that were in effect on December 31, 1988, except that


neither enrollment as an undergraduate student nor receipt of a


baccalaureate degree from a regionally accredited institution prior


to the effective date of the regulations shall, by themselves, exempt


a candidate from the requirements of subdivision (a).  Enrollment in


a preparation program for teachers prior to the effective date of


the regulations shall not exempt a candidate from the requirements of


paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), if the candidate's preliminary


credential was granted after the effective date of the regulations.


   (m) 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.  The commission may grant a waiver upon its


finding that professional preparation equivalent to that prescribed


under the provision or provisions to be waived will be, or has been,


completed by the credential candidate or candidates affected or that


a waiver is necessary to accomplish any of the following:


   (1) Give a local education agency one semester or less to address


unanticipated, immediate, short-term shortages of fully qualified


educators by assigning a teacher who holds a basic teaching


credential to teach outside of his or her credential authorization,


with the teacher's consent.


   (2) Provide credential candidates additional time to complete a


credential requirement.


   (3) Allow local school districts or schools to implement an


education reform or restructuring plan.


   (4) Temporarily exempt from a specified credential requirement


small, geographically isolated regions with severely limited ability


to develop personnel.


   (5) Provide other temporary exemptions when deemed appropriate by


the commission.


   No provision in this chapter may be waived under Section 33050 and


33051, after June 30, 1994, by the State Board of Education.


   (n) It is the intent of the Legislature that the commission


develop models for voluntary use by California colleges and


universities which do not have these models in place, to assist in


the screening of applications for admission to teacher education


programs.  The models shall give emphasis to the following


qualifications of the applicants:  academic talent, knowledge of


subjects to be taught, basic academic skills, creativity, experience


in working with children and adolescents, ability to motivate and


inspire pupils, and willingness to relate education to pupils with a


wide variety of cultural, ethnic, and academic backgrounds.  The


commission may continue to administer the state basic skills


proficiency test, in order (1) to utilize the results of this test in


awarding preliminary teaching credentials and emergency permits, and


(2) to enable colleges and universities to utilize this test in


conjunction with other appropriate sources of information in teacher


preparation admission decisions.  However, it is the intent of the


Legislature that applicants for admission to teacher preparation


programs may not be denied admission solely on the basis of state


basic skills proficiency test results.  The commission may recover


the costs of administering and developing the test by charging


examinees a fee for taking the test.


   (o) It is the intent of the Legislature that the commission


encourage colleges and universities to design and implement, by


August 1, 1990, concentrated internship programs for persons who have


attained a bachelor's degree in the field in which they intend to


teach.  Those programs would be targeted at subject area shortages,


would substitute for conventional training programs, and would


include a full summer session of college level coursework, a one-year


internship, or the equivalent, a seminar throughout the internship,


and a summer session following the internship.  Educator preparation


through internship programs shall be subject to Article 10


(commencing with Section 44370).


   (p) 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.  The


commission shall establish standards for the issuance of field


placement certificates.


   (q) Propose appropriate rules and regulations to implement the act


which enacts this section.


   (r) Adopt subject matter assessments for teaching credentials


after developing those assessments jointly with the Superintendent of


Public Instruction.


44225.5.  The Commission on Teacher Credentialing shall adopt


standards for the issuance of teaching credentials to persons who


received a score equal to or exceeding the minimum acceptable score


set by the commission.


44225.6.  (a) By April 15 of each year, the commission shall report


to the Legislature and the Governor on the availability of teachers


in California. This report shall include the following information:


   (1) The number of individuals recommended for credentials by


institutions of higher education and the type of credential or


certificate, or both, for which they were recommended, including


certificates issued pursuant to Sections 44253.3 and 44253.4.


   (2) The number of individuals recommended by school districts


operating district internship programs and the type of credential or


certificate, or both, for which they were recommended, including


certificates issued pursuant to Sections 44253.3 and 44253.4.


   (3) The number of individuals receiving an initial credential


based on a program completed outside of California and the type of


credential or certificate, or both, for which they were recommended,


including certificates issued pursuant to Sections 44253.3 and


44253.4.


   (4) The number of individuals receiving an emergency permit,


credential waiver, or other authorization that does not meet the


definition of a highly qualified teacher under the federal No Child


Left Behind Act of 2001 (20 U.S.C. Sec. 6301 et seq.).


   (5) The number of individuals receiving the certificate of


completion of staff development in methods of specially designed


content instruction delivered in English pursuant to subdivision (d)


of Section 44253.10 and, separately, pursuant to paragraph (1) of


subdivision (e) of Section 44253.11.


   (6) Statewide, by county, and by school district, the number of


individuals serving in the following capacities and as a percentage


of the total number of individuals serving as teachers statewide, in


the county, and in the school district:


   (A) University internship.


   (B) District internship.


   (C) Preinternship.


   (D) Emergency permit.


   (E) Credential waiver.


   (F) Preliminary or professional clear credential.


   (G) An authorization, other than those listed in this paragraph,


that does not meet the definition of a highly qualified teacher under


the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (20 U.S.C. Sec. 6301 et


seq.) by category of authorization.


   (H) Certificate issued pursuant to Section 44253.3.


   (I)  Certificates issued pursuant to Section 44253.3, 44253.4,


44253.10, or 44253.11, if available.


   (J) The number of individuals serving English learner pupils in


settings calling for English language development, in settings


calling for specially designed academic instruction in English, or in


primary language instruction, without the appropriate authorization


under Section 44253.3, 44253.4, 44253.10, or 44253.11, or under


another statute, if available.  The Commission on Teacher


Credentialing may utilize data from the department's Annual Language


Census Survey to report the data required pursuant to this paragraph.


   (7) The specific subjects and teaching areas in which there are a


sufficient number of new holders of credentials to fill the positions


currently held by individuals with emergency permits.


   (b) The commission shall make this report available to school


districts and county offices of education to assist them in the


recruitment of credentialed teachers and shall make the report and


supporting data publicly available on the commission's Web site.


   (c) A common measure of whether teacher preparation programs are


meeting the challenge of preparing increasing numbers of new teachers


is the number of teaching credentials awarded. The number of


teaching credentials recommended by these programs and awarded by the


commission are indicators of the productivity of teacher preparation


programs. The commission shall include in the report prepared for


the Legislature and Governor pursuant to subdivision (a) the total


number of teaching credentials recommended by all accredited teacher


preparation programs authorized by the commission and the number


recommended by each of the following:


   (1) The University of California system.


   (2) The California State University system.


   (3) Independent colleges and universities that offer teacher


preparation programs approved by the commission.


   (4) Other institutions that offer teacher preparation programs


approved by the commission.


44225.7.  (a) The commission may approve a school district request


for the assignment of an individual pursuant to subdivision (m) of


Section 44225 or Section 44300 if the district has certified by  an


annual resolution of the governing board that it has made reasonable


efforts to recruit a fully prepared teacher for the assignment.  If a


suitable fully prepared teacher is not available to the school


district, the district shall make reasonable efforts to recruit an


individual for the assignment, in the following order:


   (1) A candidate who is scheduled to complete initial preparation


requirements within six months.


   (2) A candidate who is qualified to participate in an approved


internship program in the region of the school district.


   (b) If a suitable individual who meets the priorities listed in


subdivision (a) is not available to the school district, the district


may, as a last resort, request approval for the assignment of a


person who does not meet that criteria.


   (c) As the supply of teaching interns increases as a result of


legislative efforts to expand the Alternative Certification Program,


the commission shall notify school districts that state policy


directs the assignment of interns to classrooms when available in a


given region, with decreased reliance on persons serving on emergency


permits or credential waivers.


   (d) As the supply of fully prepared teachers increases as a result


of the Legislature's efforts to recruit and retain qualified


teachers for California classrooms, the commission shall notify


school districts that state policy directs the assignment of fully


prepared teachers to California classrooms, with the use of permits


or waivers only when school districts are geographically isolated


from teacher preparation programs or in the case of unanticipated,


short-term need for the assignment of personnel.


   (e) As used in this section, a "fully prepared teacher" means an


individual who has completed a teacher preparation program.  For


purposes of this subdivision, a "teacher preparation program" means


either a set of courses, including supervised field experience, or an


equivalent alternative program, that provides a curriculum of


systematic preparation for serving as an educator in California


public schools.


44227.  (a) The commission may approve any institution of higher


education to recommend to the commission the issuance of credentials


to persons who have successfully completed a teacher education


program of the institution if the program meets the standards


approved by the commission.


   (b) An institution of higher education whose teacher education


program has been accredited by the commission shall approve and


electronically submit credential applications to the commission, and


the commission shall grant credentials to these applicants based upon


that approval.


   (c) Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, the


commission may approve for credit any coursework completed for


credential purposes or for step increases in programs offered in


California by out-of-state institutions of higher education that meet


the requirements prescribed by Chapter 7 (commencing with Section


94700) of Part 59 only if the program of courses is offered by a


regionally accredited institution and evidence of satisfactory


evaluation by that accrediting body is submitted by the out-of-state


institution to the commission for purposes of seeking approval of the


program and any courses within that program to enable potential


teachers to meet one or more requirements for a teaching credential


in California.


44227.5.  (a) It is the intent of the Legislature that college and


university faculty members who teach courses relating to teaching or


administrative methods in programs of professional preparation that


are approved by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing have direct


knowledge of the way that public elementary and secondary schools


function and operate.


   (b) The Commission on Teacher Credentialing, in cooperation with


public and private postsecondary institutions operating teacher


education programs, shall develop standards and procedures which


ensure that each faculty member who teaches a course relating to


teaching methods in an approved program of professional preparation


actively participates in public elementary or secondary schools and


classrooms at least once every three academic years.


   (c) The commission, in cooperation with public and private


postsecondary institutions operating administrative services


credential programs, shall develop standards and procedures which


ensure that each faculty member who teaches a course relating to


administrative methods as defined by the commission in an approved


program of professional preparation actively participates in public


elementary or secondary schools or classrooms at least once every


three academic years.


   (d) The commission shall exempt from this requirement faculty


members whose primary assignments are in departments or schools other


than education.


44227.7.  The Legislature encourages institutions of higher


education to provide, in teacher training programs, increased


emphasis on the recognition of, and  teaching strategies for,


specific learning disabilities, including dyslexia and related


disorders.  Experts in the field of these disabilities should be


utilized for that purpose.


44228.  To assist in approving teacher education programs, the


commission may appoint panels of educators, including public school


classroom teachers, and lay persons to serve as members of visiting


teams to institutions and school districts having such programs.  The


provisions of Sections 44215, 44216, and 44217 shall be applicable


to such panels of educators.


44229.  The commission shall invite the public, the teaching


profession, and interested professional groups and associations to


appear before it and submit proposals for commission consideration


and action.


44230.  (a) (1) The commission shall maintain for public record, and


may disclose, only the following information relating to the


credentials, certificates, permits, or other documents that it


issues:  the document number, title, term of validity, subjects,


authorizations, effective dates, renewal requirements, and


restrictions.  The commission may also disclose the last known


business address of any applicant or credentialholder.


   (2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, except as provided


for in Section 44248, no information, other than that set forth in


paragraph (1), may be disclosed by the commission absent an order


from a court of competent jurisdiction.


   (b) In order to expedite the application process for the benefit


of applicants for credentials, certificates, permits, or other


documents issued by the commission, the commission may receive from,


or transmit to, the agency that submitted the application, either


electronically or by printed copy, the information set forth in that


application.  For purposes of this subdivision, "agency" means a


school district, county office of education, or institution of higher


education having a commission-approved program of professional


preparation.


44230.5.  The commission shall establish a nonpersonally


identifiable educator identification number for each educator to whom


it issues a credential, certificate, permit, or other document


authorizing that individual to provide a service in the public


schools.


44231.  Unless otherwise specified, the meetings of the commission


shall be open and public and due notice of their time and place shall


be posted.


44232.  The commission may enter into contracts with comparable


agencies in other states in order to facilitate the relocation of


qualified teachers from one state to another and to expedite other


matters related to ascertaining qualifications of credentialed


teachers and other educators.


44234.  (a) There is in the State Treasury the Teacher Credentials


Fund.  All fees levied and collected by the commission shall be


deposited in the Teacher Credentials Fund and shall not be


transferred to any other fund.


   (b) Notwithstanding any other law, if at the beginning of any


fiscal year the commission has unencumbered funds in an amount which


is in excess of its operating budget, plus funds required to


implement statutory mandates and other changes to teacher


credentials, plus a prudent reserve, which reserve shall not exceed


10 percent of the total amount that the commission is authorized to


spend in that fiscal year, as determined by the Department of


Finance, the department shall recommend a reduction in credential or


other fees, whether fixed by statute or determined by this commission


within limits fixed by statute, in an amount which will reduce any


surplus funds of the commission.


   (c) Nothing in this section shall preclude the implementation of


multiyear mandates that require a reserve amount that is greater than


10 percent in one fiscal year.


44235.  (a) Fees shall be levied by the commission for the issuance


and renewal of teaching and service credentials.  Commencing January


1, 1987, the fee for the issuance and renewal of teaching and service


credentials shall be fifty dollars ($50).  In subsequent years, the


commission may set a different fee, but in no case shall a fee exceed


seventy dollars ($70) without express legislative approval.


   (b) A single fee, not to exceed the charge for a single


supplemental credential, shall be charged for all supplemental


credentials applied for at the same time as a teaching or service


credential pursuant to subdivision (a).


   (c) Subject to funds being appropriated expressly for this purpose


in the annual Budget Act, fees authorized by this section shall be


waived by the commission for first-time teaching credential


applicants for the following credentials:


   (1) Single subject credential.


   (2) Multiple subject credential.


   (3) Special education credential.


   (4) Specialist instruction credential.


   (d) Annually, as part of the budget review process, the Department


of Finance shall recommend to the Legislature an appropriate


credential fee sufficient to generate revenues necessary to support


the operating budget of the commission plus a prudent reserve, as


determined by the Department of Finance pursuant to subdivision (b)


of Section 44234.


44235.1.  (a) Effective July 1, 1987, all fees collected by the


commission for tests, examinations, or assessments shall be deposited


in the Test Development and Administration Account, which is hereby


created in the Teacher Credentials Fund.


   (b) Any proposed expenditures from this account shall be subject


to the normal legislative budget review process.


   (c) Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (e) or unless


otherwise authorized by the Legislature, funds deposited in this


account shall be expended for the development, agency-support,


maintenance, or administration of tests or other assessments


established, required, or administered by the commission.


   (d) Funds in this account shall not be subject to the provisions


of subdivision (b) of Section 44234.


   (e) If there is a deficiency in the Teacher Credentials Fund, the


Department of Finance may authorize a loan from the Test Development


and Administration Account to the Teacher Credentials Fund to the


extent needed to cover the projected deficiency.


   Any loan made under this subdivision shall be repaid under the


terms provided in the authorization.


44235.3.  Within the limits set forth in this chapter, the


commission may establish and collect fees to recover its costs for


the development and administration of any subject matter examination


adopted by the commission to implement the  provisions of this


chapter, unless the costs are recovered by appropriations from


another source of funds.


44236.  Any fee or excess amount of fee paid under Section 44235 may


be refunded by the commission from the Teacher Credentials Fund when


the applicant does not qualify for a credential or when such fee or


excess is paid in error, and the amount of any such refund is hereby


appropriated for the making of such refund.


44237.  (a) Every person, firm, association, partnership, or


corporation offering or conducting private school instruction on the


elementary or high school level shall require each applicant for


employment in a position requiring contact with minor pupils who does


not possess a valid credential issued by the Commission on Teacher


Credentialing or is not currently licensed by another state agency


that requires a criminal record summary that directly relates to


services provided in a facility described in this section and has


background clearance criteria that meets or exceeds the requirements


of this section, to submit two sets of fingerprints prepared for


submittal by the employer to the Department of Justice for the


purpose of obtaining criminal record summary information from the


Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.


   (b) (1) As used in this section, "employer" means every person,


firm, association, partnership, or corporation offering or conducting


private school instruction on the elementary or high school level.


   (2) As use in this section, "employment" means the act of engaging


the services of a person, who will have contact with pupils, to work


in a position at a private school at the elementary or high school


level on or after September 30, 1997, on a regular, paid full-time


basis, regular, paid part-time basis or paid full- or part-time


seasonal basis.


   (3) As used in this section, "applicant" means any person who is


seriously being considered for employment by an employer.


   (4) This section does not apply to a secondary school pupil


working at the school he or she attends or a parent or legal guardian


working exclusively with his or her children.


   (c) (1) Upon receiving the identification cards, the Department of


Justice shall ascertain whether the applicant has been arrested or


convicted of any crime insofar as that fact can be ascertained from


information available to the department and forward the information


to the employer submitting the fingerprints no more than 15 working


days after receiving the identification cards.  The Department of


Justice shall not forward information regarding criminal proceedings


that did not result in a conviction but shall forward information on


arrests pending adjudication.


   (2) Upon implementation of an electronic fingerprinting system


with terminals located statewide and managed by the Department of


Justice, the Department of Justice shall ascertain the information


required pursuant to this subdivision within three working days.  If


the Department of Justice cannot ascertain the information required


pursuant to this subdivision within three working days, the


department shall notify the employer submitting the fingerprints that


it cannot so ascertain the required information.  This notification


shall be delivered by telephone or electronic mail to the employer


submitting the fingerprints.  If the employer submitting the


fingerprints is notified by the Department of Justice that it cannot


ascertain the required information about a person, the employer may


not employ that person until the Department of Justice ascertains


that information.


   (3) The Department of Justice shall review the criminal record


summary it obtains from the Federal Bureau of Investigation to


ascertain whether an applicant for employment has a conviction, or an


arrest pending final adjudication, for any sex offense, controlled


substance offense, crime of violence, or serious or violent felony.


The Department of Justice shall provide written notification to the


private school employer only as to whether an applicant for


employment has any convictions, or arrests pending final


adjudication, for any of these crimes.


   (d) An employer shall not employ a person until the Department of


Justice completes its check of the state criminal history file as set


forth in this section.


   (e) (1) A person, firm, association, partnership, or corporation


offering or conducting private school instruction on the elementary


or high school level shall not employ a person who has been convicted


of a violent or serious felony or a person who would be prohibited


from employment by a public school district pursuant to any provision


of this code because of his or her conviction for any crime.


   (2) A person who would be prohibited from employment by a private


school pursuant to paragraph (1) may not, on or after July 1, 1999,


own or operate a private school offering instruction on the


elementary or high school level.


   (f) An employer shall request subsequent arrest service from the


Department of Justice as provided under Section 11105.2 of the Penal


Code.


   (g) This section applies to any violent or serious offense which,


if committed in this state, would have been punishable as a violent


or serious felony.


   (h) For purposes of this section, a violent felony is any felony


listed in subdivision (c) of Section 667.5 of the Penal Code and a


serious felony is any felony listed in subdivision (c) of Section


1192.7 of the Penal Code.


   (i) Notwithstanding subdivision (e), a person shall not be denied


employment or terminated from employment solely on the basis that the


person has been convicted of a violent or serious felony if the


person has obtained a certificate of rehabilitation and pardon


pursuant to Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 4852.01) of Title 6


of Part 3 of the Penal Code.


   (j) Notwithstanding subdivision (e), a person shall not be denied


employment or terminated from employment solely on the basis that the


person has been convicted of a serious felony that is not also a


violent felony if that person can prove to the sentencing court of


the offense in question, by clear and convincing evidence, that he or


she has been rehabilitated for the purposes of school employment for


at least one year.  If the offense in question occurred outside this


state, then the person may seek a finding of rehabilitation from the


court in the county in which he or she is a resident.


   (k) The Commission on Teacher Credentialing shall send on a


monthly basis to each private school a list of all teachers who have


had their state teaching credential revoked or suspended.  The list


shall be identical to the list compiled for public schools in the


state.  The commission shall also send on a quarterly basis a


complete and updated list of all teachers who have had their teaching


credentials revoked or suspended, excluding teachers who have had


their credentials reinstated, or who are deceased.


   (l) The Department of Justice may charge a reasonable fee to cover


costs associated with the processing, reviewing, and supplying of


the criminal record summary as required by this section.  In no event


shall the fee exceed the actual costs incurred by the department.


   (m) Where reasonable access to the statewide, electronic


fingerprinting network is available, the Department of Justice may


mandate electronic submission of the fingerprints and related


information required by this section.


   (n) All information obtained from the Department of Justice is


confidential.  Agencies handling Department of Justice information


shall ensure the following:


   (1) No recipient shall disclose its contents or provide copies of


information.


   (2) Information received shall be stored in a locked file separate


from other files, and shall only be accessible to the custodian of


records.


   (3) Information received shall be destroyed upon the hiring


determination in accordance with subdivision (a) of Section 708 of


Title 11 of the California Code of Regulations.


   (4) Compliance with destruction, storage, dissemination, auditing,


backgrounding, and training requirements as set forth in Sections


700 through 708, inclusive, of Title 11 of the California Code of


Regulations and Section 11077 of Penal Code governing the use and


security of criminal offender record information is the


responsibility of the entity receiving the information from the


Department of Justice.


44238.  (a) The Commission on Teacher Credentialing, in consultation


with the State Department of Education, shall contract with an


independent evaluator with proven expertise in design and research to


conduct a study of the availability and effectiveness of cultural


competency training for teachers and administrators.


   (b) The study shall focus on 10 culturally diverse schools that


reflect the diverse demography and geography of California.  The


schools shall be selected for the study based on appropriate research


methods.  The criteria for school selection shall include, but not


be limited to, all of the following:


   (1) The cultural demographics of the pupil population within the


school including, but not limited to, linguistic demographics and the


number of English learners.


   (2) The Academic Performance Index scores for each school.  The


study shall include schools that were previously low-performing


schools that have shown significant progress in their Academic


Performance Index scores and include schools that were low-performing


schools that have not shown significant progress in their Academic


Performance Index scores.


   (3) The experience of teachers, including, but not limited to, the


number of teachers with emergency credentials.


   (c) The study shall entail all of the following:


   (1) Evaluating cultural competency training programs by doing all


of the following:


   (A) Assessing the availability and effectiveness of cultural


competency training in teacher credentialing programs and


professional development programs in which the teachers and


administrators of each school have participated, including, but not


limited to, university teacher preparation programs, university and


district intern programs, distance learning schools, programs


implemented pursuant to the California Beginning Teacher Support and


Assessment System (Art.  4.5 (commencing with Sec. 44279.1), Ch. 2,


Part 25), preinternship programs, and professional development


institutes.


   (i) The study shall consider pupil performance as one of many


measures to determine the effectiveness of cultural competency


training programs.


   (ii) The study shall also consider the Academic Performance Index


score of each school and their correlation to cultural competency


training.


   (B) Describing the cultural competency component of the training


programs in which the teachers and administrators of each school have


participated.


   (C) Reporting on identifiable differences in cultural competency


training in schools with a higher score on the Academic Performance


Index compared to schools with a lower score on the Academic


Performance Index.


   (D) Determining whether cultural competency training programs at


each school are correlated to higher pupil performance.


   (E) Summarizing the participation rate of the teachers and


administrators of each school in teacher credentialing programs,


professional development programs, and other training programs.


   (2) Evaluating teacher demographics at each school by doing both


of the following:


   (A) Summarizing the training, experience, cultural demographics,


and other background characteristics of the teacher and


administrative population at each school.


   (B) Summarizing the patterns, criteria, and attributes that are


priorities for staff hiring, compensation, and training at each


school.


   (3) Evaluating the cultural demographics of the pupil population


at each school.


   (4) Evaluating the commitment of each school to cultural


competency by doing both of the following:


   (A) Determining whether each school and its school district have a


plan or timeline for achieving cultural competency in the classroom.


   (B) Discussing the responsiveness of each school and its school


district to their communities with regard to developing cultural


competency training programs.


   (5) Evaluating parent interactions at each school by doing all of


the following:


   (A) Describing the interaction between parents, parent


organizations, teachers, administrators, and pupils at each school.


   (B) Describing the procedures and policies that influence the


interactions between each school and its  administrators, teachers,


parents, parent organizations, and pupils.


   (C) Determining whether cultural competency training is effective


in building connections between teachers, administrators, pupils, and


their families.


   (D) Reporting on identifiable differences in community and


parental involvement in schools with higher scores on the Academic


Performance Index compared to schools with lower scores on the


Academic Performance Index.


   (d) Upon the conclusion of the study, and on or before May 1,


2005, the independent evaluator shall submit to the appropriate


policy committees of the Legislature a report that includes


recommendations of all of the following, based on the results of the


study:


   (1) Ways to improve access to cultural competency training


programs for teachers and administrators who attend teacher


credentialing programs and professional development programs.


   (2) Criteria for cultural competency training programs.


   (3) Further studies that are necessary to provide information


about types of cultural competency training programs that correlate


to higher pupil performance.


   (4) A model program related to the results of the study that may


be implemented as a pilot program in other schools.


   (e) For purposes of this section, the following phrases are


defined as follows:


   (1) "Cultural competency" includes, but is not limited to,


adequate knowledge of diverse cultures, including languages, that may


be encountered by a teacher in the classroom and the appropriate


skills to work with pupils and their families.


   (2) "Cultural demographics" includes, but is not limited to,


familial country of origin and language, cultural traditions, and


beliefs.


   (3) "Low-performing schools" means schools that are ranked in the


lowest two deciles on the Academic Performance Index.


   (4) "Pupil performance" includes, but is not limited to, test


scores, attendance rates, and graduation rates.


44239.  The commission, the State Board of Education, and the


Superintendent of Public Instruction shall notify one another


regarding proposed and adopted policies and regulations, in order to


achieve consistency in state policies concerning the professional


preparation of teachers, and curriculum and instruction in the public


elementary and secondary schools.
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33000.  There is in the state government a State Board of Education,


consisting of 10 members, who are appointed by the Governor with the


advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate.


33000.5.  (a) Notwithstanding Sections 33000 and 33001, the Governor


shall also appoint a student member to the State Board of Education,


with the advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate.


   (b) Notwithstanding subdivisions (c) and (d) the incumbent student


member on January 1, 1984, shall be eligible for appointment by the


Governor subject to the advice and consent of two-thirds of the


Senate.


   (c) The term of office of the student member is one year, and


shall begin on August 1.  An individual may serve only one term as a


student member.


   (d) Notwithstanding Section 1020 of the Government Code, the


student member shall be, at the time the member's one-year term


commences, a student enrolled in good standing in grade 12 in a


public high school.  The student member shall be selected from three


students recommended by the State Board of Education pursuant to


subdivision (e).  The student member shall be a voting member with


the full rights and duties of the other 10 members of the board.


   (e) The process for selecting the student member shall be as


follows:


   (1) The State Board of Education shall notify every school


district governing board, district superintendent, high school


principal, high school student activities director, and student body


president by September 15 of each year that applications are being


accepted for the student member's position.


   (2) Applications for the student member's position shall be


submitted to the State Board of Education no later than October 31 of


each year.


   (3) A screening committee of the State Board of Education shall


select 12 semifinalists for the student member's position.


   (4) The school district governing board student members shall


select six candidates from the 12 semifinalists.


   (5) The State Board of Education shall, by December 31 of each


year, select three finalists for the Governor's consideration and


shall rank the finalists according to their preference.


   (f) Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the


governing board of a school district which maintains a high school to


grant voting rights to a student member serving on the school


district governing board.


33001.  The term of office of the members of the board is four


years, and they shall hold office until the appointment and


qualification of their successors.  The terms of the members of the


board in office when this section takes effect shall expire as


follows:


   Three members January 15, 1960.


   Two members January 15, 1961.


   Three members January 15, 1962.


   Two members January 15, 1963.


   The terms shall expire in the same relative order as to each


member as the term for which he holds office before this section


takes effect.


33002.  Any vacancy shall be filled by appointment by the Governor,


subject to confirmation by two-thirds of the Senate.  The appointee


to fill a vacancy shall hold office only for the balance of the


unexpired term.


33003.  The board, through its own bylaws, shall provide for its


operation and organization, including, but not limited to, the


election of its officers and the establishment of its committees.


33004.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall be secretary


and shall act as executive officer of the board.  He shall have


charge of all its correspondence and shall keep a record of its


proceedings.


33005.  The board shall appoint an acting secretary, who shall also


act as executive officer of the board in the absence of the


Superintendent of Public Instruction from the state, or in case of


his incapacity for duty.


33006.  (a) Members of the board shall receive their actual and


necessary traveling expenses while on official business.  Each member


shall also receive the allowance in excess of expenses specified in


Section 11564.5 of the Government Code for each day he or she is


acting in an official capacity.


   (b) Effective January 1, 1997, when a board member is employed by


a public school and, while the board member is acting in his or her


official capacity as a member of the board, and his or her employer


is required to hire a substitute teacher to replace that board


member, then the board may, from funds appropriated for support of


the board's activities, reimburse that public school for the daily


cost of hiring the substitute teacher during the board member's


absence from his or her employment.


33007.  The board shall meet at least six times a year at such times


as it may by resolution determine; provided, that it shall meet at


least once every three months.


33008.  Special meetings may be called by the president.  Upon the


request of any four members in writing, the secretary shall call a


special meeting.


33009.  Notice of each meeting shall be given by the secretary by


registered mail to each member of the board at least 10 days prior to


the time of the meeting.  Notice of the meeting may be waived in


writing by all members of the board.


33009.5.  Notwithstanding subdivision (b) of Section 11125 of the


Government Code, when the board provides information on its Internet


site, that is available to subscribers to the extent permitted by


law, concerning an agenda item, it shall provide the same information


that is otherwise provided to board members.  Nothing in this


section is intended to require the board to provide any additional


printed or electronic information beyond that which it would


otherwise make available to the public at the open session.


33010.  The concurrence of six members of the board shall be


necessary to the validity of any of its acts.


33011.  Whenever by any law the board is authorized to appoint


members to a board, commission, or other statutorily created body,


the board may also appoint a nonvoting student member to that body.


The student member shall receive actual and necessary expenses from


the body to which he or she is appointed and shall be afforded an


opportunity to express his or her preference on all matters voted


upon by that body.  The term of office of all student members


appointed pursuant to this section shall be one year beginning on


August 1.  A person may serve only one term as a student member.  The


board shall determine the process for selecting student members


appointed pursuant to this section by amendment to its bylaws.


33030.  The board shall determine all questions of policy within its


powers.


33031.  The board shall adopt rules and regulations not inconsistent


with the laws of this state (a) for its own government, (b) for the


government of its appointees and employees, (c) for the government of


the day and evening elementary schools, the day and evening


secondary schools, and the technical and vocational schools of the


state, and (d) for the government of other schools, excepting the


University of California, the California State University, and the


California  Community Colleges, as may receive in whole or in part


financial support from the state.


   The rules and regulations adopted shall be published for


distribution as soon as practicable after adoption.


33032.  The board shall study the educational conditions and needs


of the state.  It shall make plans for the improvement of the


administration and efficiency of the public schools of the state.


33033.  The State Board of Education may:


   (a) Establish at the request of the governing authorities of any


state institution, courses of instruction for the inmates of the


institution.


   (b) Examine under arrangements with the governing authorities of


the institution the progress of students taking the courses and grant


high school diplomas to students meeting the requirements for high


school graduation.  Certificates of completion previously awarded by


the State Board of Education to students who, at the time of the


award of a certificate of completion, met the requirements for high


school graduation, shall be deemed for all purposes to be the


equivalent of diplomas of high school graduation.


33034.  The board shall issue subpoenas to compel the attendance of


witnesses before the board, or any member thereof, in the same manner


as any court in this state.  Whenever the testimony of any witness


upon any matter pending before it is material, the president shall


cause the attendance of the witnesses before the board, or a member


of the board, to testify concerning the matter, and the board may


make a reasonable allowance for this purpose not exceeding the fees


of witnesses in civil cases.  The allowance shall be paid for out of


the appropriation for the expense of the board, but in no instance


shall an allowance be made in favor of a witness who appears in


behalf of a claimant.  The provisions of this section shall not apply


to proceedings conducted in accordance with Chapter 5 of Part 1 of


Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.


33035.  The board shall adopt and use an official seal in


authentication of its acts.


33036.  The board shall cause the Department of General Services to


do any printing required by it.  All orders for printing shall first


be approved by the Department of General Services.


33037.  The board shall submit to the Governor biennially on or


before the fifteenth day of September next preceding the regular


session of the Legislature, a report of its transactions for the


preceding two years, together with recommendations of its needs for


the coming biennium, and such recommendations as to changes in laws


or new educational legislation as may seem to it to be necessary.


33039.  The State Board of Education shall develop guidelines which


school districts may use in the development of teacher evaluation


procedures pursuant to Article 11 (commencing with Section 44660) of


Chapter 1 of Part 25 of Division 3 of this title, and shall


distribute such guidelines to every school district.


33040.  The State Board of Education and the governing bodies of any


county, city, and fire protection district are authorized to enter


into agreements providing for the assignment of employees of the fire


departments of such counties, cities, and fire protection districts


to serve as instructors in fire training programs conducted under the


auspices of the State Board of Education and providing for the


payment to such counties, cities, and fire protection districts by


the State Board of Education from the funds appropriated for


vocational education of such amount as may be agreed upon for the


services of such employees.


33041.  The State Board of Education shall revise the health


instruction framework adopted by the board in 1977 to include


instructional guidelines on the following:


   (a) The relationship of proper health and nutritional practices


during pregnancy to the health of the newborn child for pupils that


are 12 to 18 years of age.


   (b) The recognition that violence is a public health issue and a


condition that is learned and may be prevented through education and


community-based intervention.  In helping to carry out this


requirement, the State Department of Education shall consult with


existing community resources that have expertise in these matters


when developing a curriculum for violence as a public health issue.


33042.  The Legislature encourages school districts to comply with


the State Board of Education's English Language and Arts Writing Arts


Strategies on cursive handwriting standards whereby pupils are


expected to write fluidly and legibly.  School districts are


encouraged to teach methods of penmanship that may include, but are


not limited to, the D'Nealian Method and the Palmer Method of


penmanship.


33050.  (a) The governing board of a school district or a county


board of education, on a districtwide or countywide basis or on


behalf of one or more of its schools or programs, after a public


hearing on the matter, may request the State Board of Education to


waive all or part of any section of this code or any regulation


adopted by the State Board of Education that implements a provision


of this code that may be waived, except:


   (1) Article 1 (commencing with Section 15700) and Article 2


(commencing with Section 15780) of Chapter 4 of Part 10.


   (2) Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 16000) of Part 10.


   (3) Chapter 12 (commencing with Section 17000), Chapter 12.5


(commencing with Section 17070.10), and Chapter 14 (commencing with


Section 17085) of Part 10.


   (4) Part 13 (commencing with Section 22000).


   (5) Section 35735.1.


   (6) Paragraph (8) of subdivision (a) of Section 37220.


   (7) The following provisions of Part 10.5 (commencing with Section


17211):


   (A) Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 17211).


   (B) Article 1 (commencing with Section 17251) to Article 6


(commencing with Section 17365), inclusive, of Chapter 3.


   (C) Sections 17416 to 17429, inclusive; Sections 17459 and 17462


and subdivision (a) of Section 17464; and Sections 17582 to 17592,


inclusive.


   (8) The following provisions of Part 24 (commencing with Section


41000):


   (A) Sections 41000 to 41360, inclusive.


   (B) Sections 41420 to 41423, inclusive.


   (C) Sections 41600 to 41866, inclusive.


   (D) Sections 41920 to 42911, inclusive.


   (9) Sections 44504 and 44505.


   (10) Article 3 (commencing with Section 44930) of Chapter 4 of


Part 25 and regulations in Title 5 of the California Code of


Regulations adopted pursuant to Article 3 (commencing with Section


44930) of Chapter 4 of Part 25.


   (11) Part 26 (commencing with Section 46000).


   (12) Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 48900) and Chapter 6.5


(commencing with Section 49060) of Part 27.


   (13) Section 51513.


   (14) Chapter 6.10 (commencing with Section 52120) of Part 28,


relating to class size reduction.


   (15) Section 52163.


   (16) The identification and assessment criteria relating to any


categorical aid program, including Sections 52164.1 and 52164.6.


   (17) Sections 52165, 52166, and 52178.


   (18) Article 3 (commencing with Section 52850) of Chapter 12 of


Part 28.


   (19) Section 56364.1, except that this restriction shall not


prohibit the State Board of Education from approving any waiver of


Section 56364 or Section 56364.2, as applicable, relating to full


inclusion.


   (20) Article 4 (commencing with Section 60640) of Chapter 5 of


Part 33, relating to the STAR Program, and any other provisions of


Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 60600) of Part 33 that establish


requirements for the STAR Program.


   (b) Any waiver of provisions related to the programs identified in


Section 52851 shall be granted only pursuant to Article 3


(commencing with Section 52850) of Chapter 12 of Part 28.


   (c) The waiver of an advisory committee required by law shall be


granted only pursuant to Article 4 (commencing with Section 52870) of


Chapter 12 of Part 28.


   (d) Any request for a waiver submitted by the governing board of a


school district or a county board of education pursuant to


subdivision (a) shall include a written statement as to both of the


following:


   (1) Whether the exclusive representative of employees, if any, as


provided in Chapter 10.7 (commencing with Section 3540) of Division 4


of Title 1 of the Government Code, participated in the development


of the waiver.


   (2) The exclusive representative's position regarding the waiver.


   (e) Any request for a waiver submitted pursuant to subdivision (a)


relating to a regional occupational center or program established


pursuant to Article 1 (commencing with Section 52300) of Chapter 9 of


Part 28, that is operated by a joint powers entity established


pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 6500) of Division 7 of


Title 1 of the Government Code, shall be submitted as a joint waiver


request for each participating school district and shall meet both


of the following conditions:


   (1) Each joint waiver request shall comply with all of the


requirements of this article.


   (2) The submission of a joint waiver request shall be approved by


a unanimous vote of the governing board of the joint powers agency.


   (f) The governing board of any school district requesting a waiver


under this section of any provision of Article 5 (commencing with


Section 39390) of Chapter 3 of Part 23 shall provide written notice


of any public hearing it conducted pursuant to subdivision (a), at


least 30 days prior to the hearing, to each public agency identified


under Section 39394.


33050.3.  Notwithstanding Section 33050, the State Board of


Education is authorized to waive the provisions of subdivision (a) of


Section 46202 only during the 1983-84 fiscal year, and only if the


State Board of Education finds that the district requesting the


waiver demonstrates that it meets the following criteria:


   (1) The district has experienced an unanticipated growth in number


of pupils over the 1982-83 fiscal year.


   (2) There exists an overcrowding of pupils with no reasonable


alternative to house pupils without initiating the use of double


sessions.  Reasonable alternatives to house pupils shall include, but


need not be limited to, the use of facilities in adjacent districts,


the use of facilities of a county superintendent of schools, the use


of facilities of other public agencies, the lease of portable


facilities, or the expanded use of double sessions if the district


already has double sessions in other schools prior to the increase in


the number of pupils.


33051.  (a) The State Board of Education shall approve any and all


requests for waivers except in those cases where the board


specifically finds any of the following:


   (1) The educational needs of the pupils are not adequately


addressed.


   (2) The waiver affects a program that requires the existence of a


schoolsite council and the schoolsite council did not approve the


request.


   (3) The appropriate councils or advisory committees, including


bilingual advisory committees, did not have an adequate opportunity


to review the request and the request did not include a written


summary of any objections to the request by the councils or advisory


committees.


   (4) Pupil or school personnel protections are jeopardized.


   (5) Guarantees of parental involvement are jeopardized.


   (6) The request would substantially increase state costs.


   (7) The exclusive representative of employees, if any, as provided


in Chapter 10.7 (commencing with Section 3540) of Division 4 of


Title 1 of the Government Code, was not a participant in the


development of the waiver.


   (b) The State Board of Education shall not approve any request for


waiver of any provision of Article 5 (commencing with Section 39390)


of Chapter 3 of Part 23 unless the school district seeking the


waiver demonstrates all of the following:


   (1) The school district provided the written notice required under


subdivision (f) of Section 33050.


   (2) The school district, after making a good-faith effort to that


purpose, was unable to reach agreement with any public agency


identified under Section 39394 that seeks to acquire the site under


that article on terms and conditions that are consistent with the


requirements of the purchase plan adopted by the agency under Section


39397.5 and would enable the district to meet its reasonable


financial goals.


   (3) The detriment to the school district's ability to financially


meet the educational needs of the community resulting from the


disposition of the school site pursuant to the sale price or lease


rate limitations set forth in Section 39396, as compared to the fair


market value of the site, outweighs the need for the use of the site


for outdoor recreational and open-space purposes as established by a


finding made under Section 39397.


   (4) In the event that the school district enters into a long-term


lease during the period of the waiver or any extension thereof, the


school district shall be exempt from the requirements of Article 5


(commencing with Section 39390) of Chapter 3 of Part 33, for the


duration of the lease term for that site.


   (c) The governing board of a school district that has requested


and received a general waiver under this article for two consecutive


years for the same general waiver is not required to reapply annually


if the information contained on the request remains current.  The


State Board of Education may require updated information for the


request whenever it determines that information to be necessary.


Nothing in this section shall prevent the State Board of Education


from rescinding a waiver if additional information supporting a


rescission is made available to the board.  This waiver process shall


not apply to waivers pertaining to teacher credentialing, which


shall be submitted to the State Board of Education annually.


33051.5.  Not less than 30 days prior to any public hearing it


conducts pursuant to Section 33050 concerning a request to waive any


provision of Article 5 (commencing with Section 39390) of Chapter 3


of Part 23, the State Board of Education shall provide written notice


of the hearing to each public agency to which an offer of sale or


lease must be made under Section 39394.


33052.  (a) If formal action by the State Board of Education on a


waiver request is not taken by the second regular meeting of the


board following receipt of a complete and documented waiver request


by the State Department of Education, the waiver shall be deemed


approved for one year, commencing the first day of the following


month.


   (b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), no provision of Article 5


(commencing with Section 39390) of Chapter 3 of Part 23 shall be


waived except by formal action of the State Board of Education.


33052.3.  For the purposes of improving the financial management and


reporting practices of school districts and county offices of


education, and developing and testing those practices prior to


implementation, the Superintendent of Public Instruction may waive


for up to three consecutive fiscal years the requirements of current


law and the regulations that are in conflict with the proposed


improvements.  A waiver shall only be available to school districts


and county offices of education that volunteer to develop and test


the proposed improved financial management and reporting practices.


33052.5.  For purposes of this article, "school district" shall


include county offices of education.


33053.  The State Department of Education shall annually submit a


report to the Governor, Legislature, State Board of Education, and


make the report available to the superintendent and board president


of each school district and county office of education.  This report


shall include a description of the number and types of waivers


requested of the board, the actions  of the board on those requests,


and sources of further information on existing or possible waivers.
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33110.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction may employ one


Deputy Superintendent of Public Instruction and necessary clerical


and expert assistants, and may fix the compensation of all statutory


and other employees as provided by law, except as otherwise provided.


33111.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall execute,


under direction of the State Board of Education, the policies which


have been decided upon by the board and shall direct, under general


rules and regulations adopted by the State Board of Education, the


work of all appointees and employees of the board.


33112.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall:


   (a) Superintend the schools of this state.


   (b) Prepare, have printed, and furnish to teachers and to all


officers charged with the administration of the laws relating to the


public schools the blank forms and books necessary to the discharge


of their duties, including blank teachers' certificates to be used by


county and city and county boards of education.


   (c) Authenticate with his or her official seal all drafts or


orders drawn by him or her, and all papers and writings issued from


his or her office.


   (d) Have bound, at the state bindery, all valuable school reports,


journals, and documents in his or her office, or received by him or


her.


   (e) Deliver over, at the expiration of his or her term of office,


on demand, to his or her successor, all property, books, documents,


maps, records, reports, and other papers belonging to his or her


office, or which may have been received by him or her for the use of


his or her office.


   (f) Designate and appoint, or terminate the designation and


appointment of, any officer or employee of the department to have the


powers and liabilities of a deputy, including designation pursuant


to Section 7.9 of the Government Code, which appointment and


termination of appointment shall be effective when filed in writing


in the office of the Secretary of State.


   (g) Annually inform the governing boards of school districts, in a


manner prescribed by the superintendent, of the provisions of


Section 60510.5.


33113.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall prescribe


regulations under which contracts, agreements, or arrangements may be


made with agencies of the federal government for funds, services,


commodities, or equipment to be made  available to schools under the


jurisdiction of the State Board of Education and the Superintendent


of Public Instruction.


33114.  All such contracts, agreements or arrangements shall be


entered into in accordance with regulations prescribed by the


Superintendent of Public Instruction and in no other manner.


33115.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction may enter into an


agreement with the government of the United States or any agency


thereof relative to the establishment of courses of study in


aeronautics in the technical schools of the public school system,


except the California State University.


33116.  The Director of Education may enter into agreements with any


agency of the federal government for the education of persons in the


service of the federal government in schools under the jurisdiction


of the Department of Education.  All money received from an agency of


the federal government for the education of persons in any such


school is hereby appropriated for the support of such school in


addition to such other funds as may be appropriated therefor by the


Legislature.


33117.  The Director of Education may enter into agreements with


agencies of the federal government, county superintendents of


schools, county boards of education, any school district, and state


college foundations or other auxiliary organizations, including those


established pursuant to Section 90000 for the performance of any


services for those agencies by any school under the jurisdiction of


the State Department of Education.  All money received under any


agreement, except recovery of contributions to the Public Employees'


Retirement Fund, is hereby appropriated for the support of the school


in addition to other funds as may be appropriated therefor by the


Legislature.


33117.5.  (a) Adult education programs and regional occupational


programs operated by school districts and county offices of education


that have contracted with the Superintendent of Public Instruction


pursuant to subdivision (b) shall provide services to welfare


recipients referred by county welfare departments in accordance with


subdivision (c) of Section 11322.8 and paragraph (3) of subdivision


(b) of Section 11325.22 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.  These


services shall include an evaluation of the individual's educational


and training needs for purposes of subdivision (c) of Section 11322.8


and paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 11325.22 of the


Welfare and Institutions Code and the preparation of a related


education and training plan reflecting these needs.  The plan shall


specify the educational and training services to be provided and the


length of time services are to be provided, and shall assure access


to those services.


   (b) The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall identify school


districts or county offices of education that can best accommodate


welfare recipients for whom vocational education, adult education,


and English as a second language is specified in contracts required


by Sections 11321.4 and 11325.21 of the Welfare and Institutions


Code.  The superintendent shall enter into contracts with each


consenting district or county office, where necessary, so that the


contracting district, independent regional occupation program, or


county office shall provide at least 10 weekly hours of open


entry-open exit skills training and education for welfare recipients


who need this training to enable counties to meet their goals for


plans developed pursuant to Article 3.2 (commencing with Section


11320) of Chapter 2 of Part 3 of Division 9 of the Welfare and


Institutions Code.  If a program is unable to provide at least 10


hours of instruction to these participants, even though funds are


available, the appropriate district or county office shall report to


the superintendent the reasons why sufficient hours of instruction


were not provided.  The superintendent should provide technical


assistance to those districts or county offices to resolve the


problems that prohibit an adequate number of hours of instruction


from being offered.


   (c) Allocations to the Superintendent of Public Instruction of


funds available under Section 202 (c)(1)(C) and Section 262(c)(1)(C)


of the federal Job Training Partnership Act shall be used for


purposes of this section to the extent the superintendent determines


necessary.


   The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall allocate these


funds directly to service delivery areas for allocation to those


providers of educational and training services delivered in


accordance with this section.  The Superintendent of Public


Instruction shall allocate to community college districts and the


Chancellor's Office of the California Community Colleges such funds


as are determined necessary pursuant to Section 71050.  The


Superintendent of Public Instruction may allocate these funds to


service delivery areas which have agreements with private schools and


organizations to provide educational and training services under


Article 3.2 (commencing with Section 11320) of Chapter 2 of Part 3 of


Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.  These funds shall


be allocated in accordance with the coordination criteria of the


coordination and special services plan as provided in Section 10524


of the Unemployment Insurance Code, and according to the priority


order of eligible persons for these funds as provided in Sections


15010 and 15011 of the Unemployment Insurance Code.


   (d) As a condition for the funding of education and training


services to participants under Article 3.2 (commencing with Section


11320) of Chapter 2 of Part 3 of Division 9 of the Welfare and


Institutions Code, as provided in subdivisions (a) to (c), inclusive,


education providers and county welfare departments shall discuss and


jointly certify that they agree upon the delivery of education and


training services for program participants.


33117.7.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall use 30


percent of the funds available under Section 202(c)(1)(C) and Section


262(c)(1)(C) of the federal Job Training Partnership Act to support


the work-based learning component of a school-to-career program.


These funds shall be expended as authorized by the federal act and


shall be targeted for activities that create and support paid


internships in the private sector, with an emphasis on small


businesses, and paid work experience in the public sector or private


nonprofit sector, for youth.


33118.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall, not later


than the 25th day of July in each year, prepare an estimate of the


amount of state school money that will be apportioned to each county


or city and county during the current school year, and furnish a


certified copy of the estimate to each county or city and county


superintendent of schools.


33119.  Other than for persons in the state civil service, the


length of, and the time for, vacations of teachers, officers, and


employees of the schools for the deaf, the school for the blind, and


orientation centers for the blind shall be prescribed by the Director


of Education, except that the length of vacations for teachers at


orientation centers for the blind shall not exceed 30 days.


33120.  The Director of Education may conduct experimental work in


education through various media, including radio and television.


33121.  The Director of Education may develop audial and visual


curriculum materials, evolve means and methods, and prescribe


standards, for the use of such materials in the public elementary and


secondary schools.


33122.  The Director of Education shall employ such persons as are


necessary for the coordination and the supervision of services for


hard-of-hearing children.


33123.  The Director of Education may enter into an agreement with


any political entity mentioned in Section 44853 for the exchange and


employment of persons serving as teachers in schools under the


jurisdiction of the Department of Education and employees of public


schools of the political entity.  The exchange and employment shall


be made under comparable circumstances, subject to comparable


conditions, with comparable effect as to tenure and retirement


rights, subject to comparable requirements as to payment of salary


and deductions therefrom, and for the same period of time as set


forth in Sections 44853, 44854, and 44855 with respect to the


exchange of school district employees, except that the circumstances,


conditions, rights, and requirements shall be those appropriate to


the employment relationship between the teachers and the Department


of Education.


33125.  The Director of Education, subject to such conditions as the


State Board of Education may establish, may purchase annuity


contracts for the employees of the California School for the Deaf


provided for in Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 59000) of Part 32


of Division 4 of this title, the California School for the Blind


provided for in Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 59100) of Part 32


of Division 4 of this title, and the diagnostic schools for


neurologically handicapped children provided for in Chapter 3


(commencing with Section 59200) of Part 32 of Division 4 of this


title, and shall reduce the salary of any such employee for whom such


contract is purchased in the amount of the cost thereof; provided


that each of the following conditions are met:


   (a) The annuity contract is under an annuity plan which meets the


requirements of subdivision (b) of Section 403 of the Internal


Revenue Code of 1954 of the United States.


   (b) The employee makes application to the director for such


purchase and reduction of salary.


   (c) All provisions of the Insurance Code applicable to the


purchase of such annuities are satisfied.


33126.  (a) The school accountability report card shall provide data


by which a parent can make meaningful comparisons between public


schools that will enable him or her to make informed decisions on the


school in which to enroll his or her children.


   (b) The school accountability report card shall include, but is


not limited to, assessment of the following school conditions:


   (1) (A) Pupil achievement by grade level, as measured by the


standardized testing and reporting programs pursuant to Article 4


(commencing with Section 60640) of Chapter 5 of Part 33.


   (B) After the state develops a statewide assessment system


pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 60600) and Chapter 6


(commencing with Section 60800) of Part 33, pupil achievement by


grade level, as measured by the results of the statewide assessment.


   (2) Progress toward reducing dropout rates, including the one-year


dropout rate listed in the California Basic Educational Data System


or a successor data system for the schoolsite over the most recent


three-year period, and the graduation rate, as defined by the state


board, over the most recent three-year period when available pursuant


to Section 52052.


   (3) Estimated expenditures per pupil and types of services funded.


  The assessment of estimated expenditures per pupil shall reflect


the actual salaries of personnel assigned to the schoolsite. The


assessment of estimated expenditures per pupil shall be reported in


total, shall be reported in subtotal by restricted and by


unrestricted source, and shall include a reporting of the average of


actual salaries paid to certificated instructional personnel at that


schoolsite.


   (4) Progress toward reducing class sizes and teaching loads,


including the distribution of class sizes at the schoolsite by grade


level and the average class size, using the California Basic


Educational Data System or a successor data system information for


the most recent three-year period.


   (5) The total number of the school's fully credentialed teachers,


the number of teachers relying upon emergency credentials, the number


of teachers working without credentials, any assignment of teachers


outside their subject areas of competence, misassignments, including


misassignments of teachers of English learners, and the number of


vacant teacher positions for the most recent three-year period.


   (A) For purposes of this paragraph, "vacant teacher position"


means a position to which a single-designated certificated employee


has not been assigned at the beginning of the year for an entire year


or, if the position is for a one-semester course, a position of


which a single-designated certificated employee has not been assigned


at the beginning of a semester for an entire semester.


   (B) For purposes of this paragraph, "misassignment" means the


placement of a certificated employee in a teaching or services


position for which the employee does not hold a legally recognized


certificate or credential or the placement of a certificated employee


in a teaching or services position that the employee is not


otherwise authorized by statute to hold.


   (6) (A) Quality and currency of textbooks and other instructional


materials, including whether textbooks and other materials meet state


standards and are adopted by the state board for kindergarten and


grades 1 to 8, inclusive, and adopted by the governing boards of


school districts for grades 9 to 12, inclusive, and the ratio of


textbooks per pupil and the year the textbooks were adopted.


   (B) The availability of sufficient textbooks and other


instructional materials, as determined pursuant to Section 60119, for


each pupil, including English learners, in each of the areas


enumerated in clauses (i) to (iv), inclusive. If the governing board


determines, pursuant to Section 60119 that there are insufficient


textbooks or instructional materials, or both, it shall include


information for each school in which an insufficiency exists,


identifying the percentage of pupils who lack sufficient


standards-aligned textbooks or instructional materials in each


subject area. The subject areas to be included are all of the


following:


   (i) The core curriculum areas of reading/language arts,


mathematics, science, and history/social science.


   (ii) Foreign language and health.


   (iii) Science laboratory equipment for grades 9 to 12, inclusive,


as appropriate.


   (iv) Visual and performing arts.


   (7) The availability of qualified personnel to provide counseling


and other pupil support services, including the ratio of academic


counselors per pupil.


   (8) Safety, cleanliness, and adequacy of school facilities,


including any needed maintenance to ensure good repair as specified


in Section 17014, Section 17032.5, subdivision (a) of Section


17070.75, and subdivision (b) of Section 17089.


   (9) The annual number of schooldays dedicated to staff development


for the most recent three-year period.


   (10) Suspension and expulsion rates for the most recent three-year


period.


   (11) For secondary schools, the percentage of graduates who have


passed course requirements for entrance to the University of


California and the California State University, including the course


requirements for high school graduation pursuant to Section 51225.3,


and the percentage of pupils enrolled in those courses, as reported


by the California Basic Educational Data System or any successor data


system.


   (12) The number of advanced placement courses offered, by subject.


   (13) The Academic Performance Index, including the disaggregation


of subgroups as set forth in Section 52052 and the decile rankings


and a comparison of schools.


   (14) When available, the percentage of pupils, including the


disaggregation of subgroups, as set forth in Section 52052,


completing grade 12 who successfully complete the high school exit


examination, as set forth in Sections 60850 and 60851, as compared to


the percentage of pupils in the district and statewide completing


grade 12 who successfully complete the examination.


   (15) Contact information pertaining to organized opportunities for


parental involvement.


   (16) Career technical education data measures, including all of


the following:


   (A) A list of programs offered by the school district in which


pupils at the school may participate and that are aligned to the


model curriculum standards adopted pursuant to Section 51226, and


program sequences offered by the school district. The list should


identify courses conducted by a regional occupational center or


program, and those conducted directly by the school district.


   (B) A listing of the primary representative of the career


technical advisory committee of the school district and the


industries represented.


   (C) The number of pupils participating in career technical


education.


   (D) The percentage of pupils that complete a career technical


education program and earn a high school diploma.


   (E) The percentage of career technical education courses that are


sequenced or articulated between a school and institutions of


postsecondary education.


   (c) If the Commission on State Mandates finds a school district is


eligible for a reimbursement of costs incurred complying with this


section, the school district shall be reimbursed only if the


information provided in the school accountability report card is


accurate, as determined by the annual audit performed pursuant to


Section 41020. If the information is determined to be inaccurate, the


school district remains eligible for reimbursement if the


information is corrected by May 15.


   (d) It is the intent of the Legislature that schools make a


concerted effort to notify parents of the purpose of the school


accountability report cards, as described in this section, and ensure


that all parents receive a copy of the report card; to ensure that


the report cards are easy to read and understandable by parents; to


ensure that local educational agencies with access to the Internet


make available current copies of the report cards through the


Internet; and to ensure that administrators and teachers are


available to answer any questions regarding the report cards.


33126.1.  (a) The department shall develop and recommend for


adoption by the state board a standardized template intended to


simplify the process for completing the school accountability report


card and make the school accountability report card more meaningful


to the public.


   (b) The standardized template shall include all of the following:


   (1) Fields for the insertion of data and information by the


department and by local educational agencies.


   (2) A field to report the determination of the sufficiency of


textbooks and instructional materials, pursuant to Section 60119.


   (3) A summary statement of the condition of school facilities, as


required by Section 17014, Section 17032.5, subdivision (a) of


Section 17070.75, and subdivision (b) of Section 17089. The


department shall provide examples of summary statements of the


condition of school facilities that are acceptable and those that are


unacceptable.


   (4) A description of data available on the DataQuest Internet Web


site of the department, including the Uniform Resource Locator for


that Internet Web site.


   (5) A description of admission requirements for California's


public universities, including the Uniform Resource Locator for the


University of California Internet Web site providing information


about the courses offered by each school that are approved as meeting


those requirements.


   (6) A statement concerning the availability of Internet access at


public libraries and other locations that are publicly accessible.


   (c) When the template for a school is completed, it should enable


parents and guardians to compare the manner in which local schools


compare to other schools within that district as well as other


schools in the state.


   (d) In conjunction with the development of the standardized


template, the department shall furnish standard definitions for


school conditions included in the school accountability report card.


The standard definitions shall comply with the following:


   (1) Definitions shall be consistent with the definitions already


in place or under the development at the state level pursuant to


existing law.


   (2) Definitions shall enable schools to furnish contextual or


comparative information to assist the public in understanding the


information in relation to the performance of other schools.


   (3) Definitions shall specify the data for which the department


will be responsible for providing and the data and information for


which the local educational agencies will be responsible.


   (e) By February 1, 2008, the department shall report to the


Legislature and the Governor on remaining data elements in the school


accountability report card and the feasibility of combining


elements, linking to other reporting of data elements, and other


possible alternatives for improving the usability and readability of


the school accountability report card. The report shall include a


survey of the conditions for which the department has valid and


reliable data at the state, district, or school level. The report


shall provide a timetable for the inclusion of conditions for which


standard definitions or valid and reliable data do not yet exist


through the department.


   (f) The Superintendent shall recommend and the state board shall


appoint 13 members to serve on a broad-based advisory committee of


local administrators, educators, parents, and other knowledgeable


parties to develop definitions for the school conditions for which


standard definitions do not yet exist. The state board may designate


outside experts in performance measurements in support of activities


of the advisory board.


   (g) The state board shall approve available definitions for


inclusion in the template as well as a timetable for the further


development of definitions and data collection procedures. Each year


the state board shall adopt the template for the current year's


school accountability report card. Definitions for all school


conditions shall be included in the template.


   (h) The department annually shall post the completed and viewable


template on the Internet. The template shall be designed to allow


schools or districts to download the template from the Internet. The


template shall further be designed to allow local educational


agencies, including individual schools, to enter data into the school


accountability report card electronically, individualize the report


card, and further describe the data elements. The department shall


establish model guidelines and safeguards that may be used by school


districts with secured access only for those school officials


authorized to make modifications.


   (i) The department shall maintain current Internet links with the


Internet Web sites of local educational agencies to provide parents


and the public with easy access to the school accountability report


cards maintained on the Internet. In order to ensure the currency of


these Internet links, local educational agencies that provide access


to school accountability report cards through the Internet shall


furnish current Uniform Resource Locators (URLs) for their Internet


Web sites to the department.


   (j) A school or school district that chooses not to utilize the


standardized template adopted pursuant to this section shall report


the data for its school accountability report card in a manner that


is consistent with the definitions adopted pursuant to subdivision


(c).


   (k) The department shall provide recommendations for changes to


the California Basic Educational Data System, or a successor data


system, and other data collection mechanisms to ensure that the


information will be preserved and available in the future.


   (l) The department shall monitor the compliance of local


educational agencies with the requirements to prepare and to


distribute school accountability report cards, including, but not


limited to, the requirements contained in this section, subdivision


(c) of Section 35256, and Section 35258.


33126.15.  (a) By July 1, 2006, the department shall develop, and


shall recommend for adoption by the State Board of Education, a


revision to the standardized template required pursuant to Section


33126.1.


   (b) The revision to the standardized template recommended by the


department shall include a comparison of the actual unrestricted


funding per pupil allocated for the specific benefit of the school or


for the benefit of all schools in the district equally, compared to


the districtwide average and to the state average of the same


computation.  The comparison shall include the percentage by which


the school is above or below the districtwide average and the state


average.


   (c) The revision to the standardized template recommended by the


department shall include a field for reporting the actual restricted


funding, per pupil, allocated for the specific benefit of the school


or for the benefit of all schools in the district equally.


   (d) The revision to the standardized template recommended by the


department shall include a comparison of the average of actual


salaries paid to certificated instructional personnel, compared to


the districtwide average and to the state average of the same


computation. This comparison shall include the percentage by which


the school is above or below the districtwide average and the state


average.


33126.2.  (a) The Secretary for Education, as part of the study


conducted pursuant to Provision 2 of Item 0650-011-0001 of Section


2.00 of the Budget Act of 2000, shall review the data elements


provided by school districts via their school accountability report


cards to determine to what extent these data elements may be


incorporated into the Academic Performance Index, as established by


Section 52052.  This review may include, but is not limited to, the


number of computers per pupil, quality and capacity of technology in


the classroom, postsecondary matriculation data, and disaggregation


of required data elements by subgroups.  The Superintendent of Public


Instruction may also recommend additional data elements for


inclusion in the Academic Performance Index.  Data elements may be


incorporated in the Academic Performance Index only after those


elements have been determined by the State Board of Education to be


valid and reliable for the purpose of measuring school performance,


and only if their inclusion would not be likely to result in a valid


claim against the state for reimbursement pursuant to Section 6 of


Article XIIIB of the California Constitution.


   (b) The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall additionally


review, and the State Board of Education shall consider, any


empirical research data that becomes available concerning barriers to


equal opportunities to succeed educationally for all California


pupils, regardless of socioeconomic background.  Upon obtaining this


information, the board shall evaluate whether there is any need to


revise the school accountability report card.


33126.5.  The State Allocation Board, in cooperation with the


Superintendent of Public Instruction, shall develop and maintain an


automated school facilities inventory that is capable of indicating


the statewide percentage of facility utilization and projecting


school facility needs five years in advance, in order to permit the


board to study alternative proposals for the allocation of funds for


new construction, maintenance, and rehabilitation.


33127.  (a) The Superintendent of Public Instruction, the


Controller, and the Director of the Department of Finance shall


develop, on or before March 1, 1989, standards and criteria to be


reviewed and adopted by the State Board of Education, and to be used


by local educational agencies in the development of annual budgets


and the management of subsequent expenditures from that budget.


During the development of the standards and criteria, the


Superintendent of Public Instruction shall convene a committee


composed of representatives from school districts, county offices of


education, state agencies, the Legislature, and appropriate labor and


professional organizations.  The committee may review and comment on


the proposal standards and criteria prior to their adoption.  In


addition, the standards and criteria shall be used to monitor the


fiscal stability of local educational agencies as provided for in


Sections 1240.1, 1240.2, 1621, 1623, 33131, 42127, and 42127.1.


   (b) The Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Controller, and


the Director of the Department of Finance shall update the standards


and criteria developed pursuant to subdivision (a) on or before


September 1, 2005.  The updated standards and criteria shall be


reviewed and adopted pursuant to the procedure established by


subdivision (a) and are applicable to local educational agency


budgets commencing with the 2006-07 fiscal year and each fiscal year


thereafter.


   (c) After September 1, 2005, to the extent necessary, any


revisions or updates to the standards and criteria shall be developed


by the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Controller, and the


Director of the Department of Finance pursuant the procedures


established by subdivision (a).  The revisions or updates shall


specify the fiscal year in which the revisions or updates are


applicable.


33128.  (a) The standards and criteria to be adopted by the State


Board of Education pursuant to Section 33127 shall include, but not


be limited to, comparisons and reviews, including appropriate methods


of projection, of all of the following:


   (1) Average daily attendance.


   (2) Revenues and expenditures.


   (3) Reserves and fund balance.


   (4) Multiyear commitments, including cost-of-living adjustments.


   (b) In addition to the requirements of subdivision (a), the


standards and criteria to be adopted by the State Board of Education


pursuant to Section 33127 shall include, but not be limited to, all


of the following:


   (1) Clear definitions and guidelines for positive, qualified, and


negative interim financial certifications pursuant to Sections 42130


and 42131.


   (2) District financial health indicators to provide a


comprehensive review and assessment of the financial condition of


districts and to help identify districts that are developing


financial problems before the problems become severe.  The indicators


shall take into account issues including, but not limited to, all of


the following:


   (A) Increasing or decreasing balances available for general


purposes and general purpose reserve size relative to the standard


for the district.


   (B) Long-term commitments for rates of increase in significant


cost centers that are more or less than current revenue growth rate


projections, including the projected cost change of the workforce


taking into account the progression of newer hires and existing staff


through the salary schedule and likely turnover, and all


compensation for the superintendent of the school district and


executive positions reporting directly to the superintendent of the


school district.


   (C) Use of one-time revenues for ongoing costs.


   (D) Use of ongoing revenues for one-time costs.


   (E) Appropriate recognition and amortization of future commitments


including any district-created benefit program.


   (F) Facilities maintenance funding adequate to preserve


functionality of facilities for their normal life.


33128.1.  Notwithstanding any other law, a local educational agency


may recognize for budgetary and financial reporting purposes any


amount of state appropriations deferred from the current fiscal year


and appropriated from the subsequent fiscal year for payment of


current year costs as a receivable in the current year.


33128.2.  (a) Notwithstanding the standards and criteria adopted


pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 33128 or any


other law, for the 2002-03 fiscal year only, a local educational


agency may use for purposes determined by its governing body up to 50


percent of its reserves for economic uncertainties and up to 50


percent of the balances, as of July 1, 2002, of restricted accounts


in its General Fund, excluding restricted reserves committed for


capital outlay, bond funds, sinking funds, and federal funds, in


order to provide local budgeting flexibility as a result of midyear


budget reductions for the 2002-03 fiscal year that are enacted by the


Legislature after January 2003.


   (b) A local educational agency may not, pursuant to paragraph (a),


use the combined budgetary reserves in excess of its total midyear


budget reductions for the 2002-03 fiscal year.


   (c) It is the intent of the Legislature that a local educational


agency use the flexibility provided in subdivision (a) to the extent


midyear budget reductions for the 2002-03 fiscal year occur in the


following programs:


   (1) The Peer Assistance and Review Program.


   (2) Supplemental instruction and remedial programs.


   (3) One-time funding for the Instructional Materials Funding


Realignment Program.


   (d) It is further the intent of the Legislature that a local


educational agency make every effort to maintain a prudent


expenditure plan that ensures its solvency for the 2002-03 fiscal


year and in subsequent fiscal years.


33128.3.  (a) Notwithstanding the standards and criteria adopted


pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of Section 33128, for


the 2003-04 and 2004-05 fiscal years, the minimum state requirement


for a reserve for economic uncertainties is one-half of the


percentage for a reserve adopted by the State Board of Education


pursuant to Section 33128 as of May 1, 2003.


   (b) For the 2005-06 fiscal year, the minimum state requirement for


a reserve for economic uncertainties shall be restored to the


percentage adopted by the State Board of Education pursuant to


Section 33128 as of May 1, 2003.


33128.5.  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a county


unified school district with fewer than 3,000 units of average daily


attendance may use up to 30 percent of its budget reserve to pay for


utility costs, including propane, fuel, and electricity costs, in


each of the 2000-01 and 2001-02 fiscal years, and shall not for that


reason receive a "qualified" or "negative" financial certification by


the State Department of Education for three fiscal years after using


that amount of its budget reserve to pay for utility costs if the


use of that amount results in available reserves falling below 3


percent of its budget reserve.


33129.  Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary,


beginning with the first fiscal year following the adoption by the


State Board of Education of standards and criteria developed pursuant


to Section 33127, local educational agencies shall use the standards


and criteria in developing their budgets and managing their


expenditures.


33131.  The standards and criteria for fiscal accountability


referred to in Section 33127 shall not be subject to Sections 11340


to 11356, inclusive, of the Government Code.  However, any standards


and criteria adopted by the State Board of Education pursuant to


Section 33127 shall be codified and published in Title 5 of the


California Code of Regulations.


33132.  (a) Notwithstanding  Section 51877, the Superintendent of


Public Instruction shall award educational technology competitive


grants under this code with respect to each of the following


categories based on a school district's regular average daily


attendance:


   (1) 1,000 and below.


   (2) 1,001 to 2,500.


   (3) 2,501 to 5,000.


   (4) 5,001 to 15,000.


   (5) 15,001 to 60,000.


   (6) 60,001 and above.


   (b) Notwithstanding  Section 51877, the Superintendent of Public


Instruction shall award educational technology competitive grants


under this code with respect to each of the following two categories


based on a county office of education's regular average daily


attendance:


   (1) 1,000 and below.


   (2) 1,001 and above.


   (c) The Superintendent shall use the prior year's second principal


regular average daily attendance to determine the category in which


a school district or county office of education shall be placed.


   (d) Program grant funds shall be allocated for each category in


subdivisions (a) and (b) in the following proportion:


   (1) Compute the average daily attendance determined pursuant to


subdivision (c) for the school districts or county offices of


education in the category.


   (2) Divide the aggregate sum determined pursuant to paragraph (1)


by the total statewide regular average daily attendance reported for


the second principal apportionment for the prior fiscal year.


   (e) The applicants within each category shall be evaluated and


scored as otherwise required by the grant program.


   (f) This section is applicable only to educational technology


grants awarded on or after January 1, 1997.


33133.  (a) The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall develop


information, and submit this information to the State Board of


Education for its approval.  This information shall be for


distribution to school districts and, to the extent feasible, for


posting on the State Department of Education Internet website, to


strengthen and promote the opportunity for quality involvement by


parents and guardians in schoolsite councils whose composition meets


the requirements of Section 52012.  In developing the information,


the Superintendent of Public Instruction may use documents currently


available from nonprofit organizations, such as Ed Source and the


California Parent Teacher Association, or state and local government


agencies.


   (b) The information shall be provided to each school district and


county office of education and may be made available for parents and


guardians who are members of schoolsite councils whose composition


meets the requirements of Section 52012 and shall cover at least the


following topics:


   (1) Operation of schoolsite advisory bodies, including bylaws,


group responsibilities, and roles.


   (2) Public meeting notice requirements.


   (3) Information about the total budget of a school district and


how funds are distributed to schoolsite advisory bodies, including,


but not limited to, the amount of funds distributed to schoolsites.


   (4) Information about the school district and state standards of


expected pupil achievement in core academic subjects for each grade


level.


   (5) Instruction on how to interpret data from the pupil


performance measures selected by the school district.


   (6) A definition of "significant gains made by pupils" toward


meeting the standards of expected pupil achievement.


   (7) Research-based information about curriculum and teaching


strategies that will improve pupil performance.


   (8) The right to information under the Public Records Act set


forth in Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 6250) of Division 7 of


Title 1 of the Government Code.


   (9) Information regarding the educational and training needs for


pupils, as identified and expressed by local employers, former pupils


of the school district, and postsecondary education institutions.


   (c) In addition to the composition set forth in Section 52012, a


schoolsite council at the middle school level may, but is not


required to, include pupil representation.


California Department of Education


33300.  There is in the state government a State Department of


Education. Any reference to the Department of Education shall be


deemed to be a reference to the State Department of Education, unless


the context otherwise requires.


33301.  The Department of Education shall be administered through:


   (a) The State Board of Education which shall be the governing and


policy determining body of the department.


   (b) The Director of Education in whom all executive and


administrative functions of the department are vested and who is the


executive officer of the State Board of Education.


33302.  The Department of Education shall be conducted under the


control of an executive officer known as the Director of Education.


33303.  The Superintendent of Public Instruction is ex officio


Director of Education.


33304.  The provisions of Article 2 (commencing with Section 11180),


Chapter 2, Part 1, Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code,


shall govern and apply to the conduct of the Department of Education


in every respect as if such provisions were herein set forth at


length.


33305.  Wherever in Article 2 (commencing with Section 11180),


Chapter 2, Part 1, Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, the


term "head of the department," or similar designation occurs, it


shall, for the purposes of Section 33304, of this code mean the


Director of Education.


33306.  The Department of Education is the successor to, and is


vested with all the duties, powers, purposes, responsibilities, and


jurisdiction of the State Board of Education as they existed on July


30, 1921, of the board of directors of the California School for the


Deaf and the Blind, and of the several officers, deputies, and


employees of such bodies and offices.


33307.  The Department of Education shall be in possession and


control of all records, books, papers, offices, equipment, supplies,


moneys, funds, appropriations, land, and other property, real or


personal, now or hereafter held for the benefit of the bodies,


offices, and officers whose duties, powers, purposes,


responsibilities, and jurisdiction are transferred to and vested in


the Department of Education.


33308.  The Department of Education shall administer and enforce all


laws now or hereafter imposing any duty, power, or function upon any


of the bodies, offices, officers, deputies, or employees transferred


to the Department of Education under the provisions of Section


33306.


33308.1.  The State Department of Education shall adopt guidelines


to be disseminated to parents or guardians of pupils that describe


the procedures that a parent or guardian can follow in filing a


complaint of child abuse, as defined in Section 11165.6 of the Penal


Code, with the school or a child protective services agency against a


school employee or other person that commits an act of child abuse,


as defined in Section 11165.6 of the Penal Code, against a pupil at a


schoolsite.


33308.5.  (a) Program guidelines issued by the State Department of


Education shall be designed to serve as a model or example, and shall


not be prescriptive.  Program guidelines issued by the department


shall include written notification that the guidelines are merely


exemplary, and that compliance with the guidelines is not mandatory.


   (b) The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall review all


program guidelines prepared by the State Department of Education


prior to issuance to local education agencies.  The superintendent


shall approve the proposed guidelines only if he or she determines


that all of the following conditions are met:


   (1) The guidelines are necessary.


   (2) The department has the authority to issue the guidelines.


   (3) The guidelines are clear and appropriately referenced to, and


consistent with, existing statutes and regulations.


33309.  In addition to the Division of Libraries of the Department


of Education, established by law, the State Board of Education may,


upon recommendation of the Director of Education, establish such


divisions as in the judgment of the board are necessary for the


proper transaction of the business of the department.


33310.  The State Department of Education may sell any educational


materials and directories related to its scope and duties.


33311.  When the Department of Education fixes the price of any


publication, it shall specify the class of persons or institutions


that may receive copies of the publication free of charge.


33312.  Any county, or any school district, in this state may


purchase the publications described in Sections 33309 to 33313,


inclusive, from the Department of Education.


33313.  All moneys received from the sale of materials pursuant to


Section 33310 of the Education Code shall be deposited in the State


Treasury to the credit of the fund against which the cost of printing


the publication was charged.


33314.  The State Board of Education may, upon recommendation of the


Director of Education, establish in the Department of Education a


school library consultant service to assist and advise local school


districts in the establishment, development, and improvement of


school libraries in the elementary and secondary schools of the


state.


33316.  The State Department of Education shall do all of the


following:


   (a) Revise and update budget manuals, forms and guidelines.


   (b) Cooperate with federal and state agencies in prescribing rules


and regulations, and instructions required by those agencies.


   (c) Assess the needs and methods of collecting and disseminating


financial information.


   (d) Conduct workshops and conferences for the purpose of training


school district and county personnel.


   (e) Provide consultant services to colleges and universities on


courses of instruction relative to school budgets and accounting


practices.


   (f) For purposes of Section 44421.5, report to the Commission on


Teacher Credentialing the identity of any certificated person who


knowingly and willfully reports false fiscal expenditure data


relative to the conduct of any educational program.  This requirement


applies only if, in the course of his or her normal duties, a


representative of the State Department of Education discovers


information that gives him or her reasonable cause to believe that


false fiscal expenditure data relative to the conduct of any


educational program has been reported.


33317.  The Department of Education shall cooperate with the


Educational Management and Evaluation Commission and shall as


requested by the commission:


   (a) Prepare and compile agenda items and research materials for


the commission.


   (b) Prepare and direct the execution of any provisions of


agreements entered into by the commission for the formulation of a


program budgeting and accounting system.


   (c) Organize pilot projects for testing any program budgeting and


accounting system.


   (d) Recommend any change or revision of law necessary to


effectuate any program budgeting and accounting system.


   (e) Promote any program of budgeting and accounting system through


cooperative working arrangements with interested public and private


agencies and associations.


   (f) Coordinate the budgeting and accounting activities of


interested public and private agencies and associations.


33318.  (a) The Department of Education shall report the test


results of all state-mandated testing programs to the individual


school districts by not later than September 15th following the


testing.


   (b) The district superintendent may publicly report the results of


a state-mandated testing program as they affect the district at the


first regularly scheduled meeting of the governing board of the


district after the statewide results have been presented to the State


Board of Education.


33318.5.  (a) In addition to the dropout rate the department


compiles pursuant to the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (20


U.S.C. Sec. 6301 et seq.), the department shall compile an attrition


rate for high school pupils in the state pursuant to the formula


specified in subdivision (b).


   (b) The attrition rate is the difference between the number of


pupils who enrolled in grade 9 in a particular year and the number of


pupils who, four years later, receive a diploma of graduation from


high school, divided by the number of pupils who enrolled in grade 9


in the particular year.


33319.  The State Department of Education shall encourage and assist


school districts to improve and monitor the health of their pupils.


The department shall provide guidance and assist school districts to


secure the voluntary assistance of local health professionals,


schools of medicine, schools of public health, schools of nursing,


voluntary health agencies, and other appropriate entities in order to


provide pupil health screening and appropriate medical referrals as


well as to provide valuable health information to pupils and their


parents.  The department shall encourage school districts to contact


and cooperate with the State Maternal, Child, and Adolescent Health


Board, with local maternal, child, and adolescent health boards, and


child health and disability prevention programs established pursuant


to Article 6 (commencing with Section 124025) of Chapter 3 of Part 2


of Division 106 of the Health and Safety Code.


   As part of this assistance, the State Department of Education


shall provide information and guidance to schools that request the


information and guidance, to establish "Health Days" in order to


provide screenings for common health problems among pupils as well as


to provide information to pupils and parents on prevention of


illness, proper nutrition, and other aspects of good health.  The


Health Days should be organized and staffed by school nurses working


in cooperation with volunteers from schools of medicine, schools of


public health, schools of nursing, voluntary health agencies, health


professionals, local maternal, child, and adolescent health boards,


and other appropriate entities.  All medical screenings and services


conducted pursuant to this section shall be conducted in accordance


with Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 49400) of Part 27.


33319.3.  The State Department of Education shall prepare materials


on driver attitude and motivation that focus on the reduction of


driving violations with particular emphasis on aggressive driving


behavior and behavior commonly known as "road rage" and shall make


these materials available to school districts to use in connection


with programs of automobile driving education, at the option of the


school district.


33319.5.  The State Department of Education may encourage among


school districts, county boards of education, and county


superintendents of schools the implementation of the authority


granted to those agencies by Section 35160, including  the rendering


to those agencies, upon request, advisory opinions on whether a


program, activity, or course of action is authorized by Section


35160.  The department may publish and disseminate those opinions.


Superintendent and Calif Dept of Ed.


Categorical Program Monitoring (CPM)


CPM monitors local educational agencies (LEAs) for compliance with categorical program and fiscal requirements. LEAs are responsible for maintaining compliant categorical programs. 


Information 


State and federal laws require the California Department of Education (CDE) to monitor the implementation of categorical programs operated by local educational agencies (LEAs). CDE monitoring is accomplished in part through the Categorical Program Monitoring process. CPM is a combination of data and document review and onsite visits of categorical programs administered by LEAs. The purpose of CPM is to monitor LEAs for compliance with requirements for each categorical program; including fiscal requirements. CDE monitoring is conducted every year for one quarter of all the LEAs in California. This allows for each LEA to be monitored once every four years by state staff knowledgeable in one or more of these programs. LEAs are responsible for creating and maintaining compliant categorical programs. 


August 29,2008 Letter to the Field Regarding 2008-09 Cycle C Webcast NEW (03-Sep-2008)


LEA Monitoring Cycles (Updated 2-Sep-2008; DOC; 322KB; 15pp.)
Every year one quarter of all LEAs are monitored and subject to an onsite visit. LEAs are assigned to one of four cycles: Cycle A, Cycle B, Cycle C, or Cycle D. 

Criteria for LEA and Site Selection
This document provides information on the objective, statutory criteria used in selecting sites for CPM monitoring visits. 


2008-09 Monitoring Schedule (Posted 15-Sep-2008; DOC; 587KB; 91pp.) 
This document identifies the LEAs and sites scheduled for a CPM visit, the date of the visit, and the programs being monitored. 


2007-08 Monitoring Schedule (Revised 30-May-2008; DOC; 1,242KB; 76pp.) 
This document identifies the LEAs and sites scheduled for a CPM visit, the date of the visit, and the programs being monitored. 


Questions and Answers
This page provides answers to frequently asked questions regarding CPM. 


2008-2009 Instruments and Ongoing Program Self-Evaluation Tools (OPSETs) 


The 20 CPM Instruments consist of state and federal legal requirements and are used by CDE monitoring staff to determine program compliance. The legal requirements are configured into seven dimensions representing major program requirements and sequences so that each dimension builds upon and informs the one preceding it. The CPM Instruments include core items and supporting statutory items. The core and supporting items combined determine a compliance finding. 


The 20 CPM OPSETs are designed to assist LEAs in creating and maintaining compliant state and federal categorical programs. Each OPSET is organized around the same seven dimensions as the CPM Instrument to help an LEA answer the question: "What must a program do to be considered compliant under this program dimension?"


2007-2008 Instruments and Ongoing Program Self-Evaluation Tools (OPSETs) 


The 20 CPM Instruments consist of state and federal legal requirements and are used by CDE monitoring staff to determine program compliance. The legal requirements are configured into seven dimensions representing major program requirements and sequences so that each dimension builds upon and informs the one preceding it. The CPM Instruments include core items and supporting statutory items. The core and supporting items combined determine a compliance finding. 


The 20 CPM OPSETs are designed to assist LEAs in creating and maintaining compliant state and federal categorical programs. Each OPSET is organized around the same seven dimensions as the CPM Instrument to help an LEA answer the question: "What must a program do to be considered compliant under this program dimension?"


Forms


LEA General Information Form (Revised 30-May-2008; DOC; 40KB; 1p.)
This form should be completed by each LEA office including:


· Migrant education regional offices 


· Districts 


· Direct funded charter schools 


· County Offices of Education 


· Agencies with administrative responsibility for a cooperative. 


Inventory of Program Documents (Revised 25-Aug-2008; DOC; 641KB; 11pp.) 
This inventory identifies documents listed in the CPM instruments and OPSETs. For LEAs scheduled for a monitoring visit, the inventory also identifies documents that are requested to be sent to CDE and those which are already at CDE.


Resolution of Non-Compliance (Revised 24-Apr-2008; DOC; 64KB; 3pp.) 
Proposals for resolving noncompliance issues are to be prepared by the LEA’s CPM coordinator and submitted to CDE within 45 calendar days of the CPM exit.


Resources


CPM Narrated Presentations (Outside Source) 
These are the first in a series of modules on the CPM process, instruments, and OPSETs. The modules are narrated PowerPoint presentations to assist in establishing and maintaining compliant categorical programs that are part of the CPM process.


Links to CDE Web pages for specific categorical programs: 


· Adult Education 


· California School Aged Families Education 

· CalServe 


· Career Technical Education 


· Child Development 

· Educational Equity 


· English Learners and Title III 


· Gifted and Talented Education 


· HIV/AIDS Prevention 


· NCLB, Title I, Part A and State Compensatory Education 


· NCLB, Title I, Part A: Program Improvement 


· NCLB, Title I, Part C: Migrant Education 


· NCLB, Title I, Part D: Neglected or Delinquent 


· NCLB, Title II, Part A: Improving Teacher Quality 


· NCLB, Title IV, Part A: Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities and Tobacco Use Prevention Education 


· NCLB, Title IV, Part B: Before and After School Programs 

· NCLB, Title X, Part C: Homeless Education 


· Physical Education 


· Uniform Complaint Procedures 


Single Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA)
The school-level plan required for programs operated at the school and funded through the Consolidated Application, the School and Library Improvement Block Grant, and the Pupil Retention Block Grant. The SPSA planning process is an integral part of the ongoing CPM cycle. 


Categorical Program Monitoring Mailing List 


Subscribe (it's free!) to the Categorical Program Monitoring mailing list! Maintained by the California Department of Education, the list will be used to notify subscribers of news related to California's Categorical Program Monitoring process including new or updated information, answers to frequently asked questions, and changes in categorical program legislation. Simply provide us with your name and e-mail address (you can unsubscribe at any time.) 


Correspondences


Notice of Online Reporting System for the Categorical Program Monitoring (Posted 15-Aug-2008)
This letter announces that the California Department of Education (CDE) and the California Comprehensive Center (CACC) at WestEd have been working cooperatively to develop and implement an enhanced and streamlined Categorical Program Monitoring (CPM) system through the use of technology. The goal of this system is to allow local educational agencies (LEAs) to prepare for their CPM onsite visits by completing program instruments online and uploading documents as evidence of compliance. The letter also announces that this fall, CDE will pilot the web-based CPM reporting system in regions 4 and 10.


Important Information Regarding CPM Seminars for the 2007-08 School Year (Posted 25-Jul-2007)
This letter contains information regarding the three overview seminars which are open to all local educational agencies. This letter also includes a registration form and tentative agenda (below).


· CPM Registration Form (Posted 25-Jul-2007; DOC; 84KB; 1p.) 


· CPM Agenda (Posted 25-Jul-2007; DOC; 116KB; 1p.) 


Local Translation of Parent Notifications to be Monitored | DOC (Posted Mar-2007; 189KB; 3pp.)
This letter and enclosures explain the changes in the requirements to EC Section 48985 with the chaptering of AB 680. 


Enclosure A of the Local Translation of Parent Notifications to be Monitored.

Enclosure B of the Local Translation of Parent Notifications to be Monitored. 


Questions: Patrick McMenamin | PMcMenam@cde.ca.gov | 916-319-0357  


Last Reviewed: Monday, September 15, 2008 
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 Preconditions for 


California Educator Preparation Programs

Introduction


California law provides the Commission on Teacher Credentialing with the authority to accredit institutions and approve all programs that lead to a credential to serve as an educator in California’s public schools.  Among other responsibilities, Section 44225 of the California Education code establishes that the Commission shall establish professional standards, assessment and examinations for entry and advancement in the education profession, adopt a framework and general standards for the accreditation of preparation programs for teachers and other certificated educators, and propose appropriate rules and regulations in this area.  All institutions wishing to offer credential programs in the area of educator preparation programs must first successfully respond to the Commission’s preconditions. 


What is a Precondition?


A precondition is a requirement for initial and continued program approval.  Unlike standards, preconditions specify requirements for program compliance, not program quality. The basis for a precondition is either 1) statute, or 2) Commission policy.  


The Commission determines whether a program complies with the adopted preconditions on the basis of a program document provided by the college or university.  In the program review sequence, a program that meets all preconditions is eligible for a more intensive review to determine if the program's quality satisfies the Commission's standards.  


What kinds of preconditions exist?


There are essentially two kinds of preconditions.  The first are those that apply to all professional preparation programs.  These preconditions do not apply to subject matter programs.  The second type of preconditions are those that apply to particular kinds of credential areas.  Those institutions offering or applying to offer specific credential programs must respond to each of the applicable preconditions. 

Who reviews preconditions?


Because preconditions are related to issues of compliance and not program quality, Commission staff typically reviews preconditions.  This review is done prior to initial institutional approval and continuing accreditation site visits. 

Preconditions for All Professional Preparation Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all professional preparation programs.  All institutions applying for initial institutional approval or continuing accreditation of their educator preparation programs must respond to the following 10 Preconditions.


General Preconditions Established by the Commission


Pursuant to Education Code Section 44227(a), each program of professional preparation shall adhere to the following requirements of the Commission.

(1)
Accreditation and Academic Credit.  To be granted initial institutional accreditation by the Commission to become eligible to submit programs or to be granted initial program accreditation or continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the program(s) must be proposed and operated by an institution that (a) is fully accredited by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges or another of the six regional accrediting associations, and (b) grants baccalaureate academic credit or postbaccalaureate academic credit, or both.  (This provision does not apply to professional preparation programs offered by school districts.)



For school districts wishing to offer a professional preparation program, the Superintendent of the district shall submit verification of the governing board’s approval of sponsorship of the program.

 (2)
Responsibility and Authority.  To be granted initial institutional/district accreditation by the Commission or initial program accreditation or continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the institution/district shall provide the following information.


(a) 
Identify the position within the organizational structure that is responsible for ongoing oversight of all credential preparation programs offered by the institution/district (including credential programs offered by the extension division, if any).


(b)
Provide a description of the reporting relationship between the position described in (a) and the individuals who coordinate each credential program offered by the institution/district.  If a reporting relationship is indirect, describe the levels of authority and responsibility for each credential program.

 (3)
Personnel Decisions.  To be granted initial program accreditation or continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, a program of professional preparation must be proposed and operated by an institution/district that makes all personnel decisions without considering differences due to gender or other constitutionally or legally prohibited considerations. These decisions include decisions regarding the admission, retention or graduation of students, and decisions regarding the employment, retention or promotion of employees.

 (4)
Demonstration of Need. To be granted initial program accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the program proposal must include a demonstration of the need for the program in the region in which it will be operated.  Such a demonstration must include, but need not be limited to, assurance by a sample of school administrators that one or more school districts will, during the foreseeable future, hire or assign additional personnel to serve in the credential category.  


(5)
Practitioners’ Participation in Program Design. To be granted initial program accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the program proposal must include verification that practitioners in the credential category have participated actively in the design and development of the program's philosophical orientation, educational goals, and content emphases.  


 (6)
Commission Assurances.  To be granted initial program accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the program proposal must (a) demonstrate that the program will fulfill all of the applicable standards of program quality and effectiveness that have been adopted by the Commission; (b) assure that the institution/district will cooperate in an evaluation of the program by an external team or a monitoring of the program by a Commission staff member within four years of the initial enrollment of candidates in the program; and (c) assure that the institution/district will participate in focused reviews of one or more aspects of the program when designated by the Commission.


 (7)
Requests for Data.  To be granted initial or continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the institution/district must identify a qualified officer responsible for reporting and respond to all requests from the Commission for data including, but not limited to, program enrollments, program completers, examination results, and state and federal reporting within the time limits specified by the Commission. 


General Preconditions Established by State Law


 (8)
Faculty Participation.  Each postsecondary faculty member who regularly teaches one or more courses relating to instructional methods in a college or university program of professional preparation for teaching credentials, including Specialist Credentials, or one or more courses in administrative methods in an Administrative Services Credential program, shall actively participate in public elementary or secondary schools and classrooms at least once every three academic years.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44227.5 (a) and (b)

 (9)
California Basic Educational Skills Test.  In each program of professional preparation, applicants for program admission shall be required to take the California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST).  The institution shall use the test results to ensure that, upon admission, each candidate receives appropriate academic assistance necessary to pass the examination.  Reference:  Education Code Sections 44252 (f) and 44225 (n)

For Internship Programs: In each internship program of professional preparation, candidates who are admitted shall be required to pass the California Basic Educational Skills Test prior to assuming intern teaching responsibilities.  Reference: Education Code Section 44252 (b)

Clarification of General Precondition 9


Legislative Intent.  General Precondition 9 does not require passage of the CBEST for admission, only that the examination be taken.  It is the intent of the Legislature that admission to a program not be denied solely on the basis of having failed to pass the CBEST.  Further, it is expected that institutions will make provisions for assisting candidates in passing the exam.


Applicants Residing Out of State When They Apply for Admission.  Persons residing outside of California when they apply for admission must take the CBEST no later than the second available administration of the test after enrolling in the program.


Candidate Qualifications.  The standard requires that Multiple and Single Subject Credential (Program Standard 17) candidates must pass the CBEST prior to daily student teaching.


 (10)
Certificate of Clearance.  A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation shall not allow a candidate to assume daily student teaching responsibilities until the candidate obtains a Certificate of Clearance from the Commission that verifies the candidate’s personal identification, unless the individual has already completed the fingerprint and character identification process and has been issued a valid document by the Commission.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44320 (d)


For Internship Programs: A Certificate of Clearance must be obtained prior to assuming intern teaching responsibilities, intern counseling or psychologist responsibilities.

Preconditions for Multiple and Single Subject Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer the Multiple and/or Single Subject credential programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions. 

Each program of professional preparation that leads to the issuance of Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credentials shall adhere continually to the following requirements of California State law or Commission Policy.  


(11)
Limitation on Program Length.  The professional preparation coursework that all candidates are required to complete prior to or during a professional preparation program shall be equivalent to no more than one year of full-time study at the institution.  


The limitation applies to postgraduate teacher preparation programs.  The limitation does not apply to blended/integrated programs of subject matter preparation and professional preparation teaching internship programs.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44259 (a) and (b) (3)

Clarification of Program Precondition 11

Professional Preparation Courses.  Program Precondition 11 applies only to “professional preparation” courses, which are defined to consist of three kinds of courses:  (1) student teaching and other field experience courses in which candidates learn professional practices and teaching strategies under the direction and supervision of an experienced practitioner; (2) methods courses in which candidates study and practice ways of teaching classes and organizing curricula in elementary or secondary schools; and (3) courses in which candidates study concepts, information and/or principles that are presented as bases for effective school practices, and that are presented especially for candidates to learn as prospective teachers.


Prerequisite Courses.  Program Precondition 11 does not apply to prerequisite courses that meet all of the following conditions:  (1) are necessary in order that a candidate may benefit from professional preparation; (2) do not fall within the definition of “professional preparation” shown above; and (3) are open to enrollment by all students (i.e., not limited to credential candidates).  An institution must provide opportunities for candidates to establish equivalency to any prerequisite course.


Individually Prescribed Courses.  Program Precondition 11 does not apply to courses that are required of a candidate based on an individualized assessment of knowledge and skills required to meet the Commission’s Standards of Candidate Competence and Performance.  These courses would be prescribed when a candidate is unable to meet the candidate performance standards by completing the regular professional preparation program.


Elective Courses.  Program Precondition 11 does not apply to courses that are elected by candidates and are not required by the college or university prior to student teaching or as part of the one year of professional preparation.  Program Precondition 11 applies to courses that are selected by candidates from a required list of courses.


(12)
Limitation on Student Teaching Prerequisites.  No college or university shall require candidates to complete more than the equivalent of nine semester units of professional preparation courses (as defined in Program Precondition 1) prior to allowing candidates to enroll in student teaching in elementary or secondary schools.  This restriction may be increased to the equivalent of twelve semester units if the student teaching prerequisites include study of alternative methods of English language development as required by Program Precondition 3.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44320 (a)


For Internship Programs:  Not applicable.


Clarification of Program Precondition 12


Student Teaching is defined as experience in a classroom or school under the direction and supervision of an experienced practitioner to complete program requirements.  Other terms sometimes used include field work, field experience, directed teaching, practice teaching, practicum, etc.


(13)
English Language Skills.  In each program of professional preparation, the college or university or school district requires candidates to demonstrate knowledge of alternative methods of developing English language skills, including reading, among all pupils, including those for whom English is a second language, in accordance with the Commission's standards.  Reference: Education Code Section 44259 (b) and 44259.5

(14)
Undergraduate Student Enrollment.  Undergraduate students of any campus of the California State University or the University of California shall be allowed to enroll in any professional preparation course, as defined in Interim Program Precondition 1.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44320 (a)


For Internship Programs:  Not Applicable


Clarification of Program Precondition 14


Program Precondition 14 does not mean that a public institution must make it possible for a candidate to complete all requirements for a baccalaureate degree and a preliminary credential in four years of full-time study or the equivalent.


(15)
Program Admission.  The sponsor of a multiple or single subject teacher preparation program assesses each candidate’s standing in relation to required subject matter preparation during the admissions process.  The program admits only those candidates who meet one of the following criteria.  Reference: Education Code Sections 44227 (a)

•
The candidate provides evidence of having passed the appropriate subject matter examination(s).


•
The candidate provides evidence of having attempted the appropriate subject matter examinations(s).


•
The candidate provides evidence of registration for the next scheduled examination.


•
The candidate provides evidence of having completed a Commission approved the appropriate subject matter preparation program.


•
The candidate provides evidence of continuous progress toward meeting the subject matter requirement.


•
The candidate provides evidence of enrollment in an organized subject matter examination preparation program.

(New – Effective July 1, 2004)


(16)
Subject Matter Proficiency.  The approved teacher preparation program sponsor determines that each candidate meets the subject matter requirement prior to student teaching, or, for intern candidates, before being given daily whole class instructional responsibilities in a K-12 school or before becoming the teacher of record in a K-12 school.  Reference: Education Code Sections 44259 (b) (5)

•
For Multiple Subject programs (traditional, internship, and/or blended/integrated), the candidate provides evidence of having passed the appropriate subject matter examination(s).


•
For Single Subject programs (traditional and/or internship), the candidate provides evidence of having passed the appropriate subject matter examination(s) or having completed the appropriate Commission-approved subject matter preparation program, or a course of study deemed equivalent by the program sponsor.


•
For Single Subject blended/integrated programs, the candidate provides evidence of having passed the appropriate subject matter examination(s), or having completed at least four-fifths (4/5) of the appropriate Commission-approved subject matter preparation program, or a course of study deemed equivalent by the program sponsor.


(New Number and Revised Format)


(17)
Completion of Requirements.  A college or university or school district that operates a program for the Multiple or Single Subject Credential shall determine, prior to recommending a candidate for the credential, that the candidate meets all legal requirements for the credential, including but not limited to: Reference: Education Code Sections 44259  (b) and 44283 (b) (8)

•
Possession of a baccalaureate or higher degree other than in professional education from a regionally accredited institution


•
Passage of the California Basic Education Skills Test (CBEST)


•
Completion of an accredited professional preparation program


•
Completion of the subject matter requirement


•
Demonstration of knowledge of the principles and provisions of the Constitution of the United States


•
Passage of the Teaching Performance Assessment


•
Passage of the Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA) (for Multiple Subject candidates).  


Preconditions for Internship Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Internship Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.  

For initial program accreditation and continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, participating districts and universities must adhere to the following requirements of state law.

(11)
Bachelor's Degree Requirement.  Candidates admitted to internship programs must hold baccalaureate degrees or higher from a regionally accredited institution of higher education.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44453

(12)
Supervision of Interns.  In an internship program, the participating institutions shall provide supervision of all interns.  No intern's salary may be reduced by more than 1/8 of its total to pay for supervision, and the salary of the intern shall not be less than the minimum base salary paid to a regularly certificated person.  If the intern salary is reduced, no more than eight interns may be advised by one district support person.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44462.  Institutions will describe the procedures used in assigning supervisors and, where applicable, the system used to pay for supervision.


(13)
Assignment and Authorization.  To receive program approval, the participating institution authorizes the candidates in an internship program to assume the functions that are authorized by the regular standard credential.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44454.  The institution stipulates that the interns' services meet the instructional or service needs of the participating district(s).  Reference:  Education Code Section 44458

(14)
Participating Districts.  Participating districts are public school districts or county offices of education.  Submissions for approval must identify the specific districts involved and the specific credential(s) involved.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44321 and 44452

Specific Preconditions Established by the Commission for Internship Programs


For initial program accreditation and continuing accreditation, participating districts and universities must adhere to the following requirements established by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.


(15)
Non-Displacement of Certificated Employees.  The institution and participating districts must certify that interns do not displace certificated employees in participating districts.


 (16)
Justification of Internship Program.  When an institution submits a program for initial or continuing accreditation, the institution must explain why the internship is being implemented.  Programs that are developed to meet employment shortages must include a statement from the participating district(s) about the availability of qualified certificated persons holding the credential.  The exclusive representative of certificated employees in the credential area (when applicable) is encouraged to submit a written statement to the Committee on Accreditation agreeing or disagreeing with the justification that is submitted. 


Preconditions Established by State Law for District Internship Credential Applicants (Only MS, SS, or Ed. Sp. programs can be offered by district intern programs)


Applicants for District Intern Certificates must meet the requirements listed below. Therefore, for initial program accreditation and continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, participating districts must ascertain that applicants meet the following requirements of state law before the District Intern Certificate will be issued.


(17)
Bachelor's Degree Requirement.  Each intern admitted into the program has a baccalaureate degree from a regionally accredited institution of higher education. 


(a)
Applicants who will teach in departmentalized classes in grades six to twelve (including bilingual) must have completed an undergraduate academic major or minor in the subjects(s) to be taught.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44325 and 44326

(b)
Applicants who will teach in self-contained classes in kindergarten or grades one to eight (including bilingual) must have completed an undergraduate degree with an academic major or minor, or a diversified or liberal arts program.  The degree program must include the subject matter coursework prescribed in Section 44314 of the Education Code.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44326

(18)
California Basic Educational Skills Test.  Each intern admitted into the program has passed the California Basic Educational Skills Test.  Reference:  Education Code 44325 (c) (2)

(19)
Subject Matter Requirement.  Each Multiple Subject intern admitted into the program has passed the Commission-approved subject matter examinations(s) for the subject area(s) in which the District Intern is authorized to teach, and each Single Subject intern admitted into the program has passed the Commission-approved subject matter examination(s) or completed the subject matter program for the subject areas(s) in which the District Intern is authorized to teach.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44325(c) (2)

(20)
Certificate of Clearance.  Each intern admitted into the program has a Certificate of Clearance verifying the intern’s personal identification and good moral character.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44325 (d)

(21)
Oral Language Proficiency.  Each intern who is authorized to teach in bilingual classrooms has passed the oral language component (speaking only) of the Commission-approved assessment program leading to the Bilingual Crosscultural Language and Academic Development Certificate.  Reference:  Education Code Section 44325 (c) (4)

Specific Preconditions Established by State Law for District Internship Programs (ONLY MS, SS, or Ed. Sp. programs can be offered by district intern programs)

For initial program accreditation and continuing accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation, the governing board of participating districts must certify that the following requirements of state law are met:


(22)
Guidance and Assistance.  The district intern will be assisted and guided throughout the training period by (1) a certificated employee who has been designated as a mentor teacher, or (2) a certificated employee who has been selected through a competitive process which has been developed in consultation with the certificated exclusive bargaining agent and approved by the governing body of the district, or (3) personnel who are employed by institutions of higher education to supervise student teachers.  A certificated employee who assists the district intern must possess valid certification at the same level or of the same type of credential as the district interns they serve. Reference:  Education Code 44830.3 (a); Education Code 44326(e)

(23)
Professional Development Plan.  The employing district has developed and implemented a Professional Development Plan for district interns in consultation with an accredited institution of higher education that offers Commission-approved programs of teacher preparation.  The plan shall include all of the following:


(a)
Provisions for an annual evaluation of the district intern.


(b)
As the governing board determines necessary, a description of the courses to be completed by the intern, if any, and a plan for the completion of preservice or other clinical training, if any, including student teaching.


(c)
Mandatory preservice training for district interns tailored to the grade level or class to be taught, through either of the following options: 


(1) 
120 clock hours of preservice training and orientation in the aspects of child development, classroom organization and management, pedagogy, and methods of teaching the subject field or fields in which the district intern will be assigned. This training period must be under the direct supervision of an experienced permanent teacher. In addition, district interns must receive orientation in methods of teaching pupils with mild and moderate disabilities. At the conclusion of the preservice training period, the permanent teacher must provide the district with information regarding the area that should be emphasized in the future training of the district intern.


(2) The successful completion, prior to service of the intern in any classroom, of six semester units of coursework (nine quarter units) from a regionally accredited college or university, designed in cooperation with the district to provide instruction and orientation in the aspects of child development and the methods of teaching the subject field or fields in which the district intern will be assigned.


(d)
Additional instruction during the first semester of service, for interns teaching in kindergarten or grades 1 to 6 inclusive, in child development and teaching methods, and special education programs for pupils with mild and moderate disabilities. 


(e)
Instruction, during the first year of service, for interns teaching children in bilingual classes in the culture and methods of teaching bilingual children, and instruction in the etiology and methods of teaching children with mild and moderate disabilities.


(f)
Any other criteria required by the governing board. Reference:  Education Code 44830.3 (a)

(g)
120 clock hours, for district interns teaching in special education programs for pupils with mild and moderate disabilities, of mandatory training and supervised fieldwork that must include, but are not limited to, instructional practices and the procedures and pedagogy of both general education programs and special education programs that teach pupils with disabilities. This training must be based on commission-adopted standards for district intern programs. Reference: Education Code 44327

(h)
120 clock hours, for district interns teaching bilingual classes that include but are not limited to mandatory training and orientation in subject matter relating to bilingual-crosscultural language and academic development.


(i)
Compensation for the preservice period, for each district intern and each district teacher assigned to supervise the district intern, in an amount normally provided by the district for staff development or inservice activities.


(j)
The recommendation for credentialing to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing of district interns who complete two years of service, or three years of service for interns participating in a program that leads to a specialist credential to teach pupils with mild and moderate disabilities, or fours years of service if the intern is participating in a program that leads to both a multiple subject or single subject teaching credential and a specialist credential to teach pupils with mild and moderate disabilities.


(24)
Early Program Completion Option. Each district intern program must make available to candidates who qualify for the option the opportunity to choose an early program completion option, culminating in a five year preliminary teaching credential. This option must be made available to interns who meet the following requirements:


(a)
Pass a written assessment adopted by the commission that assesses knowledge of teaching foundations as well as all of the following:


•
Human development as it relates to teaching and learning aligned with the state content and performance standards for K-12 students


• 
Techniques to address learning differences, including working with students with special needs


•
Techniques to address working with English learners to provide access to the curriculum


•
Reading instruction in accordance with state standards


•
Assessment of student progress based on the state content and performance standards


•
Classroom management techniques


•
Methods of teaching the subject fields


(b)
Pass the teaching performance assessment. This assessment may be taken only one time by an intern participating in the early completion option. Pending implementation of the teaching performance assessment, the program may recommend an intern for a preliminary multiple subject or single subject teaching credential based on demonstrated competence in the field experience component of the internship program.


(c)
Pass the Reading Instruction Competence Assessment (RICA)


(d)
Meet the requirements for teacher fitness


An intern who chooses the early completion option but is not successful in passing the assessment may complete his or her full internship program. Reference: Education Code 44468

(25)
Length of Validity of the District Intern Certificate.  Each district intern certificate will be valid for a period of two years. However, a certificate may be valid for three years if the intern is participating in a program leading to the attainment of a specialist credential to teach students with mild/moderate disabilities, or for four years if the intern is participating in a program leading to the attainment of both a multiple subject or a single subject teaching credential and a specialist credential to teach students with mild/moderate disabilities.  Reference: Education Code 44325 (b)

(26) 
Evaluation of Program.  Each participating district will cooperate with the Commission in the periodic review of the district intern program on the basis of the commission's standards for district intern programs.  Reference: Education Code 44327 (b).

Preconditions for Education Specialist Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Education Specialist Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.  (Please note:  These preconditions are numbered differently than the rest of the credential areas.)

(1) 
To be granted initial accreditation by the Committee on Accreditation as a program of professional preparation, each institution must offer both the Level I Preliminary Specialist and Level II Professional Specialist Credential, or offer the Level I Preliminary Specialist and submit a letter of commitment with the Level I document to secure accreditation for a Level II program within two years of Level I program accreditation.



Note: Institutions that wish to collaborate with other institutions to offer a two-level program must submit a joint plan to engage in a partnership for Level I and II. The partnership must include a rationale for why a partnership is necessary to give candidates access to a Level I or Level II program in a given geographic region and must explain how access will be accomplished. 


Preconditions Established by the Commission for Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential Programs


Pursuant to Education Code Sections 44227(a) and 44265, each program of professional preparation for a Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential shall adhere to the following requirements of the Commission.


(1)
 To be granted initial accreditation or continuing accreditation, programs of study for the Preliminary Education Specialist Credential shall be a minimum of one academic year of full time study or the equivalent.


(2)
A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation for the Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential shall ensure that each candidate who wishes to earn the Multiple or Single Subject Teaching Credential receives appropriate academic credit for general education coursework and fieldwork that are completed as part of the specialist credential program.


Preconditions Established by State Law


Each program of professional preparation in special education shall adhere to the following requirements in state law.


For Programs for Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Candidates: A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation leading to the Education Specialist Credential: Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing shall exempt candidates who are prelingually deaf from the requirement to pass the California Basic Educational Skills Test. Candidates must be informed of this option and informed that the two-year nonrenewable credential authorizes the individual to serve as a teacher of pupils who are deaf or hard-of-hearing who are enrolled in state special schools or in special classes for pupils who are deaf or hard-of-hearing only. The candidate should also be informed that to obtain a clear credential, the credential applicant must submit documentation of verification of proficiency from the employing agency within the two-year period of the nonrenewable Preliminary Specialist Credential. Verification of proficiency is based on the criteria established by the Commission which focuses on the essential functions of the positions of teachers and counselors who work specifically with students who are deaf or hard-of-hearing. Statutory basis: Education Code Sections 44265.7 through 44265.9

Candidates applying under this provision for the Education Specialist: Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing Credential will be required to complete both the Level I and II credential requirements.


For Internship Programs: A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation for Teaching or Services Credentials with an Internship shall require each California resident who applies for program admission to pass the California Basic Educational Skills Test prior to assuming intern teaching or services responsibilities. Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44252(b)

(14) 
A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation shall require each candidate to demonstrate knowledge of alternative methods of developing English language skills, including reading, among all pupils, including those for whom English is a second language. Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44259

This precondition applies to programs for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language, Speech and Hearing including the Special Class Authorization. It does not apply to candidates for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credentials in Language, Speech and Hearing, Audiology, and Orientation and Mobility.


Clinical Rehabilitative Services Programs


General Preconditions Established by Federal or State Laws


Each program of professional preparation that leads to the issuance of Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credentials in Language and Speech or Audiology shall adhere continually to the following requirements of California State laws.


(1) 
A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology shall require each California resident who applies for program admission to take the California Basic Education Skills Test. The institution shall use the results of the test to ensure that each admitted candidate received appropriate academic assistance to prepare the candidate to pass the test.   Statutory basis: California Education Code Section 44252 (f)

(2) 
A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology shall not allow a candidate to assume daily student clinician responsibilities until the candidate obtains a certificate of clearance from the Commission which verifies the candidate's personal identification. Statutory basis: California Education Code Section 44320(b)

(3) 
Each faculty member who regularly teaches one or more courses relating to instructional methods in a program of professional preparation for Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential for Language and Speech or Audiology shall be clinically involved with individuals aged 0 to 22 at least once every three academic years. Statutory basis: California Education Code Section 44227.5 (b) and (c)

(4) 
Each candidate for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Speech and Language or Audiology must meet the highest requirements in the state applicable to the profession. In California, licensure is deemed the highest state standard. As of September 1, 1995, institutions must require all candidates applying for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Speech and Language or Audiology to obtain a master's degree in speech and language or audiology to satisfy the federal requirement for the highest standard. Statutory basis: Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, Public Law 94-457

General Preconditions Established by the Commission for the Clinical Rehabilitative


Services Credentials in Language, Speech and Hearing and in Audiology


Pursuant to Education Code Section 44227 (a), each program of professional preparation shall adhere to the following requirements of the Commission.


(1) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must be proposed and operated by an institution that (a) is fully accredited by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges, and (b) offers a master's degree in Language and Speech and/or Audiology.


(2) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must be proposed and operated by an institution that makes all personnel decisions without considering differences due to gender considerations or other constitutionally or legally prohibited considerations. These include decisions regarding the admission, retention or graduation of students, and decisions regarding the employment, retention or promotion of employees.


(3)
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must provide the opportunity for candidates to fulfill the requirements for California licensure in Language and Speech and/or Audiology.


(4)
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must require candidates to complete at least 75 semester credit hours.


a. 
At least 27 semester credit hours in basic sciences must be included. The 27 hours in basic sciences must include at least 6 semester credit hours in the biological/physical sciences and college-level mathematics, including at least one course in each area. It must include at least 6 credit hours in the behavioral and/or social sciences. It also must total at least 15 semester credit hours in the anatomic and physiologic bases, the physical and psychophysical bases, and the linguistic and psycholinguistic bases of human communication processes. The 15 hours must include at least one course in each of the following areas: anatomic and physiologic bases for the normal development and use of speech, language and hearing; physical basis and processes of the production and perception of speech, language and hearing; linguistic and psycholinguistic variables related to the normal development of speech, language and hearing.


b. 
An additional 36 semester credit hours must be in professional coursework and must include courses that concern the nature, prevention, evaluation, and treatment of speech, language, and hearing disorders. At least 30 of the 36 semester credit hours must be in courses for which graduate credit is received, and at least 21 of the 30 graduate semester credit hours must be in the professional area for which the credential is sought.


c. 
Up to 6 graduate credit hours for a thesis or dissertation may be accepted in the basic science and/or professional coursework category.


(5) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must ensure that clinical supervisors in all settings possess the credentials mandated by California licensure. In addition, all clinical supervisors in public school settings must possess a valid Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in the appropriate specialization or its equivalent.


(6) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must provide opportunities for varied and adequate field experiences for its students in meeting the needs of students from 0 to 22 years of age.

(7)
The program of professional preparation for Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credentials in Language and Speech or Audiology must require a minimum of 25 observation hours prior to 350 clinical contact hours.


(8) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must require that a maximum of 25 clock hours be obtained from participation in staffing in which evaluation, treatment, and/or recommendations are discussed or formulated, with or without the client present.

(9) 
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must require that at least 50 supervised clock hours must be completed in each of three types of clinical setting.


(10)
The program of professional preparation for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or Audiology must require that least 50 percent of each evaluation session, including screening and identification activities, be observed directly by the supervisor. At least 25 percent of each applicant's total contact time in clinical treatment with each client must be observed directly by the supervisor.


Specific Preconditions Established by the Commission for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology


(1)
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology must require that candidates complete 30 of the 36 semester credit hours of professional coursework in graduate units, including at least 21 hours in the professional area for which the credential is sought. In addition, candidates must complete a minimum of 30 of the 36 semester credit hours of coursework in audiology and a minimum of 6 of the 36 semester credit hours of coursework in speech and language. The 36 credit hours must include the following coursework:


a. 
At least 6 semester hours in hearing disorders and hearing evaluation.


b.
At least 6 semester hours in habilitative/rehabilitative procedures with individuals who have hearing impairment.


c. 
At least 6 semester hours in speech-language pathology, including at least 3 hours in speech disorders, and at least 3 hours in language disorders unrelated to hearing impairment.


d. 
A maximum of 6 academic semester hours associated with clinical practicum may be counted toward the 30 graduate hours but may not be counted toward the required 21 graduate credits in audiology.


(2) 
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology must require candidates to complete at least 100 hours in a public school setting or its equivalent, at least 50 of which must be in the selection and use of amplification and assistive devices for children. Both direct and indirect services may be counted under treatment for hearing disorders.


(3)
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology must require that at least 250 of the supervised clock hours be in audiology. At least 40 of those 250 clock hours must be completed in categories a and b. At least 80 hours must be completed in categories c and d, including a minimum of 10 hours in each of these categories. At least 20 of those 250 clock hours must be completed in category e.


a. 
Evaluation: Children's hearing


b. 
Evaluation: Adults' hearing


c. 
Selection and use: Children's amplification and assistive devices


d. 
Selection and use: Adults' amplification and assistive devices


e. 
Treatment: Children's and adults' hearing disorders


(4)
 The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology must require that up to 20 hours in audiology be in related disorders. These may include but are not limited to hearing conservation programs.


(5)
 The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Audiology must require that at least 35 of the 350 clock hours be in speech and language. At least 15 of those 35 clock hours must involve the evaluation or screening of individuals with speech and language disorders unrelated to hearing impairment, and at least 15 must involve the treatment of individuals with speech and language disorders unrelated to hearing impairment.


Specific Preconditions Established by the Commission for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech


(1)
 The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credentials in Language and Speech must require that candidates complete 30 of the 36 semester credit hours of professional coursework in graduate units, including at least 21 hours in the professional area for which the credential is sought. In addition, candidates must complete a minimum of 30 of the 36 semester credit hours of coursework in speech and language and a minimum of 6 of the 36 semester credit hours of coursework in audiology. The 36 credit hours must include the following coursework:


a. 
At least 6 semester hours in speech disorders.


b. 
At least 6 semester hours in language disorders.


c. 
At least 6 semester hours in audiology, including at least 3 hours in hearing disorders and hearing evaluation, and at least 3 hours in habilitative/rehabilitative procedures with individuals who have hearing impairment.


d. 
Maximum of 6 academic semester hours associated with clinical practicum may be counted toward the 30 graduate hours but may not be counted toward the required 21 graduate credits in each professional area.


(2)
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credentials in Language and Speech must require that individuals complete 100 or more clinical hours at a school site or its equivalent.


(3)
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech must require that at least 250 of the 350 supervised clock hours be completed in speech and language. At least 20 of those 250 clock hours must be completed in each of the eight categories listed below.


a. 
Evaluation: Child speech disorders


b. 
Evaluation: Adult speech disorders


c. 
Evaluation: Child language disorders


d. 
Evaluation: Adult language disorders


e. 
Treatment: Child speech disorders


f. 
Treatment: Adult speech disorders


g. 
Treatment: Child language disorders


h. 
Treatment: Adult language disorders


(4) 
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech must require that up to 20 clock hours be obtained for activities related to the prevention of communicative disorders, the enhancement of speech, language, and communicative effectiveness, improved swallowing, and related disorders.


(5)
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech must require that at least 35 of the 350 clock hours be in audiology. At least 15 of those 35 clock hours must involve the evaluation or screening of individuals with hearing disorders, and at least 15 must involve habilitation/rehabilitation of individuals who have hearing impairment.


Preconditions Established by the Commission for the Special Class Authorization


(1)
 The program for the Special Class Authorization must require that each candidate hold a current Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech or an earlier California credential that authorizes the provision of itinerant speech and language services in the public schools.


(2)
 The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential with a Special Class Authorization must require that all candidates fulfill the Level I core requirements for the Education Specialist Credentials.


(3) 
The program for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language and Speech with a Special Class Authorization must require that all candidates complete a minimum of 100 hours of teaching in a class for students with speech and language impairments under the supervision of a master teacher with the Special Class Authorization or its equivalent.


Preconditions and Standards of Program Quality and Effectiveness for

Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential Programs

Preconditions  apply to Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential Programs as well as Preliminary Level I Programs. An institution that submits a combined proposal for Level I and II Programs is expected to address the Preconditions once.


Common Standards 1 through 8 apply to Professional Level II Programs as well as Preliminary Level I Programs. An institution submitting a single proposal for Level I and Level II is expected to address the Common Standards only once. (Please note:  These preconditions are numbered differently than other credential areas.)

Preconditions Established by the Commission for Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential Programs


Pursuant to Education Code Sections 44227(a) and 44265, each program of Level II Credential preparation shall adhere to the following requirements of the Commission.


(1) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall determine, prior to admission to the credential program, that each candidate is employed in a special education position that is likely to have sufficient duration for the Level II induction plan to be completed. Day-to-day substitute positions do not satisfy this precondition.


(2) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall determine, prior to admission to the credential program, that each candidate possesses a valid Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential, or a Certificate of Eligibility for the credential

(3) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall provide for the development of a written individualized program of coursework and professional development activities, referred to as a professional credential induction plan, developed in consultations among the candidate, employer and institution. The professional credential induction plan shall identify and address individual candidate needs, college or university program requirements, consultations and other activities with an assigned support provider, and assessment of the plan's completion. A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Education Specialist Credential shall consider the development of the professional credential induction plan and assessment of the completion of the professional credential induction plan to be part of the total units required for the Level II professional credential program.


(4) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall allow approved non-university activities to be included in the Level II professional credential induction plan for up to 25 percent or one quarter of the total program, in consultation with the candidate and the employer's representative.


(5) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall determine, prior to recommending a candidate for the credential, that the candidate has verified successful completion of a minimum of two years of teaching experience in a full-time special education position or the equivalent, in a public school or private school of equivalent status. The experience must be completed while holding the Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential or while holding a valid out-of-state credential in a special education category comparable to a Commission-approved Preliminary Level I program authorizing special education service.


(6) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall ensure that each Level II teacher's support provider is a credentialed staff member. The individual assigned as a support provider must be someone other than the teacher's supervisor or principal.


(7) 
A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Level II Education Specialist Credential shall ensure that the assignment of a support provider for each beginning teacher occurs within the first 120 days of employment so the candidate, institutional advisor and employer's representative(s) can begin to develop a Level II professional induction plan for the support and development of each beginning teacher.


Precondition for Early Childhood Special Education Certificate


Institutions that intend to offer the Early Childhood Special Education Certificate only, not the full credential program in Early Childhood Special Education, must have approved programs for both the Preliminary Level I Education Specialist and Professional Level II Education Specialist Credentials in place. The Early Childhood Special Education Certificate is not considered part of the Professional Level II program, but a way to expand the age authorization following completion of Level II.


Preconditions for Administrative Services Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Administrative Services Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

Specific Preconditions for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential


Each program of professional preparation that leads to the issuance of a Preliminary Administrative Services Credential shall adhere continually to the following requirements of California State laws.


(11) 
Prerequisite Degree and Credential.  An entity that operates a program for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential shall determine, prior to recommending a candidate for the credential, that the candidate possesses a baccalaureate degree and a valid teaching credential; or a services credential with a specialization in pupil personnel services, library services, health services, or clinical rehabilitative services; or a designated subjects credential and a baccalaureate degree.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270(a)(1)


For Internship Programs: An entity that operates a program of preparation for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential with an Internship shall require each candidate who is admitted into an Internship Program to possess the appropriate prerequisite credential prior to assuming internship administrative responsibilities.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270(a)(1)

(12) 
Experience Requirement.  An entity that operates a program for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential shall determine, prior to recommending a candidate for the credential, that the candidate has verified experience of a minimum of three years of successful, full-time classroom teaching in public or private schools; or three years of experience appropriate to the services credential listed in (1) above; or three years of experience with a designated subjects credential.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270(a)(2)


For Internship Programs: An entity that operates a program of preparation for the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential with an Internship shall determine that each candidate who is admitted into an Internship Program has verified experience of a minimum of three years of successful full-time teaching or services as described above prior to assuming internship administrative responsibilities.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270(a)(2)

Specific Preconditions for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential


(11)
Initial Employment Requirement. An entity that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential shall determine, prior to admission to the credential program, that the candidate is employed in a position requiring an administrative credential.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270 (b) and 44270.1 (a)(2)

(12)
Prerequisite Credential. An entity that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential shall determine, prior to admission to the credential program, that the candidate possesses a valid Preliminary Administrative Services Credential.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270.1 (a)(1)

(13)
Individualized Induction Plan. An entity that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential shall provide for the development of a written individualized program of professional development activities (professional credential induction plan) for the advanced preparation program based upon individual needs.  The plan shall be developed in consultations among the candidate, employer and university representative.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270.1 (a)(3)

(14)
Non-university Activities Option. A college or university that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential may allow approved non-university activities to be included in the professional credential induction plan in consultations among the candidate, employer's representative and university representative.   Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270.1 (a)(3)

(15)
Administrative Experience Requirement. An entity that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential shall determine, prior to recommending a candidate for the credential, that the candidate has verified completion of a minimum of two years of successful experience in a full-time administrative position in a public school or private school of equivalent status while holding the Preliminary Administrative Services Credential.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270.1 (a)(2)

(16)
Inclusion of University Coursework.  An entity that operates a program for the Professional Clear Administrative Services Credential shall ensure that the professional credential induction plan developed for each candidate includes university coursework among the required professional development activities.  Statutory basis: Education Code Section 44270.1(a)(3)

* These preconditions do not apply to the guidelines-based professional clear programs.


Preconditions for Pupil Personnel Services Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Pupil Personnel Services Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

(11) Specialization Requirements. A college or university that operates a program of professional preparation shall have a curriculum that meets the requirements of (A) and one or more of (B), (C), (D), and (E) as specified below. Statutory basis: Title 5 California Code of Regulations, Section 80632, Article 2, Professional Preparation Programs.


(A) 
In order to meet the scholastic needs of school pupils with a diverse range of needs, abilities and expectations, all programs approved as preparation in pupil personnel services shall give primary emphasis to helping public school pupils to achieve academic success by emphasizing the importance of academic advising. Persons admitted to programs must have a minimum of a baccalaureate degree from an accredited college or university in a subject other than Education. 


(B) 
Credit for successful completion of a program of study for the school counselor specialization shall be: Equivalent to a minimum of 48 semester units or 72 quarter units; or 720 classroom hours of post baccalaureate study.


(C) 
Credit for successful completion of a program of study for the school social work specialization shall be: Equivalent to a minimum of 45 semester units or 67.5 quarter units; or 675 classroom hours of postgraduate study.


(D) 
Credit for successful completion of a program of study for the school psychologist specialization shall be: Equivalent to a minimum of 60 semester units or 90 quarter units; or 900 classroom hours of postgraduate study.


(E) 
Credit for successful completion of a program of study for the added child welfare and attendance services specialization shall be: Equivalent to a minimum of 9 semester units or 13 quarter units; or 135 classroom hours of postgraduate study.


Preconditions for Adapted Physical Education Programs

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Adapted Physical Education Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

(11) 
Candidates to an Adaptive Physical Education Program must hold a prerequisite teaching credential which authorizes the teaching of physical education. The following credentials are acceptable: Single Subject in Physical Education, Multiple Subject, Standard Secondary with a major or minor in Physical Education, Standard Elementary with an academic major or a major or minor in Physical Education, Standard Early Childhood, Special Secondary in Physical Education, General Secondary, General Junior High School, General Elementary, General Kindergarten Primary. A Single Subject Teaching Credential with a supplementary authorization in sports and games or Introductory Physical Education is not a valid basic teaching credential for the Adapted Physical Education Specialist Credential. Statutory basis: Education Code Sections 44225 and 56363(b)(5); and Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Sections 80046 and  0046.1

Preconditions for  Agriculture Specialist Programs

There are no preconditions specifically for Agriculture Specialist Programs.  However, programs must address the 10 General Institutional Preconditions.

Preconditions for Mathematics Specialist Programs


There are no preconditions specifically for Mathematics Specialist Programs.  However, programs must address the 10 General Institutional Preconditions.


Preconditions for Reading Certificate and the 

Reading and Language Arts Specialist Programs

There are no preconditions specifically for Reading Certificate or Reading and Language Arts Specialist Programs.  However, programs must address the 10 General Institutional Preconditions.


Preconditions for California Teachers of English Learners 

(CTEL) Programs for CLAD Certification

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer the California Teachers of English Learners Programs for CLAD Certification.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

To be approved by the Commission, a California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL) Program for CLAD Certification must comply with the following preconditions.


(1) Per Title 5, Section 80015 (a)(3), each program for the California Teachers of English Learners shall require completion of 24 semester units (or 36 quarter units) or 12 upper-division/graduate semester units (or 18 quarter upper division/graduate quarter units) in the approved course work for the certificate.


(2) Per Title 5, Section 80015.2(a), applicants recommended for a Crosscultural, Language, and Academic Development Certificate (CLAD) must possess a valid California teaching credential, services credential, children’s center instructional permit, or children’s center supervision permit which authorized the holder to provide instruction to pupils in preschool, kindergarten, any of grades 1 to 12 inclusive, or classes primarily organized for adults except the following:


a. Emergency credentials or permit, 


b. Exchange credentials as specified in Education Code Section 44333,


c. District intern certificates as specified in Education Code Section 44325,


d. Sojourn certificated employee credentials as specified in Education Code Section 44856;


e. Teacher education internship credentials as specified in Article 3 (commencing with Education Code Section 44450) of Chapter 3;


Preconditions for Library Media Teacher Programs

There are no preconditions specifically for Library Media Teacher Programs.  However, programs must address the 10 General Institutional Preconditions.


Preconditions for the Designated Subjects 

Adult Education Teaching Credentials

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Designated Subjects Adult Education Teacher Credential Programs.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

(11) 
To be granted preliminary approval or continued approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the program must be developed, submitted and implemented by an LEA. An LEA, as it applies to Designated Subjects Adult Education Teaching Credentials means any of the following categories of agencies:


a. A California public school or consortium of school districts;


b. A California county superintendent of schools office;


c. A California regional occupational program or center;


d. A California State Agency;


e. A Commission-approved teacher preparation institution.


Source: California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education, Section 80034(c)

(12)
a. A LEA desiring to develop a program of personalized preparation for the designated subjects teaching credential or for the designated subjects supervision and coordination credential shall file with the Commission on Teacher Credentialing an application for approval, signed by the Chief Administrative Officer of the agency or agencies constituting the LEA. This application shall include a complete description of how the program will meet each standard of program quality and effectiveness with a particular focus upon how the LEA proposes to assure that candidates will acquire the competencies, skills and knowledge required.

b. The Commission will approve programs after the review of the application, when such application reflects that the program submitted by the LEA meets the requirements. Programs will be monitored by the Commission to determine if the requirements are being met. Source: California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education, Section 80040

(13) 
To be granted preliminary approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the program proposal must:


a. 
demonstrate that the program will fulfill all of the applicable standards of program quality and effectiveness that have been adopted by the Commission, and


b. 
include assurances that 


1. 
the LEA will cooperate in an evaluation of the program by an external team or a monitoring of the program by a Commission staff member within four years of the initial enrollment of candidates in the program, and 


2. 
that the LEA will respond to all requests of the Commission for data regarding program enrollments and completions within the time limits specified by the Commission. Source: Commission adopted policy

(14) 
To be granted continued approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the LEA must respond to all requests of the Commission for data regarding program enrollments and completions within the time limits specified by the Commission. Source: Commission adopted policy

Preconditions for the Designated Subjects 

Vocational Education Teaching Credentials

The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Designated Subjects Vocational Education Teaching Credentials.  Institutions must respond to the 10 General Preconditions as well as these additional preconditions.

(11) 
To be granted preliminary approval or continued approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the program must be developed, submitted and implemented by an LEA. An LEA, as it applies to Designated Subjects Vocational Education Teaching Credentials means any of the following categories of agencies:


a. A California public school or consortium of school districts;


b. A California county superintendent of schools office;


c. A California regional occupational program or center;


d. A California State Agency;


e. A Commission-approved teacher preparation institution.


Source: California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education, Section 80034(c)

(12) 
a. A LEA desiring to develop a program of personalized preparation for the designated subjects teaching credential or for the designated subjects supervision and coordination credential shall file with the Commission on Teacher Credentialing an application for approval, signed by the Chief Administrative Officer of the agency or agencies constituting the LEA. This application shall include a complete description of how the program will meet each standard of program quality and effectiveness with a particular focus upon how the LEA proposes to assure that candidates will acquire the competencies, skills and knowledge required.


b. The Commission will approve programs after the review of the application, when such application reflects that the program submitted by the LEA meets the requirements. Programs will be monitored by the Commission to determine if the requirements are being met. Source: California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education, Section 80040

(13) 
To be granted preliminary approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the program proposal must:


a. 
demonstrate that the program will fulfill all of the applicable standards of program quality and effectiveness that have been adopted by the Commission, and


b.
include assurances that 1 the LEA will cooperate in an evaluation of the program by an external team or a monitoring of the program by a Commission staff member within four years of the initial enrollment of candidates in the program, and 2 that the LEA will respond to all requests of the Commission for data regarding program enrollments and completions within the time limits specified by the Commission.  Source: Commission adopted policy

(14) 
To be granted continued approval by the Commission as a program of personalized preparation, the LEA must respond to all requests of the Commission for data regarding program enrollments and completions within the time limits specified by the Commission. Source: Commission adopted policy

Preconditions for Single Subject Matter Programs


The following Preconditions apply to all institutions applying to the Commission for approval to offer Single Subject Matter Programs.  Institutions apply for these programs need NOT respond to the 10 General Preconditions.

In addition to describing how a program meets each standard of program quality, the program document by an institution shall include the course titles, unit designations, catalog descriptions and syllabi of all courses in the program that are used to meet the standards. Program documents must include a matrix chart that identifies which courses meet which standards.


Following are Preconditions for the listed subject areas:


· English


· Mathematics


· Social Science


· Science


· Art


· Music


· Physical Education


· Languages other then English (LOTE)


· Agriculture


· Business


· Health


· Home Economics


· Industrial and Technology Education


· Driver Education and Training


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in English


To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in English must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in English shall include (a) a minimum of 36 semester units (or 54 quarter units) of core coursework in English and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 12 semester units (or 18 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) the following subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of English and related subjects in the public schools, including:  


· Literature and Textual Analysis; 


· Language, Linguistics, and Literacy;


· Composition and Rhetoric; and


· Communications: Speech, Media, and Creative Performance.


(3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) designed to supplement the core of the program may be offered in any or all of the following patterns:


· A combination of related content areas within or across domains


· A concentration in one domain


· A concentration in any content area within a domain


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Mathematics

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Mathematics must comply with the following preconditions.


(1)
Each program of subject matter preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Mathematics shall include (a) a minimum of 30 semester units (or 45 quarter units) of core mathematics coursework that is directly related to subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized mathematics classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 15 semester units (or 22 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core of the program shall include coursework in subjects commonly taught in departmentalized classes of mathematics and related subjects in the California public schools such as algebra (or demonstrated proficiency), geometry, number theory, calculus, history of mathematics, and statistics and probability. 


(3)
Extended studies (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) in the program shall be designed to supplement the core of the program.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Social Science

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Social Science must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Social Science shall include (a) a minimum of 30 semester units (or 45 quarter units) of core coursework in history and social science subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 15 semester units (or 22 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3 below.


(2)
The core of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) the following subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools: history and geography of the world, the United States, and California; government; and economics.


(3)
Extended studies (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) in the program shall be designed to supplement the core of the program.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Science

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Science must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Science shall include (a) a minimum of 24 semester units (or 36 quarter units) of core coursework in science subjects and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 18 semester units (or 27 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject, and (c) 3 semester units (or 5 quarter units) in the subject.  These requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core of the program (Breadth of Study) shall include coursework in (or directly related to) biological sciences, chemistry, geosciences and physics as commonly taught in departmentalized science classes in California public schools.


(3)
Extended studies in the program (Depth of Study) shall include at least one concentration of the four science areas.  Each concentration shall comprise at least 18 semester units or 27 quarter units.  In addition the program shall include at least 3 semester units (5 quarter units) of additional extended study, either designated as breadth or depth studies at the discretion of the institution.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Art

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in art must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Art shall include (a) a minimum of 36 semester units (or 54 quarter units) of core coursework in art and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 12 semester units (or 18 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of art and related subjects in the California public schools, including two-dimensional art, three-dimensional art, new and emerging art, media art, art history, art criticism, and the history and theories of learning in art.


 (3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) shall be designed to supplement the core of the program.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Music

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Music must comply with the following preconditions.


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Music shall include (a) a minimum of 30 semester units (or 45 quarter units) of core coursework in music subjects and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 15 semester units (or 22 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3 below.


(2)

The core of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of music and related subjects in the public schools, including general music, music theory, music history, ensemble performance, and applied instrumental or vocal music.


(3) Extended studies (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) in the program shall be designed to supplement the core of the program.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Physical Education

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Physical Education must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Credential in Physical Education shall consist of (a) at least 24 semester units (or 36 quarter units) of core coursework in physical education and related subjects commonly taught in California public schools and (b) 21 semester units (or 32 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject. These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3 below.


(2)
The core of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) foundations in human movement as commonly taught in California public schools (Standards 11, 12, 13, 15, 16 and 17). 


(3)
Extended studies (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) in the program shall include coursework designed to provide experiences in and applications of movement concepts and forms as taught in California public schools (Standard 14).  A concentration may, at the choice of the institution, be created with additional coursework in one of the nine areas of human movement.  If a concentration is created, the coursework will be in addition to the units for applications of movement, concepts and form.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Languages Other than English


To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Languages Other than English must comply with the following preconditions.


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Credential in Languages Other Than English shall prepare prospective teachers in one language other than English, and shall include at least 33 semester units (or 50 quarter units) of advanced (non-introductory) coursework in the language and in related subjects commonly taught in California public schools.


(2)
The program coursework in (or directly related to) a language other than English shall include language, culture, linguistics, literature, and other related subjects commonly taught in California public schools. All courses used to meet the standards in the program shall be taught in the target language, with the exception of programs for classical languages such as Greek and Latin.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Preparation Programs in Agriculture

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Agriculture must comply with the following preconditions.

(1)
Each program of subject matter preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in agriculture shall include (a) a minimum of 32 to 36 semester units (or 48 to 54 quarter units) of core coursework in industrial and technology education and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 9 to 12 semester units (or 14 to 20 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.

(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of agriculture: plant and soil science, ornamental horticulture, agricultural business and economics, environmental science and natural resource management, and agricultural systems technology which will fulfill Standards 11 through 16.  


(3) Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) shall be designed to supplement the core of the program with specialization as described in Standard 17.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Business

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in business must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in business shall include (a) a minimum of 30 semester units (or 45 quarter units) of core coursework in business and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 15 semester units (or 22 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of business and related subjects in the California public schools, including accounting and finance, business communications, business law, business management, computer applications and information technology, economics, entrepreneurship, and marketing.


(3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) shall be designed to supplement the essential core of the program.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Health

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in health must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Health Science shall include (a) a minimum of 30 semester units (or 45 quarter units) of core coursework in health science and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 18 semester units (or 27 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.

(2) The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) the following subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of health science and related subjects in the public schools: health, Coordinated School Health, drug abuse (including alcohol and tobacco), violence prevention, family life, sexually transmitted disease (including HIV and AIDS), fitness and nutrition, disease prevention, health promotion and legislative mandates. 


(3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) designed to supplement the core of the program in the areas of scientific and behavioral foundations including human biology (anatomy/physiology, microbiology, chemistry), psychology/sociology (including adolescence), and personal health.


Preconditions for the Approval of Subject Matter Programs in Home Economics

To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in Home Economics must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in Home Economics shall include (a) a minimum of 36 semester units (or 54 quarter units) of core coursework in English and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 12 semester units (or 18 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) the following subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of health science and related subjects in the public schools: personal, family and child development; nutrition, foods and hospitality; fashion and textiles; housing and interior design; consumer education; or other related subjects commonly taught in California public schools


(3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) designed to supplement the core of the program may be offered in any or all of the following patterns:


· A combination of related content areas within or across domains


· A concentration in one domain


· A concentration in any content area within a domain


Preconditions for the Approval of Single Subject Matter Programs in Industrial and Technology Education


To be approved by the Commission, a Subject Matter Program in industrial and technology education must comply with the following preconditions. 


(1)
Each Program of Subject Matter Preparation for the Single Subject Teaching Credential in industrial and technology education shall include (a) a minimum of 36 semester units (or 54 quarter units) of core coursework in industrial and technology education and related subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes in California public schools, and (b) a minimum of 9 semester units (or 15 quarter units) of coursework that provides extended study of the subject.  These two requirements are elaborated in Preconditions 2 and 3.


(2)
The core (breadth) of the program shall include coursework in (or directly related to) subjects that are commonly taught in departmentalized classes of industrial and technology education and related subjects in the California public schools, including foundations of the nature of technology and introductions to power and energy, information and communication, and project and product development. These subjects should be understood to also include building and construction, manufacturing, engineering and transportation as appropriate.


 (3)
Extended studies in the program (breadth, depth, perspective, concentrations) shall be designed to supplement the core of the program as described in Standard 12.


Subject Matter Programs in Driver Education and Training


(1) 
To be granted preliminary approval or continued approval by the Commission, a subject matter program for the Designated Subjects Special Subjects Teaching Credential in Driver Education and Training shall include 12 semester hours, or 180 clock hours, of subject matter course work and/or staff development work in driver education and training.


(2) 
To be granted preliminary approval or continued approval by the Commission as a subject matter program for the Designated Subjects Special Subjects Teaching Credential in Driver Education and Training, the program must be developed, submitted and implemented by a Local Education Agency (LEA). An LEA, as it applies to subject matter programs in driver education and training, means any of the following categories of agencies:


a. 
A California public school district or consortium of school districts;


b. 
A California county superintendent of schools office;


c. 
A California regional occupational program or center;


d. 
A California State Agency;


e. 
A Commission-approved teacher preparation institution.


(3) 
An LEA desiring to develop a subject matter program for the Designated Subjects Special Subjects Teaching Credential in Driver Education and Training shall file with the Commission a request for preliminary approval or continued approval, signed by the Chief Administrative Officer of the agency or each agency constituting the LEA. This request shall include a complete description of how the program will meet all requirements, including each standard of program quality and effectiveness adopted by the Commission, with a particular focus upon how the LEA proposes to assure that students will acquire the competencies, skills and knowledge required.


(4) 
The Commission will approve a subject matter program for the Designated Subjects Special Subjects Teaching Credential in Driver Education and Training after a review of the request, when such request reflects that the program submitted by the LEA meets the requirements and standards. Programs will be monitored by the Commission to determine if the requirements and standards are continuing to be met.


(5) 
To be granted preliminary approval by the Commission for a subject matter program for the Designated Subjects Special Subjects Teaching Credential in Driver Education and Training, the program must:


a. Demonstrate that the program will fulfill all of the applicable regulations and standards that have been adopted by the Commission, and


b. Include assurances that:


1. The LEA will cooperate in an evaluation of the program by an external team or monitoring of the program by a Commission staff member within four years of the initial enrollment of students in the program, and 


2. The LEA will respond to all requests of the Commission for data regarding program enrollments and completions within the time limits specified by the Commission.




Educator Preparation Standards - Preconditions
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Educator Preparation for California 2000:
The Accreditation Framework


1 9 9 5


This Accreditation  Framework  was prepared by the Accreditation Advisory Council a n d
the Professional Services Division of the Commission on Teacher Creden t i a l i ng
pursuant to Senate Bill 148 by Senator Marian Bergeson (Chapter 1455, Statutes of 1988).
On May 7, 1993, the Commission adopted the Accredi tat ion  Framework  for s u b s e q u e n t
implementation under Senate Bill 655 (Bergeson, Chapter 426, Statutes of 1993), w h i c h
became effective on January 1, 1994.  The text of Senate Bill 655 is in Appendix 1.


Introduction to the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation


This Framework addresses the accreditation of colleges and universities that p r e p a r e
teachers and other educators for professional state certification in Cal i fornia .
Accreditation is an assurance of quality in the preparation of professional educators ,
and is therefore important to the Commission, the education profession, the g e n e r a l
public, and the accredited institutions.  This Introduction to the Framework  de sc r ibes
the context for accreditation of educator preparation in California, and a r t i cu l a t e s
several principles for a new accreditation system in the field of educator p r e p a r a t i o n .
Consistent with these principles, specific accreditation policies are in Sections One
through Eight and Appendices One through Three of the F r a m e w o r k .


California Students in the 21st Century ●●●


In the next century, California citizens will confront new challenges and oppor tun i t i e s .
An increasingly complex and competitive economy will demand that indiv iduals ,
institutions and corporations respond productively to new technologies and r e s o u r c e s
for obtaining and interpreting information, making sound decisions, and using ideas
effectively.  Mastering specific job skills and learning traditional information will n o t
suffice because the "half-life" of skills and information is becoming increasingly short.


Californians must also be prepared to succeed in an increasingly diverse culture.  Soon
the adult population of the state will reflect that of the schools -- no cultural group w i l l
constitute a majority.  Ethnic, language and gender groups are establishing new e c o n o -
mic roles and productive relationships in California.  Learning to see the world t h r o u g h
diverse perspectives and to communicate in multiple languages will be i n c r e a s i n g l y
important for the personal and financial success of future students.







Educator Preparation for California 2000


Page 2


In the schools, studies of language, literature and the arts, history and the socia l
sciences, mathematics and the natural sciences must respond to contemporary r ea l i t i e s
to keep pace with social and technological changes.  Future writers, scientists, a r t i s t s ,
historians and other leaders must invent and use new paradigms that will enable a l l
Californians to prosper in a changing environment.  These and other future c h a l l e n g e s
confront the students who attend California schools.  To enable all students to meet t h e s e
challenges and attend excellent schools, California must ensure the qualifications o f
professional educators who serve in the schools.


California Schools in the 21st Century ●●●


To become productive, active, healthy citizens, students need to interact with c o m p e t e n t
and caring educators in every school.  In the early years, learners’ motivations a n d
interests must be encouraged and fulfilled by dynamic, responsive teachers who a r e
well prepared in the broad curriculum of early education, and who present that c u r r i -
culum in developmentally appropriate ways.  Young students’ needs will become m o r e
diverse in the future, so their teachers must be assisted by effective school leaders a n d
specialists who are specifically prepared to develop the children’s educational, l i n g u i s -
tic and personal capabilities before their early needs become critical problems.


As students enter middle childhood and early adolescence, their physical and emot iona l
needs demand active, hands-on instruction in school environments that e m p h a s i z e
social responsibility and personal accountability.  As youngsters advance in t h e i r
studies, their teachers must have increasing depth of knowledge and competence in t h e
subjects of their basic education.  To make sense of contemporary life, students need t h e
support of integrated teams of teachers, counselors, psychologists, social workers a n d
other specialists.  Learning to find and use information and ideas requires assistance b y
professional librarians in the schools.  Successful passage through the critical middle
years also requires the firm, thoughtful guidance of school leaders who understand t h e
growth and education of early adolescents.


Whether they proceed to postsecondary education or immediately to the world of w o r k ,
high school students must become thoughtful learners of the full range of academic
subjects:  English, other languages, history, the arts and humanities, mathematics, t h e
sciences and physical education.  These advanced learners must have access to s u b j e c t
matter specialists who are effective at teaching the core disciplines.  They must b e
assisted effectively by qualified health specialists, guidance counselors, i n f o r m a t i o n
technologists, school psychologists, and attendance officers.  The managers of complex
high schools must be particularly effective as planners, communicators, and leaders.


When the new century begins, professional educators will continue to be the p r i m a r y
catalysts for student learning.  The complex needs of individual learners cannot be m e t
fully if educators function individually.  Increasingly, the success of education w i l l
depend on the preparation and ability of individual educators to serve as p r o d u c t i v e
members of professional teams that will be responsible for the educational and p e r s o n a l
progress of groups of students.
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Educator Preparation for the 21st Century ●●●


The future needs of students and schools have important implications for e d u c a t o r
preparation.  Professional educators need to bring many important qualities into s choo l
learning environments.  They should be well educated in the core curriculum and t h e
essential skills of writing, reading and reasoning.  Educators should also be persons w h o
embrace core values such as honesty, respect for diversity, commitment to socia l
justice, and openness to change.


Core values and knowledge will be essential but not su f f i c i en t  in the increasingly d i -
verse and complex schools of the future.  With increasing student variability, c h a n g i n g
social conditions in our communities, and new developments in many disciplines o f
knowledge, it is no longer possible for generalists in education to serve all the l eg i t i -
mate purposes of education effectively.  Individual educators should have i n c r e a s i n g l y
specialized abilities along with the talent and commitment to serve collaboratively w i t h
other professionals.


Prospective educators therefore need basic general education followed by special ized
professional studies, supervised practica and preparation to serve in diverse se t t ings .
Future classroom teachers need an integrated curriculum of content studies; analyses o f
teaching, learning and human development; and increasing responsibilities for t h e
instruction of students.  Other prospective educators need specialized studies and p r a c -
tica in school administration, career counseling, language development, p sycho log ica l
assessment, information science, school health and several related fields.


These essential components of educator preparation cannot simply be inc luded  in e a c h
professional’s education; each element should be characterized by excellent t e a c h i n g ,
disciplined research, productive dialogue and a spirit of inquiry and inves t iga t ion .
Preprofessional experiences in the schools should be carefully planned, supervised a n d
assessed by qualified institutional personnel in relation to realistic expectations r e l a t e d
to the competence of entry-level professionals.  As prospective educators acquire t h e i r
own postsecondary education, they must interact with competent, caring role models a s
well as committed students with diverse professional goals.  Both the curriculum and t h e
institutional environment of educator preparation should be educat ive  in the h i g h e s t
s ense .


Professional Accreditation and Certification ●●●


Professional accreditation is the process of ascertaining and verifying that, at e a c h
college and university that prepares individuals for state certification, s u f f i c i e n t
quality characterizes that preparation.  State certification is the process of a s c e r t a i n i n g
and verifying the qualifications of each future member of a profession like educa t ion .
These two processes -- professional accreditation and state certification -- have d i s t inc t
objectives but they serve a common set of overarching purposes.  It is critical, t h e r e -
fore, that accreditation and certification function as an integrated sys tem  for t h e
purposes that are outlined below.
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In education, the first purpose of a professional accreditation and certification s y s t e m
is to assure the public, the students and the profession that future educators have access
to excellence in content education, specialized preparation and professional practica i n
education, and that these components of educator preparation are oriented to the e d u c a -
tional needs of future elementary and secondary students.  Assuring excellence i n
educator preparation is the distinctive objective of accreditat ion  in this sys tem.
Ensuring that each licensed educator has completed accredited preparation is t h e
distinctive function of cert i f icat ion.   By integrating accreditation with ce r t i f i ca t ion ,
policymakers can also ensure that educator preparation will be responsive to t h e
critical dynamic needs of elementary and secondary schools.


A second essential function of an accreditation-certification system is to ensure t h a t
future educators have actually acquired abilities and perspectives that are essential f o r
fulfilling specified professional responsibilities such as teaching or other services i n
schools.  To ensure that professional credentials provide such assurances, cer t i f i ca t ion
decisions should be based on valid assessments of accepted standards of competence f o r
entry-level service as professional educators.  Accredi tat ion  also contributes to t h e s e
assurances by ascertaining and verifying that each candidate’s growing competence i s
assessed and confirmed by an accredited institution.  An integrated acc red i t a t i on -
certification system provides the strongest possible assurance that professional c r e d e n -
tials are awarded to individuals who have earned them on the basis of their competence.


A third critical purpose of accreditation and certification is to verify that each e d u c a -
tor’s specialized preparation and attainments are appropriate for the assignment o f
particular responsibilities in schools, and that these responsibilities are related to h i s
or her preparation and expertise in the profession.  Assuring the appropriateness o f
specialized preparation for future responsibilities is a distinctive objective of accredi ta-
t ion  in the system.  Verifying that each educator’s responsibilities are based on a c t u a l
preparation and expertise is a function of certification.  An integrated system of a c c r e -
ditation and certification maximizes the prospect that assigned duties will be c o n s i s t e n t
with prior preparation and competence as an educator.


Finally, the fourth goal of an accreditation-certification system is to contribute t o
broader efforts to enhance the personal stature and professional standing of t e a c h e r s
and other educators as members of a profession that has a strong base of special ized
knowledge and a demonstrated record of accomplishment in elementary and s e c o n d a r y
schools.  Related to this important goal, an objective of accreditat ion  in education is t o
foster improvements in the design, content and delivery of professional curricula a n d
practica, and in the selection, guidance, supervision and assessment of candidates.  A
related objective of cer t i f ica t ion  is to provide reliable information about the co l lec t ive
knowledge, competence and accomplishments of professional educators.  F u n c t i o n i n g
together, accreditation and certification have greater capacity to enhance the s t a t u r e
of education as a profession in the eyes of students, parents and other citizens.


The overall effectiveness of education in California depends, in part, on the sys temic
cohesiveness of educator preparation, accreditation, assessment and ce r t i f i ca t ion .
Attempts to disassemble the components of this system may serve the interests of some
of its participants, but the effective education of elementary and secondary s tuden t s
requires that they be integrally linked.  This linkage with the certification system i s
one of seven essential attributes of an accreditation system for educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions in California.
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Key Attributes of Accreditation in a Certification System ●●●


Prior to reviewing accreditation policies originally proposed by the Advisory Council ,
the Commission decided that an accreditation system in education should have s e v e n
essential attributes, which were published in a preliminary report entitled Educator
Preparation for California 2000:  Background Information for a New Accred i ta t ion
Framework (November, 1991).  The seven essential attributes of an accreditation s y s t e m
are summarized below.  In drafting the accreditation policies in this Framework , t h e
Accreditation Advisory Council and the Commission’s professional staff sought to i n c o r -
porate these attributes in a new accreditation system for California educators.


First Attribute of Accreditation:  Orientation to Educational Quality.   Accre-
ditation policy should focus primarily on the educational qual i ty  of e d u c a t o r
preparation in colleges and universities.  Accreditation s tandards  should describe l eve l s
of quality that are deemed to be acceptable by the body that has statutory r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
for accreditation standards, which is the Commission.  Standards should not focus o n
purely technical or operational aspects of educator preparation, but should e n a b l e
trained reviewers with professional expertise to find out whether educator p r e p a r a t i o n
in an institution is characterized by acceptable levels of quality.1


Accreditation rev iews  should also be oriented to issues of quality.  During a review, t h e
judges need to obtain evidence that relates to the educational quality of p r e p a r a t i o n
programs and policies within the institution.  Through experience, expertise a n d
training, the reviewers must be skilled at discerning the important from the u n i m p o r -
tant in educator preparation.


The resul ts  of accreditation reviews should also bear on issues of quality in the e d u c a -
tion of educators.  The findings and recommendations of accreditation reviewers s h o u l d
focus on important matters of quality.  Accreditation decisions should hinge on f i n d i n g s
that are educationally significant and clearly related to quality-oriented standards.


Second Attribute:  The Professional Character of Accreditation.  Professional
educators should hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of p r o f e s -
sional education.  Professionals should be involved intensively in the entire a cc r ed i t a -
tion process.  They should create accreditation standards, conduct accreditation r ev i ews ,
and make accreditation decisions.  Participants in these aspects of accreditation s h o u l d
have experience, expertise and training that are appropriate for their specific roles i n
accreditation.  In each step of accreditation, decisions should emerge from consu l t a t i ve
procedures, and should reflect the consensus of the professional participants.


The general public has a compelling interest in accreditation decisions that are part o f
the public education system in California.  So do professionals whose work is judged b y
the accreditation system, or whose future success depends o n  its results and e f f e c t i v e -
ness.  The expertise and experience of the accreditors should be credible to the g e n e r a l
public a n d  the education profession in California.


1 In addition to quality standards, accreditation systems often include requirements for compliance, which are usually
more technically focused than the standards.  Often called “preconditions,” these compliance requirements are appro-
priate secondary elements of an accreditation system.
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Third Attribute:  Breadth and F l e x i b i l i t y .  For institutions to be effective in a
dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the c h a n g i n g
needs of prospective educators.  In a society as diverse as California, universities a n d
colleges must also be highly varied in their missions and philosophies.  Accred i ta t ion
should not force institutions to conform to prescribed patterns unless these c o n v e n -
tions have a firm basis in principles of educational quality and equity.


Accreditation standards should be drawn so different institutions can meet them in a
variety of acceptable ways.  There are  acceptable and unacceptable forms of e d u c a t o r
preparation; accreditation should differentiate between them.  There are also m u l t i p l e
ways  of educating prospective educators acceptably; accreditation should not favor a n y
of these over the others.


Accreditation standards should relate to broad domains of educator preparation, not t o
specific practices or procedures.  They should describe levels of qual i ty  without s t i pu l a -
ting h o w  institutions are to comply.  Explanations of the standards should clarify t h e i r
meaning without making the standards restrictive.  The expertise and training o f
accreditation reviewers should, moreover, emphasize the importance of p r e s e r v i n g
institutional diversity and creativity.


Fourth Attribute:  Intensity in A c c r e d i t a t i o n .  Accreditation should focus w i t h
intensity  on key aspects of educational quality.  The process should allow and e n c o u r a g e
divergence among programs and institutions, and should also be exacting in a s s e m b l i n g
key information about critical aspects of educational quality.  The scope  of acc red i t a t i on
should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review process s h o u l d
be sufficient to yield reliable judgments and conclusions by the reviewers.


Accreditation standards should encompass the critical dimensions of educator p r e p a r a -
tion.  In order to recommend an institution for accreditation, experienced p ro fe s s iona l
reviewers should be satisfied that the institution provides a comprehensive array o f
excellent learning opportunities for future educators.  The reviewers should not have a
gnawing concern that ‘something is missing here.’


Accreditation decisions should be based on information that is sufficient in breadth a n d
depth for the results to be credible and dependable.  Regarding each broad s t anda rd ,
accreditation reviewers need to fully understand the educationally important aspects o f
educator preparation at the institution.  If an accreditation system relies on i n f o r m a -
tion that is too superficial or incomplete to serve as a basis for sound decisions, its l a c k
of reliability will foster mistrust in the institutions and contempt in the profession.


Intensity in accreditation (Attribute 4) is consistent with a focus on quality (A t t r i bu t e
1), involvement of professionals (Attribute 2), and breadth and flexibility (Attribute 3) .
To find out if broad, quality-oriented standards are met, and to make reliable j u d g m e n t s
and sound recommendations, reviewers need to assemble a considerable body of da t a
that is col lec t ive ly  significant.  It is not necessary that each item of compiled i n f o r -
mation be critically important on its own.
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Fifth Attribute:  Integrat ion with the Certif ication S y s t e m .  As noted e a r l i e r ,
accreditation and certification should function in ways that are systemically c o h e r e n t ,
in order to ensure the appropriateness of specialized preparation for the f u t u r e
responsibilities of professional educators.


There would be no reason to require future educators to earn credentials, or to p u r s u e
excellent preparation, if their subsequent professional responsibilities in schools w e r e
'out-of-sync' with their preparation.  There would also be little reason to include a n
accreditation process in the certification system if the preparation and expertise t h a t
accreditation verifies were not directly linked to the authorizations of credentials.


For these reasons, accreditation decisions about postsecondary institutions s h o u l d
parallel the kinds of decisions to be made about individual educators in the c e r t i f i c a t i o n
system.  Accreditation decisions should be as specialized and specific as the a u t h o r i z a -
tions of credentials because the latter are based, in part, on specialized preparation i n
accredited institutions.  To the extent that the credential structure differentiates a m o n g
distinct professional roles and responsibilities, these distinctions must be based, in p a r t ,
on an accreditation system that has a parallel structure.


Sixth Attribute:  Contributions of Accreditat ion to Improved P r e p a r a t i o n .
Accreditation standards, reviews and decisions should contribute to improvements i n
the preparation of educators.  The quality of an institution’s policies, practices a n d
outcomes should improve as its faculty, administrators and students strive to m e e t
accreditation standards.  The institution’s offerings should also benefit from the q u a l i t y
orientation of an accreditation review.  When these effects of accreditation fall s h o r t ,
however, specific accreditation decisions should also provoke needed improvements i n
educator preparation institutions.


For improvements to occur, accreditation reviews must identify and describe w e a k -
nesses in the quality of an institution’s offerings.  Rather than viewing acc red i t a t i on
reviews as troublesome or intimidating forms of interference, institutions s h o u l d
expect substantive benefits from an intensive, professional, quality-oriented p rocess .
Over time, the Commission should reexamine its accreditation policies to a s c e r t a i n
whether substantive improvements are actual bi-products of those policies.


Seventh Attribute:  Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness .  An accreditation s y s t e m
should fulfill its purposes efficiently and cost-effectively.  Review procedures, dec i s ion
processes and reporting relationships should be streamlined and economica l .
Participants’ roles should be clearly defined, and communications should be efficient.


There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, a s s e m b l i n g
information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy o f
data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute o f
accreditation, but efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditors to f u l f i l l
their responsibilities to the public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which a r e
borne by institutions, individual accreditors and the accrediting body, should be r e -
viewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key purposes of accreditation.
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A New Structure for Professional Accreditation ●●●


This policy framework by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing emphasizes t h e
professional character of accreditation in education.  Professionals have a r e s p o n s i b i l i -
ty to hold their peers accountable for established standards.  Before adopting t h i s
Framework,  the Commission relied on practitioners and other experts to create t h e
standards for evaluating educator preparation in each teaching and specialty area.  F o r
several years, professional educators also engaged in local program reviews on b e h a l f
of the Commission.  The most far-reaching change created by this Framework  is t h e
empowerment of professionals to make accreditation decisions.


Consistent with the need for professionalism at all levels of accreditation, the Commis-
sion is implementing this F r a m e w o r k  by creating a small body of leading educators w h o
bring extensive professional expertise to bear on accreditation decisions.  T h e
Committee on Accreditation consists of experienced, highly-respected p ro fes s iona l s
who can determine the accreditation of postsecondary institutions without reference t o
organizational perspectives because they do not  represent specific o rgan iza t ions ,
institutions or constituencies.


As defined in Section 2 of this Framework  (pp. 11-13), the Committee on Accreditation i s
expected to bring its extensive expertise to bear on professional judgments r e g a r d i n g
quality issues and concerns in the field of educator preparation.  The Committee m a k e s
accreditation decisions consistent with the Commission's accreditation standards a n d
other policies.  The Committee also informs and advises the Commission on policy i s sues
that relate to academic content and purposes, and on the maintenance of exce l l en t
college and university programs for prospective educators throughout the State.
Delegation of these significant professional responsibilities to the Committee on A c c r e -
ditation effectively establishes a new organizational structure for the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California.
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Accreditation Policies


Sections 1 through 8 of the Framework  are based on California Education Code Sect ions
44370 through 44374, which are in Appendix 1.


Section 1
Authority and Responsibilities of the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Pertaining to the accreditation of educator preparation, the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bilities of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing include the following.


A . Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies ▲▲▲


1 . Adopt and Modify the Accredi ta t ion  F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission h a s
the authority and responsibility to adopt an Accreditation Framework,  “ w h i c h
sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California” (Education Code Section 44372-a).  T h e
present document is the adopted Accreditation Framework.   The Commission
may modify the Framework  in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework .
Modifications occur in public meetings after the Commission considers r e l e v a n t
information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, institutions, a c c r e d i -
tation team members, the Commission’s staff, and other concerned indiv iduals .
The Commission determines when a policy modification takes effect.


2 . Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation.  Pursuant t o
Education Code Section 44372-b, the Commission has the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bility to establish and modify standards for educator preparation in California.


B. Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Decisions ▲▲▲


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of I n s t i t u t i o n s .   In accordance with Education Code
Sections 44227-a and 44372-c and Section 4 of this Framework , the Commission
determines the eligibility of an institution that applies for initial a cc red i t a t i on
and that has not previously prepared educators for state certification i n
California.  The Commission accredits institutions that meet the criteria t h a t
have been adopted for that purpose by the Commission.  Institutional a cc r ed i t a -
tion by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an institution to s u b m i t
specific program proposals to the Committee on Accreditation.







Educator Preparation for California 2000


Page 10


2 . Hear and Resolve Accreditat ion A p p e a l s .   The Commission hears a p p e a l s
of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that acc red i t a t i on
procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to t h e
policies of the Commission or the procedural guidelines of the Committee o n
Accreditation” (Education Code Section 44374-e).  The Commission resolves e a c h
appeal, and the Executive Director communicates the Commission’s decision t o
the Committee on Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected i n s t i t u -
t i on .


C. Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation ▲▲▲


1 . Establish a Nominating P a n e l .   In collaboration with the Accred i ta t ion
Advisory Council and subsequently with the Committee on Accreditation, t h e
Commission establishes a Nominating Panel to solicit and screen n o m i n a t i o n s
and recommend educators to serve on the Committee on Accreditation.


2 . Appoint the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Pursuant to Education Code
44372-d and Section 2 of this Framework,  the Commission appoints members a n d
alternate members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.  T h e
Commission selects the Committee members and alternate members f r o m
nominees submitted by the Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that t h e
Committee on Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced in i t s
composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular ins t i tu t ions ,
organizations or constituencies.


3 . Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it i d e n t i -
fies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the Commission's staff, or o t h e r
concerned individuals or organizations.  At its discretion, the Commission m a y
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee on Accreditation f o r
examination and response.


4 . Review Annual Reports by the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews Annual Accreditation Reports  submitted by the Committee
on Accreditation.  Annual Reports  include standard information about t h e
dimensions and results of the accreditation process.  Annual Reports  may a lso
identify the Committee’s issues and concerns, but these may be presented to t h e
Commission separately from the Annual Reports.


D. Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System ▲▲▲


1 . Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditat ion O p e r a t i o n s .   T h e
Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation operations t o
implement this Accreditation Framework.   Consistent with the Commission’s
general practice, staff assignments to accreditation operations are made by t h e
Executive Director, in accordance with state budgets, laws and regulations.
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2 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and P r a c t i c e s .   The Commission shares responsibility with the Committee o n
Accreditation for the design and implementation of a c o m p r e h e n s i v e
evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of this Accreditation Framework.


3 . Review and Sponsor Legislation Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews legislative proposals to amend the Education Code related t o
the accreditation of educator preparation institutions.  As the need arises, t h e
Commission sponsors legislation related to accreditation, after considering t h e
advice of the Commission's professional staff, the Committee on Accredi ta t ion ,
educational institutions and professional organizations.


Section 2
Functions and Appointment of


the Committee on Accreditation


The functions, membership and appointment of the Committee on Accreditation are s e t
forth in Education Code Section 44373 and this section.


A . Functions of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . C o m p a r a b i l i t y  of Standards.  In accordance with Section 3 of this Frame-
w o r k , the Committee determines whether standards submitted by i n s t i t u t i ons
under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or Option 5
(Alternative Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level of p r o g r a m
quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1
(California Program Standards).  If the Committee determines that the p roposed
standards are collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a
whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
may approve the proposed standards as Program Standards in California.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   The Committee reviews proposals f o r
the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions that have b e e n
determined eligible by the Commission.  New programs of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
may be submitted under Options One, Two, Four or Five in Section 3.  If t h e
Committee determines that a program meets all applicable standards, t h e
Committee grants initial accreditation to the program.


3 . C o n t i n u i n g  Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the r e c o m m e n d a -
tions of accreditation teams and the responses of institutions, the Committee
makes decisions about the continuing accreditation of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions and programs, consistent with Section 6 of this Framework .
Pertaining to each institution, the Committee makes one of three decisions:
Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.
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4 . Accreditat ion P r o c e d u r e s .   Consistent with the terms of Section 6, t h e
Committee recommends appropriate guidelines for self-study reports and o t h e r
accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared by institutions.  The Com-
mittee also adopts guidelines for accreditation team reports, which e m p h a s i z e
the use of narrative, qualitative explanations of team recommendations.  T h e
Committee may provide additional guidance to institutions, teams and t h e
Executive Director regarding accreditation visit procedures.  The p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee are published by the Commission as a n
Accreditation Handbook.


5 . Monitor the Accreditat ion S y s t e m .   The Committee monitors t h e
performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated
with the accreditation system.


6 . Annual Reports, Recommendat ions  and Responses.   The Committee
presents Annual Accreditation Reports  to the Commission.  Annual R e p o r t s
include standard information about the dimensions and results of t h e
accreditation process.  The Committee also advises the Commission about p o l i c y
changes to improve the quality and integrity of the accreditation process.


7 . Meet in Public Sessions.  The Committee conducts its business and makes i t s
decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as provided by statute.


8 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and Practices.   The Committee shares responsibility with the Commission f o r
the design and implementation of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and the selection of an external evaluator to conduct the eva lua t ion ,
pursuant to Section 8 of the Framework .


B. Membership of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Membership C o m p o s i t i o n .   The Committee consists of twelve members.  Six
members are from postsecondary education institutions, and six are ce r t i f i ca t ed
professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices of educa t i on
in California.  Selection of members is based on the breadth of their e x p e r i e n c e ,
the diversity of their perspectives, and "their distinguished records o f
accomplishment in education" (Education Code Section 44373-a).  All m e m b e r s
serve as members-at-large.  No member serves on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization, institution, or constituency.  To the maximum e x t e n t
possible, Committee membership is balanced according to ethnicity, g e n d e r ,
and geographic regions.  The Committee includes members from e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary schools, and from public and private postsecondary ins t i tu t ions .
The elementary and secondary school members include at least one ce r t i f i ca t ed
administrator, one teacher, and one role specialist.  The postsecondary m e m b e r s
include at least one administrator and one faculty member, both of whom m u s t
be involved in professional teacher education programs.
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2 . Membership C r i t e r i a .    The criteria for membership on the Committee a r e :
evidence of achievement in the education profession; recognized p ro fe s s iona l
or scholarly contributions in the field of education; recognition of exce l l ence
by peers; experience with and sensitivity to issues of human d ivers i ty ;
distinguished service in the field of educator preparation; knowledge of i s sues
related to the preparation and licensing of education professionals; length o f
professional service; and possession of appropriate educational degrees a n d
professional credentials.


C. Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Nominating Panel.  A Nominating Panel of six distinguished members of t h e
education profession in California identifies and nominates individuals to s e r v e
on the Committee on Accreditation.  The Nominating Panel is comprised of t h r e e
college and university members and three elementary and secondary schoo l
members.  The Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council must r e a c h
consensus on the members of the initial Nominating Panel.  Subsequently, t h e
Commission and the Committee on Accreditation will reach consensus on n e w
members of the Nominating Panel.  The terms of Nominating Panel m e m b e r s
are four years long.  Members of the Panel may not serve more than one term.


2 . Nomination of Committee Members.  To select members for the Committee
on Accreditation, the Nominating Panel solicits nominations from p ro fe s s iona l
organizations, agencies, institutions, and individuals in education.  Each n o m i -
nation must be submitted with the consent of the individual and the n o m i n e e ' s
professional resume.  Self-nominations are not accepted.


3 . Selection of Initial Committee Members.  Based on the m e m b e r s h i p
criteria and the principles of balanced composition set forth in this section, t h e
Nominating Panel recommends for initial appointment twenty-four h i g h l y
qualified nominees who are drawn equally from colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s
(twelve nominees) and elementary and secondary schools (twelve n o m i n e e s ) .
The Commission appoints the twelve members and six alternate members of t h e
Committee by selecting from the nominations submitted by the Panel.


4 . Terms of Appointment.  The Commission appoints members of the Committee
on Accreditation to three-year terms.  However, the initial appointees i n c l u d e
six members with two-year appointments and six with three-year a p p o i n t -
ments.  A member may be renominated and reappointed to a second term o f
three years.  A member may serve a maximum of two terms on the Committee.


5 . Selection of Subsequent Committee Members.  Prior to the conclusion o f
the Committee members' terms, the Nominating Panel again submits n o m i n a -
tions to the Commission, which must be drawn from individuals who have b e e n
nominated and reviewed.  The Panel submits twice as many nominees as t h e
number of pending vacancies on the Committee.  The Commission fills e a c h
Committee seat and alternate position by selecting from the nominations.


6 . C o m m i t t e e  V a c a n c i e s .   When a seat on the Committee becomes vacant p r i o r
to the conclusion of the member's term, the Executive Director fills the seat f o r
the remainder of the term by appointing a replacement from the list o f
alternate members.
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Section 3
Accreditation Standards


There are two categories of accreditation standards for institutions that prepare p r o f e s -
sional educators in California.  An accredited institution is expected to satisfy t h e
standards in both categories.


Category I. Common Standards relate to aspects of program quality that are t h e
same for all credential programs.  This category includes standards regarding t h e
overall leadership and climate for educator preparation at an institution, as well a s
standards pertaining to quality features that are common to all programs such a s
resources, coordination, admissions and advisement.  An institution responds to e a c h
Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including information a b o u t
individual programs.  The Common Standards are in Appendix 2 of this Framework .


Category II. Program Standards address the quality of program features that a r e
specific to a credential, such as curriculum, field experiences, and knowledge and sk i l l s
to be demonstrated by candidates in the specific credential area.  When institutions p r e -
pare for continuing accreditation reviews, they may consider the following options f o r
program-specific standards.  Different options may be exercised by different c r e d e n t i a l
programs at an institution.  Options that are selected will be the basis for the review o f
specific programs by accreditation teams, and will guide the selection and o r i e n t a t i o n
of team members.  Pertaining to each program, the institution responds to e a c h
standard in the selected option by providing program-specific information for r e v i e w
by the accreditation team.


• Option 1. California Program S t a n d a r d s .   The Commission continues to r e l y
on panels of experts from colleges, universities and schools to develop standards f o r
specific credential programs.  These panels are guided by current research f i n d i n g s
in the field of the credential.  They also consider standards developed by a p p r o p r i a t e
national and statewide professional organizations.  If the national or p ro f e s s iona l
standards are found to be appropriate for California, a panel may recommend t h a t
the Commission adopt them in lieu of developing new standards or revising the Com-
mission's existing standards.  After reviewing the recommendations of a d v i s o r y
panels and other experts, the Commission adopts California Program Standards f o r
the initial and continuing accreditation of credential preparation programs.  T h e
Commission may require that a new set of California Program Standards be met b y
each institution that prepares candidates for a credential.


• Option 2. National or Professional Program Standards.  California i n s t i t u -
tions may propose program standards that have been developed by national or s t a t e
p ro fess iona l  organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee o n
Accreditation with a statement of the institution's reasons for selecting this o p t i o n
and recommending the proposed standards.  If the Committee determines that t h e
recommended standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of professional q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use a s
Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential programs.
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• Option 3. General Program Standards.   General Program Standards have b e e n
adopted by the Commission to constitute Option 3.  These standards are in Appendix 3
of this Framework .  An institution that elects to use this option may ask that t h e
General Program Standards be used for the continuing accreditation of one or m o r e
credential preparation programs at the institution.


• Option 4. Experimental  Program S t a n d a r d s .  For initial accreditation, a n
institution may present a program that meets the Experimental Program S tandards
adopted by the Commission pursuant to Education Code Section 44273.  Expe r imen ta l
programs are designed to examine professional issues or policy questions related t o
the preparation of credential candidates.  For continuing accreditation, i n s t i t u t i ons
that sponsor experimental programs are required to report their findings to t h e
Commission, which disseminates the results to other institutions in California.


• Option 5. Alternative Program Standards .  Pursuant to Education Code Sec t ion
44273, an institution may develop Alternative Standards for initial and c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of a credential program.  If the Committee on Accreditation d e t e r m i n e s
that the proposed standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of program q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the Alternative Standards for use a s
Program Standards by the institution that proposed them.  A program that is s u b s e -
quently accredited on the basis of Alternative Program Standards may legally d e p a r t
from several statutory requirements that govern teacher education programs.


Section 4
Initial Accreditation Policies


This section governs the initial accreditation of institutions and programs.


A . Responsibility for Two Types of Initial Accreditation ■■■


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of Inst i tut ions.   A postsecondary educa t i on
institution that has not previously been declared eligible to offer c r e d e n t i a l
preparation programs must submit an application to the Commission for i n i t i a l
professional accreditation.  Institutional accreditation by the Western Associa-
tion of Schools and Colleges (WASC) is required for initial professional a c c r e d i -
tation by the Commission.  The Commission may establish additional p r o c e d u r e s
and criteria for the initial professional accreditation of institutions to p r e p a r e
and recommend candidates for state credentials in education.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   New credential program proposals b y
institutions that have been determined to be eligible by the Commission m u s t
fulfill preconditions established by state law and the Commission, the Common
Standards, and a set of Program Standards.  Descriptions of new p r o g r a m s
include evidence of involvement in program design and planning by e l e m e n -
tary and secondary school practitioners and members of diverse local c o m m u -
nities.  The Committee on Accreditation decides the initial accreditation of n e w
credential programs at an eligible institution.
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B. Policies for Initial Accreditation of Programs ■■■


1 . Review of New P r o g r a m s .  Prior to being presented to the Committee f o r
action, new programs proposed by eligible institutions are reviewed b y
Commission staff members who have expertise in the credential area.  If t h e
Commission staff does not possess the necessary expertise, the p r o g r a m
proposals are reviewed by external experts selected by the Executive Director .
New programs are reviewed in relation to the Common Standards in Appendix 2
and the selected Program Standards as specified in Section 3 of this Framework .
The Committee considers recommendations by the staff and the e x t e r n a l
reviewers regarding the accreditation of each proposed program.


2 . Institutional Standards.  An institution that selects National or P ro fes s iona l
Program Standards (Option 2) or develops Alternative Program S tandards
(Option 5) submits the standards to the Committee on Accreditation for i n i t i a l
approval prior to developing a program proposal.  The acceptability of t h e
standards is assured before the institution prepares a program proposal.


3 . Experimental  Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation accredits e x p e r i -
mental programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• submission of research questions, hypotheses or objectives related to t h e
selection, preparation or assessment of prospective professional educators;


• submission of a research design applicable to the research ques t ions ,
hypotheses or objectives being investigated; and


• demonstration of the potential effectiveness of the proposed program i n
generally improving the quality of service authorized by the credential.


4 . Alternative Programs. The Committee on Accreditation accredits a l t e r n a t i v e
programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• the overall quality of alternative standards developed by the ins t i tu t ion ,
which must have educational merit generally equivalent or superior t o
standards set by the Commission as Option 1;


• the requirement that extended alternative programs adhere to standards o f
professional competence that exceed those set by the Commission f o r
conventional teacher education programs; and


• a recommendation that alternative programs that lead to Multiple or S i n g l e
Subject Teaching credentials be designed to integrate the delivery of s u b j e c t
matter preparation and pedagogical preparation over the entire period o f
each candidate's initial preparation as a teacher.
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Section 5
Continuing Accreditation Teams


This section governs the continuing accreditation of institutions in California.


A . Structure and Size of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Pool of Trained R e v i e w e r s .   To conduct reviews for the c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of educator preparation institutions, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of Cal i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-b.  The pool cons i s t s
of approximately 200 persons who are geographically and culturally d ive r se ,
and who represent gender equity.  The Committee on Accreditation e s t ab l i shes
criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new m e m b e r s
to the pool from time to time.


2 . Team S t r u c t u r e .   For an institution being considered for c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation, the Executive Director appoints an accreditation team a n d
designates the team's leader.  To ensure appropriate attention to spec i f i c
programs at the institution, the team leader and the Commission's staff e s t a b l i s h
clusters of reviewers in a team with more than three members.  One cluster o f
team members has primary responsibility for reviewing the Common
Standards.  Other clusters are responsible for reviewing groups of c r e d e n t i a l
programs, and may provide information to the cluster that reviews the Common
Standards.  The size of clusters ranges from one to five members, depending o n
the level of effort required for each set of assignments.


3 . Team Size and E x p e r t i s e .   Normally, an accreditation team has from two t o
fifteen members.  Programs are clustered together, where appropriate, to k e e p
team size manageable, but needed expertise is included on each team.  T h e
range of credential programs at an institution is reflected in the expertise o f
the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one correspondence b e t w e e n
credential programs and reviewer specializations.  Student enrollments i n
programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the numbers of special ized
programs offered by an institution may lead to a team with more than f i f t e e n
members .1   At least one member of each institution's team has a depth o f
expertise in the multicultural, diversity and language acquisition needs o f
California classrooms.  The size of a team and the clustering of programs a r e
determined jointly by the dean or director of each unit that is responsible f o r
credential programs; the Commission's staff consultant; and the team l e a d e r
appointed for the review; all of whom sign a team size agreement.


1 Student enrollment is a factor because the team must complete a sufficient sample of interviews in order to make
valid, reliable judgments about issues of quality.  Complexity may be a factor if an institution operates diverse
programs, or if programs are offered at geographically dispersed locations or in colleges outside the education unit.
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B. Organization and Expertise of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Team Leader.  The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as t h e
leader of an institution's review team for continuing accreditation.  T h e
leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning t h e
review, participate in team size and composition decisions, and p r o v i d e
leadership in team training, orientation and support during the acc red i t a t i on
review.  The team leader and the Commission's staff consultant are j o i n t l y
responsible for management of the review.


2 . Cluster L e a d e r s .   The team leader and staff consultant select a member o f
each cluster to serve as cluster leader, whose role is to help in organizing a n d
managing the cluster's activities during the review.


3 . Common Standards Cluster.  The Common Standards are reviewed by a
cluster of reviewers, including members who are able to make judgments a b o u t
the education unit.  This cluster may include a dean, associate dean, u n i v e r s i t y
unit director (when a smaller institution has a department rather than a schoo l
of education) and/or a superintendent of a school district or county office o f
educa t ion .


4 . Program C l u s t e r s .   Team members with appropriate experience a n d
qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about c r e d e n t i a l
programs.  Reviewers assigned to a cluster should have sufficient expertise t o
make sound judgments about programs in the cluster.


5 . Team A s s i g n m e n t s .   Team members are trained in reviewing the Common
Standards and/or the selected Program Standards.  A single cluster of r e v i e w e r s
is not normally given primary responsibility for reviewing the Common S t a n -
dards and Program Standards in the same review.


6 . Team C o n t i n u i t y .  When possible and when appropriate to the programs a t
one or more institutions to be visited, members of previously successful t e a m s
are kept together for the purpose of reviewing more than one institution.


7 . New R e v i e w e r s .   For the most part, an accreditation team consists o f
experienced reviewers.  A team need not include an inexperienced member, b u t
new reviewers are appointed to accreditation teams after their training, w h e n
a p p r o p r i a t e .


8 . Conflict of Interest.   Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of i n t e r e s t
involving accreditation team members and the institution being reviewed.  No
member of a team shall have ties to the institution, such as current or p a s t
enrollment there, programmatic collaboration, past or present employment, o r
spousal connections.







The Accreditation Framework


Page 19


C. Training and Orientation of Accreditation Teams ●●●


Prior to participation in an accreditation review, team members, cluster leaders a n d
team leaders participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.


1 . Team T r a i n i n g .   To ensure that accreditation reviews examine issues o f
quality in preparation, team members participate in an intensive t h r e e - d a y
training program, which focuses on team skills, interview t e c h n i q u e s ,
accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of standards.  I n
adopting an Accreditation Handbook, the Committee on Accreditation will a t t e n d
to appropriate differentiation in the training of new and returning t e a m
members, cluster leaders and team leaders.


2 . Team Orientation.   On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation s i t e
visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the i n s t i t u t i ona l
self-study report, review their prior training as team members, and t h o r o u g h l y
plan the team activities for the accreditation review under the team leader a n d
cluster leaders.


Section 6
Continuing Accreditation Policies


The policies in this section govern the Committee's procedural guidelines regarding t h e
continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions.


A . Accreditation Handbook ●●●


1 . Standards and Related Questions.  The Accreditation Handbook  will i n c l u d e
the Common Standards in Appendix 2 and the Program Standards for Options 1
through 5, as well as questions related to each standard.  These questions w i l l
correspond to the Commission's adopted Factors to Consider, and will be de s igned
to assist institutions in preparing self-study reports as well as team m e m b e r s
during training and reviews.


2 . Guidelines for Inst i tut ional  Self-Study R e p o r t s .   The Committee o n
Accreditation will recommend a format for the institutional self-study r e p o r t
and other materials such as faculty vitae and course syllabi to be submitted b y
each institution.  The Committee will also provide guidelines for o r g a n i z i n g
exhibits and ways of facilitating the preparation, organization, and p r e s e n t a -
tion of materials that relate to the Common and Program Standards.
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B. Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Preliminary Report.   No less than twelve months before the scheduled vis i t ,
institutional officials prepare a Preliminary Repor t  to be submitted to the t e a m
leader and the Commission staff consultant.  This brief report describes t h e
institutional mission and includes information about institutional d e m o g r a -
phics, special emphasis programs, and other unique features of the ins t i tu t ion .
The Preliminary Repor t  is designed to help the Commission consultant and t h e
team leader (in discussion with the dean or director) determine the type, s ize
and complexity of the programs to be reviewed and the structure, size a n d
expertise of the review team to be selected.  The Preliminary Repor t  i nc ludes ,
among other things, the following two components.


• Response to P r e c o n d i t i o n s .   In the Preliminary Report ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n
includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by state l aws
and the Commission.


• Indication of Selected O p t i o n s .   In its Preliminary Report ,  t h e
institution indicates the options it has selected for each credential p r o g r a m
in the accreditation review.


2 . Institutional Self-Study Report.   No less than 60 weekdays before the vis i t ,
the institution mails sufficient copies of its Ins t i tu t iona l  Self-Study Repor t  t o
the team leader and the Commission staff consultant, who distributes copies o f
the report to each accreditation team member.  In responding to e a c h
applicable standard, the self-study report should emphasize q u a l i t y
considerations, educational rationales, and thoughtful program analyses.


C. Conduct of Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Accreditat ion C y c l e .   The interval of time between accreditation reviews a t
an institution normally is five to seven years.


2 . Collection of I n f o r m a t i o n .  The accreditation team gathers i n f o r m a t i o n
about the quality of the education unit and credential programs at the i n s t i t u -
tion from a variety of sources, including written documents and i n t e r v i e w s
with institutional administrators, program faculty, enrolled candidates, f i e ld
supervisors, recent graduates, employers of graduates, and program advisors .
Data collection procedures are governed by the Accreditation Handbook.


3 . Procedural S a f e g u a r d s .   The accreditation team provides ample o p p o r t u n i -
ties during the review for representatives of the institution (a) to be i n f o r m e d
about areas where the standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) t o
supply additional information pertaining to those standards.  These o p p o r t u n i -
ties include, at a minimum, a meeting at approximately mid-visit b e t w e e n
representatives of the team and the institution's credential programs, a f t e r
which additional written information or interviews are utilized by the team i n
reaching its conclusions.
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4 . Specialized Credential Program Team .  If the accreditation t e a m
determines that the team lacks sufficient time and/or expertise to make s o u n d
recommendations for a particular program, the leader may call for a special ized
credential program team to be named to resolve the uncertainty before t h e
accreditation team's final report and recommendation is submitted to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.


5 . Exit Interview and R e p o r t .   The accreditation team conducts an ex i t
interview with representatives of the institution, at which time the t e a m
presents its findings and recommendations in the form of a draft report to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.  If a specialized credential program team has b e e n
called for, the accreditation status recommendation is not reported during t h e
exit interview.


D. Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions ●●●


1 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team Reports.  Accreditation teams make their reports a n d
recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.  Accreditation t e a m
reports indicate whether each applicable standard is met, include s u m m a r y
findings and a recommendation to the Committee, and may include educa t iona l
recommendations for consideration by the institution.


2 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   An accreditation t e a m
recommends Accreditation, or Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial o f
Accreditation.  The team makes its recommendation based on the overall q u a l i t y
of the education unit and the credential programs at the institution.  The t e a m
does not recommend separate accreditation decisions for each program.  T h e
team may recommend Accreditation even though the unit failed to meet one o r
two standards in Appendix 2.  Alternatively, a team may recommend Accred i ta -
tion with Stipulations, which may (if adopted by the Committee) require t h e
institution to fulfill all standards within a specified time not to exceed one y e a r .
Stipulations may (if adopted) require the discontinuation of severely d e f i c i e n t
programs at the institution.


3 . Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the recommendation of a n
accreditation team and an appropriate response from the institution ( s e e
below), the Committee on Accreditation makes a decision about the acc red i t a t i on
of educator preparation at the institution, including a decision about the s t a tus
of each credential program.  The Committee makes one of three dec is ions
pertaining to each institution:  Accreditation, Accreditation with St ipulat ions ,
or Denial of Accreditation.  The Committee's Annual Accreditation R e p o r t s
summarize these decisions.


4 . Accreditat ion with S t i p u l a t i o n s .   The Committee on Accreditation a l lows
an institution up to one calendar year to fulfill all standards or to d i s c o n t i n u e
deficient program(s).  The Committee also determines how the in s t i t u t ion ' s
response to adopted stipulations is to be reviewed.  The Committee may require a
second visit for this purpose.  Failure to satisfy all stipulations results in t h e
denial of accreditation to the entire institution.  Upon the request of a n
institution, an additional period to remedy severe deficiencies may be g r a n t e d
by the Committee on Accreditation if the Committee determines that ( a )
substantial progress has been made and/or (b) special circumstances desc r ibed
by the institution justify a delay.
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E. Institutional Responses and Appeals ●●●


1 . Response to Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Within twenty weekdays a f t e r
an accreditation visit, the institution may submit evidence to the Committee o n
Accreditation that the team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily o r
capriciously or contrary to the policies of this Framework  or the p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee.  (Information related to the quality of a p r o g r a m
or the education unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation t e a m
may not be considered by the Committee.)  The Committee may use this e v i d e n c e
to make a different decision than was recommended by the team.  If t h e
Committee makes such a decision, the leader of the team may file a dissent w i t h
the Commission.  If the Committee decides that an incorrect judgment was m a d e
by a team or cluster, and that the result leaves some doubt about the mos t
appropriate decision to be made, the Committee may assign a new team to v i s i t
the institution and provide a recommendation on its accreditation.


2 . Appeal to the Commission.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-e, a n
institution has the right to appeal to the Commission a decision by t h e
Committee on Accreditation to deny accreditation or accredit with s t ipula t ions .
Such an appeal must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures by t h e
team or decisions by the Committee were arbitrary, capricious, unfair, o r
contrary to the policies in this Framework  or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.  Information related to the quality of a program or the educa t i on
unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation team may not b e
considered by the Commission.  The Commission resolves each appeal p u r s u a n t
to Education Code Section 44372-f.


F. Concerns about Credential Program Quality ●●●


When one or more complaints about a credential program indicate that the q u a l i t y
of the program may be in serious jeopardy, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission may investigate the basis for the concerns, provide t e c h n i c a l
assistance to the institution, or refer the concerns to the Committee o n
Accreditation for consideration of possible action.
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Section 7
National Accreditation


This section governs articulation between national and state accreditation.


A . National Accreditation of an Education Unit ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit ( school ,
college or department of education) by a national accrediting body will subs t i tu te
for state accreditation under the Common Standards provided that the Committee o n
Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the national accrediting e n t i t y
fulfills the following conditions.


1. The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards that h a v e
been adopted by the Commission.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews.


3. Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and i n c l u d e
elementary and secondary school practitioners and postsecondary educa t i on
members; a minimum of one voting member of each team is from California.


4. For continuing national and state accreditation in California, the n a t i o n a l
entity agrees to appoint a team that is equivalent in size and structure to a n
initial accreditation review team.


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


B. Merged State-National Accreditation Teams and Reviews ▲▲▲


When the above conditions are met for accreditation of an education unit by a
national accreditation body, an institution may apply for a merged team and v i s i t
for state and national accreditation under the Common Standards and the a p p l i c a b l e
Program Standards.  In a merged visit, a single accreditation team serves the s t a t e
and national accrediting bodies.  The following policies apply.


1. The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state acc red i t a t i on
procedures and one appointed by the national accrediting body.


2. The Common Standards and groups of programs are reviewed by a p p r o p r i a t e
clusters of reviewers selected by the team co-leaders and the Commission's s t a f f
consultant.  The cluster of members to review the Common Standards i n c l u d e s
members appointed by the national body and at least one California m e m b e r
selected according to state accreditation procedures.  Clusters of members t o
review the applicable Program Standards are selected according to Section 5 o f
this F r a m e w o r k .
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3. The merged team for state and national accreditation represents ethnic a n d
gender diversity.


4. The team submits a single report regarding all Common Standards and P r o g r a m
Standards to the Committee on Accreditation and the national accrediting body.


C. National Accreditation of a Credential Program ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of a credential program by a
national accrediting entity will substitute for state review of the program p rov ided
that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the n a t i o n a l
accreditation entity satisfies the following conditions.


1. The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California Program S tandards
for the specific credential under Option 1, or the standards used by the n a t i o n a l
entity are determined by the Committee to be equivalent to those adopted by t h e
Commission under Option 1.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes an on-site review o f
the credential program.


3. The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity.


4. The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members and e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one voting member is f r o m
Cal i fornia .


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


Section 8
Evaluation and Modification of the Framework


This section governs the evaluation and modification of the Accreditation Framework .


A . Evaluation of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . Evaluation Design.   The Commission and the Committee on Accreditation a r e
jointly responsible, in consultation with educational institutions a n d
organizations, for the design of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and for the selection of an i n d e p e n d e n t
evaluator to conduct the evaluation.
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2 . Formative and Summative Evaluation.   The evaluation design will i n c l u d e
formative components to produce early and ongoing information a n d
suggestions about the Accreditation Framework  and its implementation.  T h e
design will also include summative components.  The evaluation will include a n
appropriate sample of institutions and accreditation options, and will be based
on comprehensive information collected over a period of time that assures t h a t
the major features of the accreditation process have been well tested.  It i s
expected that the formative and summative evaluation will be conducted over a
four-year time span, beginning when the first institution is reviewed i n
accordance with this F r a m e w o r k .


3 . Evaluation Report and R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   A comprehensive e v a l u a t i o n
report and recommendations will be presented to the Commission and t h e
Committee on Accreditation for their consideration.  Among other policy issues,
the evaluator will recommend whether Option 3 (General Program S tandards )
should serve, in addition to Option 1 (California Program Standards), as a bas i s
for determining the comparability of standards under Options 2 or 5.


B. Modification of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . General Provisions Regarding M o d i f i c a t i o n s .   The Commission w i l l
consult with the Committee on Accreditation and educational institutions a n d
organizations regarding any proposed modifications of the Framework .
Modifications will occur in public meetings of the Commission, after t h e
Commission has considered relevant information provided by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, accreditation team members, t h e
Commission's professional staff, and other concerned individuals.  T h e
Commission will determine the date when a policy modification is effective.


2 . Ref inements  and Clarif ications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission
may modify the Accreditation Framework  to refine or clarify its contents, a s
needed.  The Commission retains its authority to reconsider and modify t h e
Program Standards for Options 1, 4 and 5 as the need arises.


3 . Signif icant  Modifications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission w i l l
maintain without significant modifications the F r a m e w o r k ' s  major features a n d
options, including the Common Standards, and Option 3 (General P r o g r a m
Standards), until the summative evaluation is completed or until there i s
compelling evidence that a significant modification is warranted.  The d e t e r -
mination of compelling evidence and the warranted significant modi f ica t ion
will be made by the Commission with the concurrence of the Committee o n
Accreditation and the Chancellor of the California State University, t h e
President of the University of California, and the President of the Association o f
Independent California Colleges and Universities.
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Appendix 1
California Laws on Accreditation of Educator Preparation


Text of Senate Bill 655
Senator Marian Bergeson


Chapter 426 of Statutes of 1993
Effective January 1, 1994


Article 10
Accreditation in Educator Preparation


Education Code Section 4 4 3 7 0 .   Legislative P u r p o s e .   The Legislature finds a n d
declares that the competence and performance of professional educators depends i n
part on the quality of their academic and professional preparation.  The Leg i s l a tu re
recognizes that standards of quality in collegiate preparation complement standards o f
candidate competence and performance, and that general standards and c r i t e r i a
regarding the overall quality of a candidate's preparation are as essential as t h e
assessment of the candidate's competence and performance.


Section 44371.  Accreditation System and Framework. ◆◆◆


( a ) The system for accreditation of educator preparation shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Concentrate on the overall quality of educator preparation in c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s .


( 2 ) Hold professional elementary, secondary, and postsecondary educa to r s
responsible for quality in the preparation of professional practitioners.


( 3 ) Contribute to improvements in educator preparation and recognize exce l -
lence in preparation programs and institutions.


( 4 ) Replace the prior system of program approval, as established by the T e a c h e r
Preparation and Licensing Act of 1970.


( 5 ) Be governed by an Accreditation Framework that sets forth the policies o f
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Establish broad, flexible policies and standards for accreditation of e d u c a t o r
p r e p a r a t i o n .


( 2 ) Define the accreditation responsibilities, authority, and roles of the Commis-
sion on Teacher Credentialing and the Committee on Accreditation.


( 3 ) Establish an accreditation system that is efficient and cost-effective.


( 4 ) Require that accreditation decisions be based on sufficient reliable e v i d e n c e
about the quality of educator preparation.
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Section 44372.   Accreditation Responsibilities of the Commission. ◆◆◆


The powers and duties of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding t h e
accreditation system shall include the following:


( a ) Adopt and implement an Accreditation Framework, which sets forth the policies o f
the Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in California.


( b ) Establish and modify credential-specific standards, experimental program s t a n -
dards, and alternative program standards, as defined in the adopted Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) Rule on the eligibility of an applicant for accreditation when the applying i n s t i -
tution has not previously prepared educators for state certification in Cal i fornia ,
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 44227.


( d ) Appoint and reappoint the members of the Committee on Accreditation, i n
accordance with Section 44373, by selecting among nominees submitted by a p a n e l
of distinguished educators.


( e ) Review periodic accreditation reports by the Committee on Accreditation, a n d
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee for its examination a n d
r e s p o n s e .


( f ) Hear and resolve appeals of accreditation decisions, pursuant to subdivision (e) o f
Section 44374.


( g ) Allocate resources annually for implementation of the accreditation system.


( h ) With the Committee on Accreditation, jointly design an evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and jointly select an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, in accordance with Section 8 of the Accreditation F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( i ) Modify the Accreditation Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( j ) Inform and advise the Legislature regarding statutory issues related to acc r ed i t a -
tion, and submit legislative recommendations, after considering the advice of t h e
Committee on Accreditation, education institutions and professional organizations.
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Education Code Section 44373.  Committee on Accreditation. ◆◆◆


( a ) There is hereby established the Committee on Accreditation consisting of 12
members selected for their distinguished records of accomplishment in educa t ion .
Six members shall be from postsecondary education institutions, and six shall b e
certificated professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices o f
education in California.  No member shall serve on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization or institution.  Membership shall be, to the m a x i m u m
extent possible, balanced in terms of ethnicity, gender, and geographic r e g i o n s .
The Committee shall include members from elementary and secondary schools ,
and members from public and private institutions of postsecondary education.


( b ) The terms of Committee members shall be in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework.  Appointment of the initial Committee members shall be f r o m
nominees submitted by a panel of distinguished educators, who are named by a
consensus of the Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council, pursuant t o
Section 44371, as that section read on December 31, 1993.  Appointment of s u b s e -
quent Committee members shall be from nominees submitted by a d i s t i ngu i shed
panel named by a consensus of the Commission and the Committee on Accred i -
tation.  For each Committee position to be filled by the Commission, the panel s h a l l
submit two highly qualified nominees.


( c ) The Committee shall do, but shall not be limited to doing, all of the following:


( 1 ) Make decisions about the accreditation of educators preparation.  The Com-
mittee's decision making process shall be in accordance with the Accred i -
tation Framework.


( 2 ) Make decisions about the initial accreditation of new programs of e d u c a t o r
preparation in accordance with procedures established by the Committee.


( 3 ) Determine the comparability of standards submitted by applicants w i t h
those adopted by the Commission, in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( 4 ) Adopt guidelines for accreditation reviews, and monitor the performance o f
accreditation teams and other aspects of the accreditation system.


( 5 ) Present an annual accreditation report to the Commission and respond t o
accreditation issues and concerns referred to the Committee by the Commis-
s ion .
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Section 44374.  Accreditation Standards and Procedures. ◆◆◆


( a ) The Accreditation Framework shall include common standards that relate t o
aspects of program quality that are the same for all credential programs.  T h e
Framework shall also include multiple options for program standards.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall include provisions regarding w e l l - t r a i n e d
accreditation teams whose members shall be drawn from a pool of Ca l i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members.  For each accreditation visit there shall be one team, whose size,
composition, and expertise shall be constituted according to the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) An accreditation team shall present its report and recommendations to t h e
Committee on Accreditation in accordance with the Accreditation Framework.  T h e
Committee shall consider the accreditation team report and recommendations, a n d
shall also consider evidence, which may be submitted by the institution, that t h e
team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to t h e
policies of the Accreditation Framework or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.


( d ) The Committee on Accreditation shall make a single decision to accredit, t o
accredit with stipulations, or to deny accreditation to an institution's c r e d e n t i a l
programs, pursuant to Section 44373 and the Accreditation Framework.


( e ) An institution has the right to appeal to the Commission if the procedures o r
decisions of an accreditation team or the Committee on Accreditation a r e
arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Commission or t h e
procedural guidelines of the Committee.  An institution also has the right t o
recommend changes in the accreditation policies of the Commission, which s h a l l
be considered by the Commission in consultation with the Executive Director a n d
the Committee on Accreditation.


( f ) At the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit or a spec i f i c
program by a national accrediting body shall substitute for state acc red i t a t i on
provided that the national accrediting body has satisfied the applicable cond i t ions
set forth in the Accreditation Framework.
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Appendix 2
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


Common Standards1


( 1 ) E d u c a t i o n  L e a d e r s h i p .   The education unit has effective leadership that a r t i -
culates a vision for the preparation of professional educators, fosters c o h e s i v e n e s s
in unit management; delegates responsibility and authority a p p r o p r i a t e l y ;
resolves each credential program’s administrative needs as promptly as feas ib le ;
consults with credential program faculty; and represents their interests in t h e
institution, the education profession, and the school community.


( 2 ) R e s o u r c e s .   Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for the e f f e c t i v e
operation of each credential preparation program, to enable it to be effective i n
coordination, admission, advising, curriculum, instruction, and field ex p e r i e n c e s .
Library and media resources, computer facilities, and support personnel, a m o n g
others, are adequate.


( 3 ) F a c u l t y .   Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach all courses a n d
supervise all field experiences in each credential preparation program.  Facu l ty
reflect and are knowledgeable about cultural, ethnic, and gender diversity.  T h e
institution provides support for faculty development, and recognizes and r e w a r d s
outstanding teaching.  The institution regularly evaluates the performance o f
course instructors and field supervisors, and retains in credential programs o n l y
those individuals who are consistently effective.


( 4 ) E v a l u a t i o n .   The institution regularly involves program participants, g radua tes ,
and local practitioners in a comprehensive evaluation of the quality of courses a n d
field experiences, which leads to substantive improvements in each c r e d e n t i a l
preparation program, as needed.  Meaningful opportunities are provided f o r
professional practitioners and diverse community members to become involved i n
program design, development and evaluation activities.


( 5 ) A d m i s s i o n s .   In each credential preparation program, qualified candidates a r e
admitted on the basis of well-defined admission criteria and procedures that u t i l ize
multiple measures and encourage the admission of students from u n d e r -
represented groups through alternative criteria and procedures.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
determines that each admitted candidate has appropriate personal cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,
including sensitivity to California's diverse population, effective c o m m u n i c a t i o n
skills and other basic skills, and prior experiences that suggest a strong p o t e n t i a l
for professional effectiveness.  Each candidate admitted to basic teaching c r e d e n -
tial programs (including emphasis credentials) has attained an u n d e r g r a d u a t e
grade point average (GPA) that is above the median GPA for a comparable p o p u l a -
tion of students at the institution.  Each candidate admitted to advanced c r e d e n t i a l
programs meets institutional standards for graduate study.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the Common Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the Common Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 6 ) Advice and Assistance.  Qualified members of the institution's staff are a s s i g n e d
and available to advise candidates about their academic, professional and p e r s o n a l
development, as the need arises, and to assist in their professional p l a c e m e n t .
Adequate information is readily available to guide each candidate’s attainment o f
all program and credential requirements.  The institution assists candidates w h o
need special assistance, and retains in each program only those candidates who a r e
suited for entry or advancement in the education profession.


( 7 ) School Collaboration.   For each credential preparation program, the i n s t i t u t i o n
collaborates with local school personnel in selecting suitable school sites a n d
effective clinical personnel for guiding candidates through a planned sequence o f
fieldwork/clinical experiences that is based on a well developed rationale.


( 8 ) Field S u p e r v i s o r s .   Each field experience supervisor is carefully selected,
trained in supervision, oriented to the supervisory role, and certified a n d
experienced in either teaching the subject(s) of the class or performing t h e
services authorized by the credential.  Supervisors and supervisory activities a r e
appropriately evaluated, recognized and rewarded by the institution.


Appendix 3
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


General Program Standards for Option 31


For each program that is reviewed on the basis of the following General P r o g r a m
Standards, the Commission expects the accreditation team and the Committee o n
Accreditation to judge, in relation to each standard, whether the program is s u f f i c i e n t l y
responsive to the contemporary needs of the diverse students in California schools.


( 1 ) Knowledge Base for the C u r r i c u l u m .   Each credential program offers a
cohesive curriculum that is based on a coherent rationale and derived f r o m
current and established research findings, exemplary professional practice, a n d
recognized national or state professional guidelines.  A knowledge base i s
explicated and accompanied by a rationale that demonstrates the academic f o u n d a -
tions of the program curriculum and its responsiveness to the needs of Cal i fornia ' s
diverse students.  The program faculty articulates clear expectations for the p r o -
fessional competence and performance of program graduates.


( 2 ) Professional  Practices.   Each credential program provides adequate o p p o r t u n i -
ties for candidates to learn knowledge of a variety of professional methodologies
and skill at exemplary professional practices prior to assuming daily t e a c h i n g
responsibilities or other supervised field activities in the program.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the General Program Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the General Program Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 3 ) Principles  of E q u i t y .   In each credential program, candidates l e a r n
principles of educational equity and analyze the implementation of t h o s e
principles in curriculum content and educational practices.


( 4 ) Preparation for D i v e r s i t y .   Each credential program engages candidates i n
studies of diverse cultures and intensive cross-cultural experiences.  In e a c h
pro-gram, candidates examine successful approaches to the education o f
culturally and linguistically diverse students, and principles of first and s e c o n d
language acquisition and development.  Candidates for basic teaching c r e d e n t i a l s
learn and implement effective strategies to foster the development of E n g l i s h
language skills, including reading, among all students, including speakers o f
primary languages other than English.


( 5 ) Studies of Development.   In each credential program, candidates are o r i e n t e d
to common traits and individual differences that characterize several periods o f
child and adolescent development.


( 6 ) Profess ional  P e r s p e c t i v e .   In each credential program, candidates deve lop
professional perspectives by examining essential knowledge bases, i n c l u d i n g
concepts drawn from the historical, philosophical, social, cultural and p s y c h o l o -
gical traditions of education, as well as research findings and best p r a c t i c e s
appropriate to the credential specialization.


( 7 ) Early Field E x p e r i e n c e s .   Each credential preparation program prov ides ,
prior to advancing a candidate to the intensive fieldwork or clinical phase of t h e
program, one or more supervised field-based experience(s) that, (a) p r o v i d e
opportunities to interrelate theory and practice, (b) prepare the candidate f o r
daily teaching or other appropriate professional responsibilities, and (c) e n a b l e
the clinical faculty to determine when the candidate is ready for daily s u p e r v i s e d
professional responsibilities.


( 8 ) Daily Profess ional  R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program advances t o
training in daily supervised professional responsibilities only those cand ida tes
who are deemed ready for such experiences and who have demonstrated s u f f i -
cient proficiency at basic academic skills and mastery of subject matter content.


( 9 ) Field A s s i s t a n c e .   In each credential program, candidates in the field r e c e i v e
timely guidance, assistance and feedback from field supervisors and faculty i n
relation to each professional competence expectation of the program.


( 1 0 ) Diverse Students and R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program e n s u r e s
that each candidate (a) is effective in teaching or providing appropriate s e r v i c e s
to students of diverse ages, abilities, cultures and ethnicities, and (b) a s sumes
other responsibilities of full-time educators.  Each candidate must have at l eas t
one substantive public school professional experience that includes direct i n t e r -
action with diverse students.


( 1 1 ) Verif icat ion of C o m p e t e n c e .   In each program the institution r e c o m m e n d s
each candidate for a credential only after verifying validly and reliably t h e
candidate's demonstrated competence in relation to each professional expec ta t ion
of the program.  The institution retains thorough documentation to verify e a c h
candidate's attainment of the program’s stated expectations.









Accreditation Framework




Strategic Plan Goal: 1 


 


Promote educational excellence through the preparation and certification of professional educators 


 


 Sustain high quality standards for the preparation of professional educators. 


 Assess and monitor the efficacy of the Accreditation System, Examination System, and State and Federal 


Funded Programs. 


 


6B 
Information/Action 


 


Professional Services Committee 


 


Implementation of the Accreditation System 


 
 


Executive Summary:  Per Commission 


direction at the May/June 2006 meeting, this 


item presents the first six recommendations 


developed by the Accreditation Study Work 


Group and the Committee on Accreditation for 


consideration and action by the Commission. 


Further, this agenda item presents a plan for 


establishing a schedule for site visits in 2007-08 


and for moving forward with a number of 


accreditation related activities. 


 


Recommended Action: Approval of the first six 


recommendations proposed by the Accreditation 


Study Work Group and the Committee on 


Accreditation and action to implement the 


accreditation system with site visits beginning in 


the 2007-08 year. 


 


Presenters:  Cheryl Hickey, Consultant,  


Teri Clark, Administrator, Lawrence Birch, 


Director, Professional Services Division. 
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Implementation of the Accreditation System 


 


 


 


Executive Summary 


At the May 31-June 1, 2006 Commission meeting, the members of the Commission expressed 


their desire to consider, and possibly act upon, the recommendations of Accreditation Study 


Work Group (Work Group) at the July 31-August 1, 2006 Commission meeting.  These 


recommendations were originally presented to the Commission at the October 2005 meeting at 


which time staff was directed to seek additional feedback in the form of an electronic survey.  


The survey data was presented to the Commission at the April 2006 meeting.   


 


At the May 31-June 1, 2006 Commission meeting, members also expressed their desire to 


schedule state accreditation visits beginning in 2007-08.  


 


Because the Accreditation Study Work Group recommendations were numerous, and because of 


the limited time available at Commission meetings to deliberate, staff has, in consultation with 


the Chair, brought forward a group of recommendations at this meeting, to be followed by 


additional recommendations brought forward at the September 2006 meeting.  Still other 


recommendations can be brought to the Commission when further work is completed by the 


Committee on Accreditation (COA) and stakeholder group as appropriate.   


 


The recommendations presented in this item include Topics 1-6 from the original set of 


recommendations.  These topics address the basic structure of a revised system and are the most 


critical in need of addressing as soon as possible if a revised system is to be operational in time 


for site visits in 2007-08.  The remaining recommendations, while important, can be deliberated 


and acted upon by the Commission at future meetings.   


  


Recommendations: 


In order to meet the timetable discussed by the Commission at the May 31-June 1, 2006 


Commission meeting, staff presents the following recommendations for moving accreditation 


forward: 


1)  That the Commission act to start accreditation site visits in 2007-2008. 


2)  That the Commission endorse the COA priorities for consideration in scheduling 


accreditation visits for 2007-08 and beyond. 


3) That the Commission act on the first six topics of the recommendations presented by the 


Accreditation Study Work Group and the COA  


Upon Commission action on the above recommendations, staff would undertake the following 


accreditation activities: 
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a. Staff would return to the Commission as soon as possible with proposed language for a 


new Accreditation Framework for consideration and adoption by the Commission (for  


those topics within the Framework where there is Commission approval). 


b. Staff would bring the recommendations for Topics 7-10 and 13 to the September 2006 


Commission meeting for consideration and possible action. 


c. Staff would continue to work with stakeholders on revisions to the Common Standards in 


order to more closely align them with the objectives of the revised system such as a focus 


on candidate outcomes, and return as soon as possible to the Commission with draft 


revised language for review. 


d. Staff would continue to work on Topics 6a-6e, 11, and 12 with the COA and the 


stakeholders, and return to the Commission for consideration and possible action, when 


appropriate. 


e. Staff would continue to work with the stakeholders and, where appropriate, the Office of 


the Secretary of Education on determining the nexus between state accreditation and 


national accreditation. 


f. Staff would to continue to work with the COA and stakeholders on Experimental 


Program Standards, Preconditions, Blended Standards and required elements topics and 


return to the Commission for consideration, direction, and possible action, when 


appropriate. 


 


Introduction 


 


At the May/June 2006 Commission meeting, information was presented on a number of topics 


related to accreditation (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/commission/agendas/2006-05/2006-05-4A.pdf).  


The Commission was provided a historical schedule of accreditation site visits including costs 


for visits that took place in the 2000-2001 year or later.  The site visit listing identified 


institutions that have not had a site visit since initial accreditation or have had only a formative 


visit—a formative visit means that no accreditation decision was made by the Committee on 


Accreditation (COA).  The Commission directed staff to return to the July/August 2006 meeting 


with additional information on implementing the accreditation process, including the Work 


Group’s proposal for revising the system. 


 


Background 


 


The Accreditation Study Work Group (Work Group) began working in June 2004 to review and 


suggest possible revisions to the Commission’s accreditation system.  The Work Group has 


communicated frequently with the COA during the review process.  At the October 2005 


Commission meeting, the Work Group and the COA presented their recommendations for 


revisions to California’s educator preparation accreditation system to the Commission in an 


agenda item (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/commission/agendas/2005-10/2005-10-6C.pdf). The 


Commission requested that additional stakeholder input be gathered regarding the Work Group 


and COA’s recommendations.  An online survey was developed and available from December 6, 


2005 through February 10, 2006 on the Commission’s website.  The results of the field survey 


were presented to the Commission at the April 2006 Commission meeting 
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(http://www.ctc.ca.gov/commission/agendas/2006-04/2006-04-2A.pdf). The survey data showed 


support for the recommendations developed by the Work Group.   


 


At the April 2006 Commission meeting, Secretary of Education Alan Bersin asked the 


Commission to consider the nexus between national accreditation and California’s system of 


accreditation.  As a result, the Commission asked staff to return with additional information on 


accreditation, including information on the two national accrediting agencies: National Council 


for Teacher Education (NCATE) and Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC).    


 


In response to this request, staff presented an item at the June 2006, Commission meeting that 


included information about NCATE and TEAC and noted that additional information and 


dialogue with these two agencies would be necessary to respond appropriately to the Secretary’s 


request.  The Commission’s discussion at the June 1, 2006 meeting resulted in direction to staff 


that was twofold: 


1) Recognizing that there are issues with respect to national accreditation needing further 


examination and discussion, continue to investigate the nexus with national accrediting 


bodies and report back to the Commission 


2) Bring an agenda item back to the Commission at the July/August 2006 meeting that 


would allow the Commission to consider and act upon the revisions presented by the 


Accreditation Study Work Group, begin the implementation of the accreditation system 


as soon as possible with site visits as soon as 2007-08, and to prioritize those institutions 


that have never had a review since initial accreditation or those with the greatest period of 


time between site visits to be placed early in the accreditation site visit schedule. 


 


In providing this direction to staff, the Commission members voiced interest in continuing the 


dialogue with NCATE and TEAC but made clear that this was an effort that can be considered 


and acted upon at a later time.  Members of the Commission expressed an interested in acting 


upon the implementation of accreditation system at the July/August 2006 meeting that considers 


the importance of the NCATE and TEAC dialogue, but gives priority to implementing the state 


accreditation system.  


 


Accreditation System 


 


The Commission’s accreditation system is governed by California Education Code, the 


Accreditation Framework, and the Accreditation Handbook.  Education Code sections 44370-


44374 are critical to understanding the underlying philosophy, purpose, and duties of California's 


accreditation system.  The Education Code defines specific objectives and responsibilities for 


California’s accreditation system.  The Commission is responsible for adopting policies that 


further define the accreditation system.  These adopted policies are what constitute the 


Accreditation Framework.  The Accreditation Handbook is the procedural manual for the system 


and is developed by the Committee on Accreditation.  Table 1, below, illustrates the division of 


responsibility and authority for the current accreditation system.   
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Table 1: Roles in Implementing the Accreditation System 


 


Roles and Responsibilities in  California’s Accreditation System 


California 


Legislature 


 


Commission 


 


Committee on 


Accreditation 


 


Commission 


Staff 


 


State 


Law Establishing 


the System 


 


Sets Accreditation 


Policy Within the 


System 


 


Develops Accreditation 


Procedures 


 


Education Code 


44370-44374 


Adopts 


Accreditation 


Framework 


1993 


To be revised 


Adopts      


Accreditation 


Handbook 


2001 


To be revised 


Implements  the 


Policies and 


Procedures as 


defined in the 


Accreditation 


Framework and 


Accreditation 


Handbook 


 


 


Accreditation Framework and Accreditation Handbook 


 


The current policies of the Commission relating to Accreditation were adopted in 1993 and are 


contained in the Accreditation Framework.  The Framework contains eight sections. The full 


Accreditation Framework can be found on the Commission’s web site at 


http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/coa-reports.html.  The Commission’s responsibilities are 


described in Section 1 of the Accreditation Framework, most of which are directly tied to 


language in the Education Code. Section 2 of the Accreditation Framework defines the functions 


of the Committee on Accreditation  The Committee on Accreditation is a group of twelve 


educators—half from K-12 and half from higher education—appointed by the Commission.  The 


Committee on Accreditation is charged with the implementation of the accreditation system 


based on the policies the Commission has adopted.  


 


The Committee on Accreditation has developed, over time, the Accreditation Handbook.  The 


handbook was originally adopted in 1997 and a revised version was last adopted in 2001.  The 


Accreditation Handbook describes the procedural implementation of the accreditation system for 


institutions under review, educators that volunteer to be reviewers, and others interested in 


California’s accreditation system.  The full text of the Accreditation Handbook can be found at 


http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/PDF/accreditationhandbook.pdf 
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Proposed Implementation Timeline 


 


Given the Commission’s direction at the May/June 2006 Commission meeting to begin 


accreditation activities, a number of tasks need to be completed.  The table below identifies some 


of the major tasks needing to be completed. The timeline is not linear, in that many tasks overlap 


while others must be done after an action by the Commission or the COA. 


 


Table 2: Implement the Accreditation System 


 


Tasks to Implement the  


Accreditation System 


Type of 


Decision 


Required 


Action 


Timeline 


Take action to implement 


accreditation site visits in 07-08 


Policy  Commission 


Action 


August 2006 


Adopt an accreditation system, direct 


staff to work with the COA on a 


revised Accreditation Framework  


Policy Commission 


Action 


August 2006 


September 2006 


Develop priorities for the new 


accreditation site visit schedule 


Procedure COA Action, 


Report to 


Commission 


June 2006 


Develop the accreditation site visit 


schedule based on priorities, assign 


each institution to a year in the cycle 


Implementation Staff work, 


Report to 


COA and 


Commission 


August 2006 


Notify all program sponsors of site 


visits beginning in 2007-2008 


Implementation Staff work August 2006 


Revise Accreditation Framework Procedure COA and 


Staff work 


Aug. 2006-  


Jan. 2007 


Adopt revised Accreditation 


Framework 


Policy Commission 


Action 


Sept. 2006-  


Jan. 2007 


Revise Accreditation Handbook Implementation Staff work Aug. 2006-


April 2007 


Adopt the revised Accreditation 


Handbook 


Procedure COA Action 


Report to 


Commission 


April 2007- 


June 2007 


*Develop clear guidelines for:  


-Biennial reports 


-Program review in 4
th


 year 


-Site visits, team selection, and 


interview procedures 


Implementation Staff work 


COA Action 


June 2006-  


June 2007 
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Tasks to Implement the  


Accreditation System 


Type of 


Decision 


Required 


Action 


Timeline 


*Develop training for BIR members Implementation Staff work 


COA Action 


June 2006-  


June 2007 


Provide technical assistance to 


program sponsors 


Implementation Staff work Sept. 2006- 


June 2007 


* Portions of this task are addressed at a policy level and will included in the revised 


Accreditation Framework.  Other portions are procedural and will included in the 


Accreditation Handbook which is developed based on the adopted policy.   


 


Scheduling of Site Visits 


 


Scheduling site visits is one of the many steps in implementing the Commission’s Accreditation 


System.  The COA acts to create procedures that will implement the policy decisions of the 


Commission. At the May/June 2006 meeting, the COA discussed what procedures should be 


followed by staff to create an accreditation site visit schedule in the event that the Commission 


takes action at a future meeting to start accreditation site visits.  The priorities listed below are 


the procedures that the COA adopted for use in the scheduling of accreditation site visits.   


 


Priorities for Consideration in Scheduling Accreditation Site Visits 


1. NCATE visits that are already scheduled 


2. Institutions/Program Sponsors that have not had an accreditation visit of any kind 


following initial institutional accreditation 


3. Institutions/Program Sponsors that have only had a formative visit 


4. Length of time since the last accreditation site visit, length of time since initial 


institutional accreditation 


5. Scheduling approximately equal number of site visits per year 


6. Creating a balance in the size of teams needed each year 


7. Information reviewed as part of the interim reporting (biennial reports and program 


review) 


 


Recommended Revisions to the Accreditation System 


 


At the October 2005 Commission meeting, the Committee on Accreditation and the 


Accreditation Study Work Group submitted recommendations for a revised accreditation system.  


A total of 18 proposed recommendations were offered by the stakeholders.     This item includes 


the proposed preferred option, the rationale for the preferred option for six of these topics.  Other 


options that were considered by the stakeholder group can be found on the Commission’s 


website at http://www.ctc.ca.gov/commission/agendas/2005-10/2005-10-6C.pdf. 
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In an effort to provide the Commission optimal opportunities to fully discuss the 


recommendations in a deliberative manner within the time limitations of the Commission 


meeting, staff has prioritized the recommendations for consideration and action.   


 


Recommendations Requiring Priority Consideration by the Commission  


The first category includes those recommendations central to the proposed new system and that 


define its structure.  It would be beneficial for the Commission to discuss and come to agreement 


on the direction of these items.  These include the following recommendations: 


 


Topic 1: Purpose of the Accreditation System  


Preferred Option: 1a: Revise the Accreditation Framework to reflect four broad purposes of 


accreditation:   


1) To ensure accountability;  


2) To ensure high quality and effective preparation programs;  


3) To ensure adherence to credential standards; and 


4) To encourage and support on-going program improvement. 


 


Preferred Option: 1b: The essential attributes of accreditation defined in the Framework 


should be revised to include:   


1) The professional nature of accreditation;  


2) Knowledgeable participants;  


3) Breadth and flexibility;  


4) Intensity;  


5) Efficiency; and  


6) Cost effectiveness. 


 


Background:  The Framework adopted in 1993 outlines the purposes of accreditation as they 


were defined at that point in time.  The Committee on Accreditation and the Accreditation Study 


Work Group reviewed these purposes to determine whether they reflected current needs and 


addressed the current educational policy environment.  This discussion was a critically important 


first step as a common understanding and agreement about the purposes of accreditation was a 


necessary foundation to building a system that achieves these objectives.   


Rationale:  After examining the purposes of accreditation as defined by other states, other 


accrediting bodies, and other professions, the Committee on Accreditation and the Accreditation 


Study Work Group suggest that the language within the Framework be revised.  The proposed 


language would better align with generally accepted purposes of accreditation, simplify the 


language to facilitate public understanding, and recognize the importance of accreditation in 


program improvement – a purpose not explicitly defined in the 1995 Framework language.  The 


language related to essential attributes would be revised to eliminate outdated language, 


consolidate ideas, and better reflect the proposed system. 
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Topic 2: Roles and Responsibilities of the Commission and the Committee on Accreditation 


Preferred Option: Maintain the current roles and responsibilities of the Commission and 


the Committee on Accreditation as defined in California Education Code Section 44372 


and 44373 (c) but improve the communication between the COA and the Commission.   


Improve communication by providing on-going reports from COA representatives at 


Commission meetings as appropriate, but more frequently than annual reporting.  The 


COA will investigate and implement processes that will allow the Commission to better 


determine how its accreditation policies are being implemented. 


Background:  California Education Code Section 44372 delineates the powers and duties of the 


Commission as it relates to accreditation and section 44373 (c) delineates the powers and duties 


of the Committee on Accreditation.  In sum, the Commission establishes accreditation policies, 


appoints members of the COA, and hears appeals of accreditation decisions.  The COA 


implements the accreditation system and renders accreditation decisions.  


California Education Code Section 44373 (c) (5) requires the Committee on Accreditation to 


present an annual report to the Commission.  Over the past decade, the Committee on 


Accreditation has produced and presented annual reports to the Commission.  Beyond these 


annual reports, there has been little other interaction between the Committee on Accreditation 


and the Commission. 


Rationale:  The COA and the Work Group have agreed that the composition, roles, and 


responsibilities of the COA as currently defined by the Education Code have been beneficial for 


several reasons. First, the COA is composed of professional educators from both K-12 and 


higher education who are distinct from the Commission but who are appointed by the 


Commission because of their distinguished careers in education.  Maintaining the current 


composition of the COA would keep accreditation decisions within the purview of professional 


educators and maintain a balance of K-12 and higher education.  Second, having a body distinct 


from the Commission has allowed sufficient time for deliberation and depth of discussion 


required for making accreditation decisions.  It was the general opinion of the members of both 


the COA and the Work Group that the Commission currently has a full workload without adding 


accreditation decision-making. 


However, the Committee on Accreditation and the Accreditation Study Work Group agreed that 


there ought to be improved communication between the Commission and the Committee.  It was 


agreed that annual reporting alone is insufficient given the critical nature of accreditation. 


Increasing the Commission’s interaction with the COA will foster greater understanding of 


accreditation issues, allow the Commission more opportunity to determine whether its policies 


are being appropriately implemented, and allow for discussion of trends and issues related to 


accreditation matters.  Further, more opportunity for Commission discussion about accreditation 


will raise the visibility of accreditation and provide greater recognition of the importance of this 


Commission on Teacher Credentialing function. 
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Topic 3:  Accreditation as an On-Going Activity 


Preferred Option: Modify the system such that accreditation becomes an on-going activity 


instead of a once every six year event.  Accreditation should include an on-going cycle of 


activities focused on accountability, meeting Commission standards, and data-driven 


decision making.  Each institution’s prior accreditation report and continuing data reports 


should be considered in the accreditation system. 


Background:  Currently, the accreditation system examines an institution every six years with a 


“snapshot” approach – that is, the review team is limited to the information about the institution 


available at that time.  Previous documentation and accreditation decisions are not considered by 


the review team or the COA.  The COA decides on an accreditation finding on the institution.  If 


the finding is “Accreditation,” the institution is permitted to continue to operate its programs and 


is not required to provide further information to the COA until the next scheduled review.  If an 


institution receives the status of “Accreditation with Stipulations,” it must take action to 


satisfactorily address the stipulations within one year, and no follow up occurs beyond that next 


year until the next scheduled review.   


Rationale:  The Committee on Accreditation and the Accreditation Study Work Group agreed 


that the snapshot approach does not sufficiently promote on-going program improvement at 


institutions and districts. Instead many faculty and administrators involved in credential 


programs treat accreditation as a cyclical event they “go through” and then do not have to think 


about again until the next site visit.  While the accreditation process can and does, encourage the 


kind of dialogue that prompts positive change, many suggest that once the site visit is complete, 


the same level of focus on issues of program quality and effectiveness is not consistently 


maintained over the intervening years. 


Further, the COA and the Work Group also agreed that the snapshot approach does not assure a 


sufficient level of accountability.  As an example, a review team may have significant concerns 


about an institution or a program that leads to a stipulation.  Under the existing system, it is 


difficult for the review team to know whether a concern has been raised by previous review 


teams and thus is indicative of an ongoing issue at the institution, or whether the concern is of a 


more recent or isolated nature.   


If the change in focus of accreditation is that it is no longer viewed as a “snapshot” or point in 


time process, but rather a look at an institution over time, the use of historical data, including 


continuing reports, can and should be considered for use in the accreditation system.  Under such 


a system, full “accreditation” would no longer mean that an institution had no responsibilities 


related to accreditation between reviews.  On the contrary, accreditation activities and reporting 


of performance data would be required of all institutions and programs throughout the cycle.  


Likewise, follow up and corrective action on issues of concern would not be limited to one year.  


The COA would have the ability to follow-up on an area of concern over the next few years to 


ensure that the programs being offered continue to meet the Commission’s adopted standards. 
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Topic 4: Accreditation Cycle and Activities 


Preferred Option: 4a: Revise the accreditation cycle from a single site visit once every 6 


years, to a series of accreditation activities over the course of 7 years; 


Preferred Option: 4b: Revise the cycle from a 3-4 day comprehensive site visit conducted 


every six years to a system that includes annual data collection by the institution or 


program sponsor; 


Preferred Option: 4c: Require program sponsors to submit biennial reports to the COA; 


Preferred Option: 4d: Retain and revise the review of documents submitted by all 


credential programs in the 4
th


 year of the 7 year cycle; 


Preferred Option: 4e: Retain and revise a site visit in the 6
th


 year of the 7 year cycle 


focusing on Common Standards and where needed, Program Standards; and 


Preferred Option: 4f: Use the 7
th


 year in the cycle for required follow up. 


Background:  The current accreditation system utilizes a site visit at the institution once every 


five or six years to evaluate institution and program quality.  The site visit team reviews all 


individual programs, program documentation, supporting evidence, and the institution as a whole 


during the one visit.  No activities are required of institutions/program sponsors in the 


intervening years unless there has been a stipulation placed on the institution by the COA.  All 


stipulations must be addressed within one year, after which time no ongoing accreditation 


activities are required 


Rationale:  The COA and the Work Group believe the structure and cycle of the accreditation 


system can be improved upon to encourage program improvement and public accountability on a 


more consistent basis.  The proposed structure would require that the same type of activities – 


review of program documentation and information from candidates, graduates, employers, and 


faculty – take place across time, rather than at a single point in time.  By collecting specific 


information from programs at multiple times during the accreditation cycle, the COA and Work 


Group believe that reviewers will have a more accurate understanding of the institution and its 


programs.   


Under the proposed system, a variety of accreditation activities would take place throughout a 


seven year cycle and build upon one another. Table 2, on page 11, provides a concise summary 


of the types of activities and the frequency of each activity. It is believed that this on-going cycle 


of activities is more likely to accomplish the four primary objectives of accreditation than the 


current system. 


Annual Data Gathering and Analysis: Each program would be expected to collect contextual, 


demographic, and candidate competence data.  The program would aggregate and analyze these 


data, use data to evaluate program effectiveness, and make adjustments as appropriate.   
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Table 2: Accreditation Cycle and Activities 


Institution or Program Sponsors  


At the Institution Submit to CTC/COA 


Commission on Teacher Credentialing 


Committee on Accreditation and/or CTC Staff  will Review  


Year 


1 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


  • Although no formal report is required, institution may be completing follow-up from 


the site visit in Year 6.  All institutions will continue data gathering and analysis.   


Year 


2 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 
Data Report 


Years 1 & 2 


 • Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional 


information and/or a focused site visit. 


Year 


3 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Prepare program 


document updates 


  • No report unless there was follow-up from questions generated from the Year 2 


Biennial Report. 


• Data gathering and analysis is on-going at the institution 


Year 


4 


• Submit Program 


Document(s) 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


Data 


Report* 


Years 3  & 4 


Program 


Review 


Document (s) 


• Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional 


information and/or a focused site visit. 


• Program reviewers are assigned to review each program’s documentation and pose 


questions for institution. 


• Program review teams agree on preliminary findings for program standards. 


Year 


5 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis  


• Prepare Common 


Standards self-


study for site visit 


 Response to 


questions on 


program 


review 


• Program reviewers submit preliminary findings and remaining questions or concerns 


to the COA, with recommendations for any needed follow-up at the site visit. 


• COA determines which, if any program(s) need to be included in the site visit and 


notifies institution at least one year prior to the site visit date. 


Year 


6 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Complete 


preparations for 


site visit 


• Host site visit 


Data Report 


Years 5  & 6 


Common 


Standards Self-


Study 


• Site team is provided with preliminary findings from program review teams and all 


previous documentation from this cycle. Team is also provided with prior accreditation 


team report. 


• Site team visits the institution reviewing all Common Standards and program(s) 


identified by the Program Reviews. 


• Site team submits an accreditation report to COA, with recommendations.  


• COA makes an accreditation decision and specifies required follow-up if necessary. 


Year 


7 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Follow-up to site 


visit if necessary 


 Follow-up to 


site visit, if 


necessary 


• COA reviews follow-up, if warranted, asks further questions.  Follow up may exceed 


one year at the discretion of the COA. 


• After completing the seven year cycle, the institution begins the cycle again 


* Data related to approved subject matter programs is submitted in Year 4
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Report to the Commission/COA (Years 2, 4, and 6): The institution would report summary data 


for each program for the current and prior year to the Commission.  Each program would submit 


information describing how candidate competence is assessed in the program and how the 


candidates perform on those assessments. In addition, each report would include a brief 


statement of analysis and an action plan based on the analysis.  Each institution or program 


sponsor would also submit an institutional summary, identifying trends across the programs or 


critical issues.  The COA and Commission staff would review the biennial reports.  If the report 


is not submitted, or is incomplete or inadequate, Commission staff would contact the 


institution/program.  Institutions that submit reports with data that do not demonstrate measures 


of candidate competence or that have other deficiencies would be reviewed by COA and could 


result in a request for additional information from the institution/program or possibly a site 


review.  


Program Review (Years 4 and 5): Each program that is offered by an institution/program sponsor 


would submit an updated version of its approved program document including current course 


syllabi.  The update would detail all modifications in the program since its prior approval.  In 


addition, the candidate assessments, rubrics, and scoring procedures that generated the data 


gathered over the current year and previous three years would be submitted.  Program reviewers  


comprised of trained members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers would review each 


program through a review of updates to approved program documents, data reports, and the 


reports to the Commission/COA.  The program review team could raise questions or request 


additional information.  The program would submit additional information and evidence to 


address the questions that the reviewers have raised. Specific time limits would need to be 


observed by both the program and the reviewers so that the preliminary findings would be 


submitted to the COA at least one year prior to the scheduled site visit. The program review team 


would consider all information and agree upon “preliminary findings” for all program standards. 


The program review team submits any additional questions or areas of concern to the COA and 


makes a   recommendation to COA whether the issue needs to be further reviewed at the site 


visit.  The COA would consider the recommendation and in so doing, would determine the 


nature of the program review including the size and composition of the team that would take 


place during the site visit.  


Site Visit (Year 6): Each institution or program sponsor would have an accreditation team visit 


the site in the sixth year of the accreditation cycle. Prior to the visit, the institution would submit 


a self-study document that responds to the Common Standards. The institution would prepare for 


a site visit that focuses mainly on the Common Standards, but includes information and 


interviews with students, graduates, and faculty as well as other stakeholders from all programs 


that are sponsored by the institution.  The site review team would be composed of 3 to 6 


members that would focus on the Common Standards plus any program areas directed to be 


reviewed by the COA as a result of the previously completed program review. Within the site 


visit, each program in operation would participate fully in the interview schedule. The COA may 


add additional members to the team with expertise in the program area(s) to be reviewed at the 


site visit. The site review team would submit a report with program findings and an accreditation 


recommendation to the COA.  It is possible that the site visit team may find a program concern 


or issue not previously identified by the program reviewers.  In so doing, the team may 


recommend a follow up focused program review of the concerns or issues that have arisen. In 


this event, there would be no accreditation recommendation until after the focused review has 
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been completed. The COA would review the team report and ask questions prior to making an 


accreditation decision.  When follow-up is required, the COA would indicate what follow-up is 


required and when it would occur. 


Follow-up to site visit: (Year 7) If necessary, the institution and all its programs would begin to 


respond to the follow-up required by the COA.  COA will state the timeline for response from 


the institution.  Institutions must address all stipulations within one year, however, the timeline 


for COA follow up may extend beyond the one year. 


Topic 5: Unit Accreditation and Program Approval 


Preferred Option: Revise the system such that it addresses unit accreditation and enhances 


program review.  


Background:  Currently, California’s accreditation system involves a single accreditation 


decision for the institution, in other words, unit accreditation.  The individual programs are 


approved within the process of coming to the institution’s accreditation decision. This system is 


often referred to as “unit plus” because it focuses on the program sponsor and all its credential 


programs.     


Rationale:  In gathering feedback from the constituencies represented on the Work Group, it was 


clear that there is overwhelming support for continuing a “unit” based system.  Deans and 


administrators of education preparation commented that the unit based system allows them some 


degree of leverage with the university or district to initiate or implement improvements in 


programs, particularly with those programs that are out of their direct control.   However, 


concerns were raised that accreditation review team members have sometimes failed to 


sufficiently address program concerns in the report for fear of risking the accreditation status of 


the institution.  This seemed to occur most often with larger institutions that might have one 


identified weak program among several strong programs.  It was acknowledged that this is in 


part a structural issue and, in part, one of implementation and training.   


One of the major ways in which the proposed system will enhance program review is that under 


the proposed system, findings for each standard of each credential program would be included in 


the accreditation report, rather than just findings on the common standards.  In addition, the 


program review team would recommend whether review of a particular program should be part 


of a larger site visit at the institution or district office. 


Topic 6:  Establish consistency in the system by including all Credential and Certificate 


Programs in the Accreditation Process 


Preferred Option: Adopt the general principle that all programs that lead to a credential or 


certificate in California should be reviewed on a periodic basis and that the review process 


should be implemented in a manner that recognizes program differences but maintains 


comparable rigor across program types. 


Background:  Currently, not all programs that a program sponsor may elect to offer are reviewed 


through the continuing accreditation system.   


Rationale:  The COA and the Work Group suggest that the Commission adopt a broad policy 


that all credential programs are subject to review on a periodic basis and are a part of the 


accreditation system.   The COA and the Work Group recognize that this recommendation may 
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have significant cost implications.  The types of credential programs that are not currently part of 


the accreditation system include: 
 


 Subject Matter Programs 


 Certificate Programs (i.e. CLAD, BCLAD, Early Childhood) 


 Designated Subjects Programs-sponsored by a LEA 


 Professional Clear Credential Programs (Induction and Fifth Year) 


 Professional Clear Guidelines-based Administrative Services Programs 


Each credential program not currently included in the continuing accreditation process brings 


with it unique issues that would need to be addressed if they were brought into the system. For 


instance, induction programs were only recently added as a credential route as a result of SB 


2042, although they have been operating in California for a number of years.  Though they have 


not traditionally been part of the Commission’s accreditation process they have been subject to 


rigorous program review process through their funding agencies.   


Reaching agreement on the above topics would allow staff, in consultation with the Committee 


on Accreditation and the stakeholders, to begin the process for implementation of the revised 


system in 2007-08 as discussed by the Commission at the May/June 2006 Commission meeting. 


Recommendations that May be Considered and Discussed at the Next Commission Meeting 


Several recommendations, while still central to implementing a revised accreditation process, are 


less time sensitive and may, if the Commission wishes, be deliberated either at this meeting or at 


the September meeting without impacting the projected implementation schedule.  These items 


are as follows: 


 Topic 7:  Program Standard Options 


 Topic 8: Accreditation Decisions-Program Findings 


 Topic 9: Accreditation Decisions-Unit Findings 


 Topic 10: Selection of COA Members  


 Topic 13: Evaluation of the Accreditation System 


Implementation Issues 


Once the Commission adopts revised accreditation policies, there will be many implementation 


issues to be addressed.  During implementation of the revised accreditation system, the COA will 


be responsible for developing the many procedures that will support implementation of the 


Commission’s policies. The COA will seek advice from stakeholders and Commission members 


prior to modification of procedures. Listed below are four of the implementation issues that the 


Work Group and COA have already discussed:  
 


 Topic 14: Training -- Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR)  


 Topic 15: Selection of the Review Teams  


 Topic 16: Selection of Interviews and Site Visits  


 Topic 17: Data Collection 
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On-Going Work Required 


In the coming months, the Committee on Accreditation and the stakeholders will continue to 


work on several areas that require additional stakeholder discussion.  These include the following 


topics: 


     


 Topic 6:  Establish consistency in the system by including all Credential and Certificate 


Programs in the Accreditation Process.  If the Commission agrees with the general principle 


listed above, additional work would need to be done with respect to the individual credential 


areas not currently covered by accreditation. 


 Topic 6a: Designated Subjects Programs 


 Topic 6b: Professional Administrative Services Credential Programs 


 Topic 6c: Fifth Year Programs  


 Topic 6d: Induction Programs  


 Topic 6e: Subject Matter Programs 


 


 Topic 18: Additional work for Accreditation Study Work Group and the COA 


Topic 18 areas are related to the proposed changes to standards themselves.  Because this 


was not within the original charge of the accreditation review process, stakeholders and the 


COA were reticent to begin work in this area.  However, it became clear in discussions on 


accreditation that some standards required greater alignment with the process being 


proposed.  At the October 2005 Commission meeting, the Commission directed staff to 


continue to work with stakeholders on these issues. In particular, two areas in which work 


has begun include the Common, or Unit, Standards and the Experimental Program Standards.  


Because the Common Standards are central to the accreditation review, if the Commission 


were to agree to maintain a system that includes a unit review in addition to program review, 


a revised set of standards would be provided for Commission consideration in the near 


future.  The timeframe for bringing proposed new Experimental Standards to the 


Commission is more flexible.  A subgroup of the work group and COA are developing 


language for both of these sets of standards. 


 


Additional recommendations were made about Preconditions, Blended Program Standards, 


and the “required elements” structure of SB 2042.  Additional work on these topics will take 


considerable time and can be brought forward at a time that is appropriate in the future. 


 


Recommendations: 


 


1)  That the Commission act to start accreditation site visits in 2007-2008. 


2)  That the Commission endorse the COA priorities for consideration in scheduling 


accreditation visits for 2007-08 and beyond. 


3) That the Commission act on the first six topics of the recommendations presented by the 


Accreditation Study Work Group and the COA  
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Upon Commission action on the above recommendations, staff would engage in the following 


accreditation activities and report back to the Commission: 


a) Staff would return to the Commission as soon as possible with proposed language for a new 


Accreditation Framework for consideration and adoption by the Commission on those items 


where there is commission approval. 


b) Staff would bring the recommendations for Topics 7-10 & 13 to the September Commission 


meeting. 


c) Staff would continue to work with stakeholders on revisions to the Common Standards to 


more closely align with the objectives of the revised system such as candidate outcomes, and 


return as soon as possible on draft revised language for consideration by the Commission. 


d) Staff would continue to work on Topics 6a-6e, 11, and 12 with the COA and the stakeholders 


and return to the Commission for consideration and action when appropriate. 


e) Staff would continue to work with the stakeholders and, where appropriate, the Office of the 


Secretary of Education on determining the nexus between state accreditation and national 


accreditation. 


f) Staff would continue to work with the COA and stakeholders on the Experimental Program 


Standards, the Preconditions, Blended Standards and the required elements topics with the 


COA and stakeholders and return to the Commission for consideration, direction, and action 


when appropriate. 


 





August 2006 AGenda item that summarizes the work of the Accreditation Study Work Group




STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor 


COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING  
1900 Capitol Avenue 


Sacramento, California  95814-4213 


(916) 323-4508 fax 


 


PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIVISION 


  


 January, 2007 


 


TO:  IHE Deans/Directors of Teacher Education/Program Sponsors 


 


FROM: Lawrence Birch, Director 


 


As was communicated to you in my letter dated September 14, the Commission has acted 


to move forward with a transition to a revised accreditation system for its educator 


preparation system.  This letter seeks your assistance in participating in a pilot test of an 


important aspect of the revised system – the Biennial Report. 


 


The revised accreditation system is designed as an ongoing improvement process for 


colleges, universities and other program sponsors.  As we transition to this system, we 


recognize that it would be beneficial to both the Commission and to educator preparation 


programs to pilot new aspects of this revised system, given the significant nature of the 


changes.  There is work to be done to ensure that the Commission provides clear 


guidelines for completion of accreditation activities and that the guidelines are flexible 


enough that they fit the variety of program sponsors: their missions, goals and delivery 


systems. 


 


One important part of the revised accreditation system is the Biennial Report.  This report 


is designed to summarize information about each educator preparation program offered, 


specifically information collected and used for program improvement.  It is designed to 


focus specifically on candidate outcomes data and is intended to be data driven, concise, 


and not overly burdensome to complete.  These biennial reports will serve to inform the 


Committee on Accreditation and accreditation review teams throughout the 7 year cycle 


of accreditation.  In these biennial reports, program sponsors will include aggregated 


outcomes data a program sponsor collects on its candidates, what that data says about the 


programs, and whether there are any issues that would require further review before a site 


visit is scheduled.  Further, the 4
th


 year program assessment team and the 6
th


 year site 


visit team will be provided these biennial reports to inform their reviews as well as to 


assist in preparation for the site visit.   


 


In order to achieve clarity regarding the Biennial Report, Commission staff is requesting 


volunteers to submit a sample Biennial Report about one of the credential programs 


offered using the report template that is attached. The Biennial Report is designed to be 


no more than ten pages.  


 







 


  


 


Many institutions and program sponsors already have a candidate assessment system —


particularly for Multiple and Single subject credential programs, so how the data from 


existing assessment system is reported in this format is of interest to the Commission.  


Additionally, the Commission is interested in better understanding  the types of data that 


program sponsors use for their candidates in other credential areas, such as Pupil 


Personnel Services, Administrative Services and Education Specialists to name a few. It 


is also critical that the pilot include representation from both NCATE accredited program 


sponsors and non-NCATE program sponsors.  In order to be useful to the implementation 


timeline, volunteer program sponsors in the pilot would need to submit a report between 


May and July 2007 and provide feedback on the forms and the process. 


 


Your participation in this pilot is critical to the success of the revised system.  The 


Commission’s goal is to develop a Biennial Reporting system that addresses the need to 


move accreditation more towards outcomes, collects data that is useful and meaningful, 


and that does not result in an undue burden on the program sponsors and personnel.  


Benefits of participating in the pilot of the Biennial Report is that program sponsors will 


have the opportunity to discover how its current assessment system aligns with this 


accreditation activity while providing information to the Commission on how to better 


refine the report and to ensure a submission process that minimizes the burden on 


program sponsors.   


 


If you are willing to participate in the pilot, we ask that you fill out the attached form and 


fax it to Jo Birdsell at (916) 327-3165.  Commission staff will then be in touch with you 


about next steps.  If you have questions, you may contact Commission staff working on 


the implementation of the revised accreditation system:  They are: 


 


Teri Clark, Administrator of Accreditation tclark@ctc.ca.gov 


Cheryl Hickey, Consultant   chickey@ctc.ca.gov 


Jo Birdsell, Consultant   jbirdsell@ctc.ca.gov 


 


Thank you for considering this request for participation.  







 


  


BIENNIAL REPORT PILOT PARTICIPATION 


 


The program sponsor noted below will participate in the pilot of the Biennial Report. 


 


Institution/Program Sponsor         ______ 


 


The program that will submit the Biennial Report will be: 


 


  Multiple Subject     Single Subject 


 


  Special Education  


Please indicate whether it will be Mild/Moderate or Moderate/Severe or  


Low Incidence:  DHH, VI, PHI, ECSE 


 


  Administrative Services 


 


  Pupil Personnel Services 


Please indicate whether it will be School Psychology, School Counseling, School Social 


Work or Child Welfare and Attendance.        


 


  Other program such as Designated Subjects, Library Media, School Nurse, Adaptive 


Physical Education, Clinical Rehabilitation, etc. 


Please indicate which program it will be:        


 


 


Contact Information 


 


Dean/Director: 


 


Name:             


 


E-mail:              


 


Program Coordinator: 


 


Name:              


 


E-mail:              


 


Please fax or e-mail to Jo Birdsell 


Fax:  1-916-324-8927  E-mail:  jbirdsell@ctc.ca.gov 







 


  


 
Commission on Teacher Credentialing 


Pilot Biennial Report  


 


Institution  


 


Date report is submitted  


 


Date of last Site Visit  


 


 


Program documented in this report: 


 


Name of program  


 


Credential awarded  


 


Is this program offered at more than one site?        Yes   No 


 If yes, list sites at which the program is offered: 


  


    


 


    


 


 


Program Contact   


 


Phone #   


  


 Email   


 


If the preparer of this report is different than the Program Contact, please note 


contact information for that person below: 


 


Phone #   


  


 Email  







 


 Pilot Biennial Report 


DIRECTIONS 


Accreditation examines the extent to which institutions meet state adopted standards of quality and 


effectiveness.  It is expected that all institutions accredited by the California Commission on 


Teacher Credentialing are annually collecting and reviewing information and data on the 


performance of their candidates at various points – for instance, while enrolled in educator 


preparation programs, just prior to completion, and once employed in the field.  It is also expected 


that institutions and programs regularly review and analyze the data collected and use this 


information to make improvements and adjustments to their programs.  As such, responses to each 


section noted below should be a summary of work already being completed. Please respond to 


each section of the report.  This report does not need to be a narrative report.  Please use charts, 


table or lists as appropriate. 


 


SECTION A—PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 


I.  Contextual Information – General information to help reviewers understand the program, the 


context in which it operates and what has changed significantly since the Commission approved 


the current program document.          1 page  


 


II. Candidate Assessment/Performance Information –– The program submits information on 


how candidate performance and program completer performance is assessed and a summary of the 


data.  The length of this section depends on the size of the program and how data is reported.  


There is no minimum or maximum number of pages for this section. 


a) What are the primary assessment(s) the program uses to collect data on candidate 


performance?  What assessments are used to make critical decisions about candidate competence 


throughout the program e.g., key assignments in coursework, evaluation of 


fieldwork/practicum/clinical practice, demonstrations/presentations prior to being recommended 


for a credential? What assessments are used to ascertain program effectiveness e.g., post program 


surveys, employer feedback?  Please identify specific tool(s) used to assess candidates and 


program completers.  Describe the type of data collected, (e.g., TPA, portfolios, employer data, 


retention data or observations), the data collection process and summarize the data.  Please include 


descriptive statistics such as the range, median, mean, % age passed, when appropriate.   


b) What additional information about candidate performance or effectiveness is collected 


and analyzed that informs programmatic decision making?        


 


III. Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data – The program provides an analysis of the 


information provided in Section II.  Note strengths and areas for improvement that have been 


identified through the analysis of the data.  What does the analysis of the data demonstrate about 


candidate competence and efficiency/effectiveness?                1-3 pages 


 


IV. Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance – Programs 


indicate how they use the data from assessments and analysis of that data to improve candidate 


performance and the program.  If proposed changes are being made, please link the proposed 


changes to the data that support that modification as related to the appropriate Program and/or 


Common Standard(s).                    1-2 pages 


 


SECTION B--INFORMATION SUMMARY AND PLAN OF ACTION 


Indicate trends observed in the data for the programs.  Identify areas of strength, areas for 


improvement and next steps or a plan of action.  The summary is signed and submitted by the unit 


leader: Dean, Director of Education, Superintendent, or Head of the Governing Board of the 


Program Sponsor.                      1-3 pages 







 


 Pilot Biennial Report 


SECTION A—PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 


I—Contextual Information 


 


General information to help reviewers understand the program, the context in which it 


operates and what has changed significantly since the Commission approved the current 


program document.            1 page 


 


 


 


. 







 


 Pilot Biennial Report 


SECTION A—PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 


II—Candidate Assessment/Performance Information 


 


The program submits information on how candidate performance and program completer 


performance is assessed and a summary of the data.  The length of this section depends 


on the size of the program and how data is reported.  There is no minimum or maximum 


number of pages for this section. 


a) What are the primary assessment(s) the program uses to collect data on 


candidate performance?  What assessments are used to make critical decisions about 


candidate competence throughout the program e.g., key assignments in coursework, 


evaluation of fieldwork/practicum/clinical practice, demonstrations/presentations prior to 


being recommended for a credential? What assessments are used to ascertain program 


effectiveness e.g., post program surveys, employer feedback?  Please identify specific 


tool(s) used to assess candidates and program completers.  Describe the type of data 


collected, (e.g., TPA, portfolios, employer data, retention data or observations), the data 


collection process and summarize the data.  Please include descriptive statistics such as 


the range, median, mean, % age passed, when appropriate.   


b) What additional information about candidate performance or effectiveness is 


collected and analyzed that informs programmatic decision making?        


 







 


 Pilot Biennial Report 


SECTION A—PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 


III—Analysis of Candidate Assessment Data 


 


Each program provides an analysis of the information provided in Section II.  Note 


strengths and areas for improvement that have been identified through the analysis of the 


data.  What does the analysis of the data demonstrate about candidate competence and 


efficiency/effectiveness? 


1-3 pages 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


 Pilot Biennial Report 


SECTION A—PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 


IV—Use of Assessment Results to Improve Candidate and Program Performance 


 


Programs indicate how they use the data from assessments and analysis of that data to 


improve candidate performance and the program.  If proposed changes are being made, 


please link the proposed changes to the data that support that modification as related to 


the appropriate Program and/or Common Standard(s).       


 


An example of how a program might present this information is: 


Data Source Plan of Action or Proposed Changes or Changes Made Standard(s) 


 


However, it is not necessary to use this format.  Please use a format already in place or 


one that best fits the program. 


1-2 pages 
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SECTION B 


INFORMATION SUMMARY AND PLAN OF ACTION 


 


Indicate trends observed in the data for the programs.  Identify areas of strength, areas for 


improvement and next steps or a plan of action.  The summary is signed and submitted by 


the unit leader: Dean, Director of Education, Superintendent, or Head of the Governing 


Board of the Program Sponsor.                1-3 pages 
 


NOTE:  In the pilot, this section does not apply as only one program is reporting.  Once the 


Biennial Report is fully operational this will be a key part of the report. Any feedback you would 


like to give regarding the Biennial Report, including directions for completing this section or 


ideas for how it might be completed in the future, will be appreciated and help to make the 


process more effective. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 





Biennial Reports: What is expected from program sponsors
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February 28, 2007

Lionel Meno, Dean


College of Education  

San Diego State University  

5500 Campanile Drive  

San Diego, CA 92182  

Dear Dean Meno:  

The revised accreditation system includes a series of activities throughout a 7 year cycle. This system is built upon the foundation of ongoing data collection, analysis and program improvement done by each institution/program sponsor annually.  Reports to the Commission and the Committee on Accreditation (COA) will provide information about improvement efforts based upon data and their relationships to both the Common and Program Standards. Activities that will involve the participation of the COA are Biennial Reports, Program Assessment and Site Visits.


Program Assessment is one aspect of the revised accreditation system. This letter details information about the following


· Purposes of Program Assessment

· Program Assessment documentation

· How Program Assessment documents will be reviewed and reported


· Schedules for submission of Program Assessment documentation and Preliminary Report of Findings


Purposes of Program Assessment

The major purposes of Program Assessment are to ascertain that the programs continue to meet the Commission’s adopted program standards and programs gather and use data on candidates for program improvement.  Program Assessment asks institutions/program sponsors to consider how they measure candidate competence and how those measures inform instruction, assessment and program design/implementation.  Program Assessment examines each program individually and provides information for the Site Visit that will take place in two years—year 6 of the accreditation cycle.  The results of Program Assessment will identify if additional program review is needed at the site visit and if additional members need to be included on the site visit team to focus on an individual program.


Program Assessment Documentation

Program Assessment documentation is submitted for each approved preparation program being offered by the institution/program sponsor.  There are three parts to the Program Assessment documentation.

Part I begins with the program document most recently approved by the CTC and incorporates all significant program modifications that have been made since approval. It may also outline why the changes were made.  Was there evidence of candidate competence that indicated a need to change?  Were there changes in faculty that necessitated changes?  

Part II includes current course syllabi as well as updated vitae for program faculty.


Part III is the additional documentation that supports the program’s Biennial Reports that are submitted in years 1, 3, and 5 of the accreditation cycle.  Part III includes the assessments that are used to determine candidate competence, including rubrics, training information and calibration activities that the program reports on in the Biennial Report.  If a teacher preparation program is using the TPA there will not be a need to give the background on the development of the exam, validity and reliability information, etc. However, it will be important to note how assessors are trained in the particular area, how often the scoring is calibrated and the information particular to the location for how the TPA is administered.


For other programs, it will be necessary to give more comprehensive information about the assessments used.  If observation forms are used to measure candidate competence, upon what standards or rationale are these based?  How does the program ensure that all assessors are using them in the same way?  What types of training and practice is provided to ensure a common scoring technique?  


Part III will include only those assessments used at key points in the program in order to determine whether candidates can move to the next step or need remediation.  Examples of these assessments might be those used to: when and if candidates are ready to assume fieldwork, how well candidates do in fieldwork, when candidates can be recommended for the credential.

How Program Assessment documents will be reviewed and reported


The Program Assessment document will be reviewed by trained members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers who have expertise in the program area. The reviewers will also have access to the Biennial Reports that have been submitted (although in 2007-08 Biennial Reports will not have been submitted previously for most programs). Reviewers will be looking at the congruence of:


· input factors—what candidates are taught and how they are assessed (Much of this information will be found in Parts I and II of the Program Assessment document)

· output data—what data indicates about candidate competence (Some of this information will come from the Biennial Reports, but other parts will be covered in Part III.)

· programmatic changes—what is the data-based rationale for changes?  How have the changes impacted (or are expected to impact) candidate competence?


· alignment with program standards—How are the changes linked to the standards? (Much of this information will come from Parts I and III)

After the initial review, if there are questions, or more information is needed, CTC staff will communicate with an institution or program sponsor to request additional information. A professional dialogue will then take place between program sponsors and reviewers (facilitated through CTC staff) in order to get the most complete sense of candidate competence and the ongoing program improvement efforts that are made.  This dialogue will help provide clarity and assist the reviewers in coming to a preliminary finding.  The dialogue does not go on without end, there will be a deadline at which time a Preliminary Report of Finding will be written.  The format of the feedback will provide information regarding each program standard, using the form (or a similar form) to the one below:

Program Assessment Preliminary Report

		Program 


Assessment Team


Findings

		Program is meeting the standards indicated below: 

		At this time, the following questions or concerns exist related to the standards below: 



		Standard 1

		

		



		Standard 2

		

		



		Standard 3…through all program standards

		

		



		Professional Comments

		

		





The Preliminary Report of Findings will be submitted to the Committee on Accreditation (COA) indicating the status of the review.  The COA will review the findings and provide guidance to staff on the team size and composition.

2007-2008 Schedules for Submission of Program Assessment documents and Preliminary Report of Findings (Yellow Cohort)

In the 2007-08 year, all institutions or program sponsors in the Yellow cohort will participate in Program Assessment.  The institutions or program sponsors in the Yellow cohort will have a site visit during the 2009-2010 year and therefore the Preliminary Findings from the Program Assessment will be finalized by January 2009.  As this is the first year of the activities in the revised accreditation system, the yellow cohort institutions and program sponsors who submit Program Assessment documentation will not have already submitted Biennial Reports.  The review process will take this into account. 

Program documents are due by either October 15, 2007, January 15, 2008, or for this first year only, March 15, 2008.  The decision as to when to submit will be made by each program.  There is an advantage to early submission.  Should there be questions or additional information needed, the October submission date allows the most time for the professional dialogue and resolution of any issues or questions before the January 2009 deadline of finalizing all Program Assessment documents, reporting the results to the COA and planning for the 2009-10 Site Visits.

In order to help in the planning for timely readings of the Program Assessment Documents, please complete the attached information sheet indicating which submission date you believe will best meet your needs.  Information for returning the sheet is also noted on the last page.


A list of the currently approved educator preparation programs offered by your institution is provided on the next page.  As you prepare your document, please know that CTC staff is available to answer questions.  Please feel free to contact any of the following staff members:


Teri Clark: tclark@ctc.ca.gov

Cheryl Hickey: chickey@ctc.ca.gov

Jo Birdsell: jbirdsell@ctc.ca.gov

Sincerely,


Lawrence Birch, Ed.D., Director

Professional Services Division


 Educator Preparation Programs

San Diego State University

Preliminary Teaching Credential 




Multiple Subject


Multiple Subject, Internship Option*


Multiple Subject, BCLAD Emphasis


Single Subject


Single Subject, Internship Option*


Single Subject, BCLAD Emphasis

Professional Clear Teaching Credential




Fifth Year of Study 

Education Specialist Teaching Credential



Mild to Moderate-Level I


Mild to Moderate, Level I, Internship Option*


Mild to Moderate-Level II



Moderate to Severe-Level I


Moderate to Severe-Level I, Internship Option*


Moderate to Severe-Level II



Deaf and Hard of Hearing-Level I


Deaf and Hard of Hearing-Level II


Early Childhood-Level I 



Early Childhood-Level II


Specialist Teaching Credential



Reading Language Arts



Bilingual Specialist   


Certificate




Reading



Early Childhood Special Education  

Administrative Services




Preliminary



Professional Clear Standards Based


Professional Clear Guidelines Based

Health Services: School Nurse


Clinical Rehabilitation Services



Language Speech and Hearing


Pupil Personnel Services

        
Counseling



School Psychology


School Psychology, Internship Option*


Social Work



Child Welfare and Attendance


* Program Assessment documentation might be included with the basic program document or may be submitted separately.  This is a local decision based on the design of your program and the internship option.  If you have questions regarding this decision, please contact one of the accreditation staff members listed in the accompanying letter.


PROGRAM ASSESSMENT SUBMISSION DATES


Institution/Program Sponsor:


Each program may select the date most convenient to them.  So that we might have readers available for the review, please indicate on which date each program will submit.

		Program

		October 15, 2007

		January 15, 2008

		March 15, 2008

		Name and e-mail of Program Coordinator



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





Contact Information


Dean/Director:


Name:












E-mail:  













Please fax or e-mail to Jo Birdsell


By April 30, 2007

Fax:  1-916-324-8927

E-mail:  jbirdsell@ctc.ca.gov


Program Assessment: What is expected
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Overview of the Committee on Accreditation


Under the auspices of Senate Bills 148 (Bergeson, 1988) and 655 (Bergeson, 1993), t h e
education community in California launched an initiative to create a p ro f e s s iona l
accreditation and certification system that would contribute to excellence i n
California public education well into the 21st Century.  The Commission on T e a c h e r
Credentialing, the nation's oldest independent teaching standards board, has l o n g
engaged in credential program reviews.  The Accreditation Framework , developed b y
the Accreditation Advisory Council to replace program review, represents a u n i q u e ,
pioneering effort to advance the quality of education preparation through t h e
creation of an integrated accreditation a n d  certification system.


The first purpose of this professional accreditation and certification system is t o
assure the public, the students, and the profession that California's future educa to r s
have access to excellence in foundational studies, specialized preparation, a n d
professional practica, and that these components of educator preparation a r e
oriented to the needs of future elementary and secondary students.  A second p u r p o s e
is to ensure that all future educators have actually acquired the abilities a n d
perspectives essential for service in our public schools.  A third critical purpose is t o
assure that the preparation of future educators is appropriate for the a s s i g n m e n t s
made in our public schools.  The fourth purpose is to contribute to broader efforts t o
enhance the personal stature and professional standing of all members of t h e
education profession.  An integrated accreditation and certification system p r o v i d e s
the strongest possible assurance that professional credentials are awarded only t o
individuals who have earned them.


This accreditation system for California emphasizes the essential participation o f
professional educators in the development of accreditation policies and p r o c e d u r e s ,
the conduct of institutional reviews, and the determination of accreditation decis ions.
The twelve member Committee on Accreditation, carefully selected from a pool o f
outstanding nominees, embodies the expertise, experiences, and c o m m i t m e n t
envisioned by the writers of the Accreditation Framework .


This Committee developed criteria for the selection of the Board of I n s t i t u t i o n a l
Reviewers who conduct accreditation visits and make recommendations r e g a r d i n g
institutional accreditation to the Committee.  These criteria plus other key e l e m e n t s
of the system are contained in th i s  Handbook  to make clear the requirements a n d
expectations of this unique system.  Finally, the Accreditation Framework p r o v i d e s
significant options regarding national accreditation in lieu of state accreditation a n d
the use of individual program standards other than California's for institutions o f
higher education as they prepare for initial and continuing accreditation.  I n
providing these options, the F r a m e w o r k  also mandates that one accreditation dec i s ion
be made for the entire institution rather than separate decisions made for e a c h
program.  These changes are intended to foster institutional options and i n n o v a t i o n s ,
and increase the rigor of professional accreditation through the application of t h e
highest professional standards.
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A Reader's Guide to the Accreditation Handbook


The Accreditation Framework  calls for the development of an Accred i ta t ion
Handbook that is intended to provide sufficient information about all adopted
accreditation procedures to both institutions of higher education preparing for a n
accreditation visit and the accreditation team members who will conduct the vis i t .
Thus, this single document is written for two audiences.  The Handbook  is divided i n t o
eight chapters and contains five attachments.


Chapter One provides specific information about the responsibilities for p ro f e s s iona l
accreditation matters shared by the California Commission on Teacher Creden t i a l i ng
and the Committee on Accreditation.  Although the legislation that mandated t h e
development of the Accreditation Framework gave primary responsibility f o r
making accreditation decisions to the Committee on Accreditation, the Commission o n
Teacher Credentialing does have certain tasks to perform in this area.  These t a sks
are delineated in Chapter One.  They should be of interest to institutions of h i g h e r
education and to team members.


Chapters Two through Five are of principal interest to institutions of h i g h e r
education preparing for an accreditation visit.  These chapters provide spec i f i c
information on required and recommended preparations for an accreditation vis i t .
Chapter Two reviews procedures for the initial accreditation and withdrawal o f
programs.  The other chapters are focused on continuing accreditation visits.  Th is
includes information about special circumstances affecting institutions s e e k i n g
national accreditation, either for their education unit or for individual c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s .  


The Accreditation Framework  has changed a number of deadlines for acc red i t a t i on
visits and added some new tasks.  Institutions are directed to the section of C h a p t e r
Three on the Preliminary Report that is due one year before the actual visit.  Th is
will require early decision-making by the institution regarding the type of s t a n d a r d s
to be used, the configuration of the accreditation team, and other special issues t h a t
may arise in the visit planning.


Chapter Four is of primary importance to those institutions interested in n a t i o n a l
accreditation.  These options are relatively new to California and represent p o w e r f u l
alternatives to state accreditation.  Institutions may opt for a combination of state a n d
national accreditation or combine national accreditation, state accreditation and u s e
of alternative or experimental standards all in one accreditation visit.  All
institutions are urged to review these options carefully before filing a P r e l i m i n a r y
Report with the Committee on Accreditation.


Chapter Five gives specific information about the actual procedures followed in t h e
conduct of an accreditation visit.  Institutions are encouraged to see this i n f o r m a t i o n
as providing important insights and useful advice.  The Accreditation F r a m e w o r k
provides for opportunities to individualize an accreditation visit.  I n s t i t u t i o n a l
representatives should confer with the assigned Commission Consultant if there a r e
desired innovations or alterations of stated procedures of importance to t h e
ins t i tu t ion .
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Chapters Six through Eight are of particular interest to individuals serving on a n
accreditation team.  These chapters detail what team members do before and during a
visit and provide information about the roles of team leadership.  Chapter S e v e n
focuses on the substantially enhanced role of the Team Leader.  Team t r a i n i n g
includes the information presented in these chapters but goes far beyond t h e s e
words by providing simulations and other instructional activities.  Chapter E i g h t
provides information about the data collection procedures followed by team members.


While this second section is designed primarily for team members and the f i r s t
section is designed primarily for institutions preparing for a visit, the Committee o n
Accreditation encourages both groups to read the other chapters.  The Committee i s
committed to providing full disclosure of its accreditation process to all.  By p r o v i d i n g
these chapters in a combined document, the COA believes that all will have a c l e a r e r
understanding of the total professional accreditation process.


The attachments provide the reader with examples of a sample team report a n d
documents and standard forms used in the accreditation process.  The team r e p o r t
presented is provided only to give an example of a complete team report.  It is n o t
intended to serve as a model in its entirety.


Finally, the Accreditation Handbook  has been produced in a manner that will f o s t e r
revisions and updates.  The COA intends this document to reflect its procedures a n d
expects to make revisions in those procedures as the professional acc red i t a t i on
process continues.  The Handbook  will be revised periodically.  Additionally, it i s
available on the Commission on Teacher Credentialing website. <www.ctc.ca.gov>  T h e
COA welcomes comments and suggestions for improving its Accreditation Handbook.







    CCCChhhhaaaapppptttteeeerrrr    OOOOnnnneeee::::
RRRReeeessssppppoooonnnnssssiiiibbbbiiiilllliiiittttiiiieeeessss    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    CCCCaaaalllliiiiffffoooorrrrnnnniiiiaaaa    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn


TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr    CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg    aaaannnndddd    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn
AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn


IIIInnnnttttrrrroooodddduuuuccccttttiiiioooonnnn


The Committee on Accreditation was created as a result of Senate Bill 148
(Bergeson) and implemented pursuant to Senate Bill 655 (Bergeson).  The
provisions of these statutes are found in the Education Code, Sections 44370
through 44374, govern the Accreditation Framework, and guide this handbook.
The complete Accreditation Framework is presented in Attachment D.


Certain responsibilities related to the accreditation of educator preparation are
assigned to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing and certain other
responsibilities are assigned to the Committee on Accreditation.  This chapter
identifies the specific duties of each body that relate directly to the professional
accreditation process.  Institutions preparing for accreditation reviews and
institutions interested in adding new credential programs under the Accreditation
Framework should read this chapter.


IIII.... RRRReeeessssppppoooonnnnssssiiiibbbbiiiilllliiiittttiiiieeeessss    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiissssssssiiiioooonnnn    oooonnnn    TTTTeeeeaaaacccchhhheeeerrrr
CCCCrrrreeeeddddeeeennnnttttiiiiaaaalllliiiinnnngggg


AAAA.... AAAAddddoooopppptttt    aaaannnndddd    MMMMooooddddiiiiffffyyyy    tttthhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    FFFFrrrraaaammmmeeeewwwwoooorrrrkkkk....  The
Commission has the authority and responsibility to adopt an
Accreditation Framework, “which sets forth the policies of the
Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in
California” (Education Code Section 44372-a).  The Accreditation
Framework is found in Appendix C.  The Commission may modify the
Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework.  


BBBB.... EEEEssssttttaaaabbbblllliiiisssshhhh    aaaannnndddd    MMMMooooddddiiiiffffyyyy    SSSSttttaaaannnnddddaaaarrrrddddssss    ffffoooorrrr    EEEEdddduuuuccccaaaattttoooorrrr    PPPPrrrreeeeppppaaaarrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnn....
Pursuant to Education Code Section 44372-b, the Commission has the
authority and responsibility to establish and modify standards for
educator preparation in California.


CCCC.... IIIInnnniiii tttt iiiiaaaallll  AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    IIIInnnnssssttttiiiittttuuuuttttiiiioooonnnnssss....  In accordance with
Education Code Sections 44227-a and 44372-c and Section 4 of this
Framework, the Commission determines the eligibility of an institution
that applies for initial accreditation and that has not previously
prepared educators for state certification in California.  The
Commission accredits institutions that meet the criteria that have been
adopted for that purpose by the Commission.  Institutional







accreditation by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an
institution to submit specific program proposals to the Committee on
Accreditation.


DDDD.... HHHHeeeeaaaarrrr    aaaannnndddd    RRRReeeessssoooollllvvvveeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    AAAAppppppppeeeeaaaallllssss....  The Commission hears
appeals of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence
that accreditation procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious,
unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Commission or the procedural
guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation” (Education Code Section
44374-e).  The Commission resolves each appeal, and the Executive
Director communicates the Commission’s decision to the Committee on
Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected institution.  The
Appeal Procedures are found in Chapter Four of this Handbook.


EEEE.... AAAAppppppppooooiiiinnnntttt    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn....  Pursuant to Education
Code 44372-d and Section 2 of this Framework, the Commission
appoints members and alternate members of the Committee on
Accreditation for specific terms.  The Commission selects the Committee
members and alternate members from nominees submitted by the
Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that the Committee on
Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced in its
composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular
institutions, organizations or constituencies.


FFFF.... AAAAddddddddrrrreeeessssssss    IIIIssssssssuuuueeeessss    aaaannnndddd    RRRReeeeffffeeeerrrr    CCCCoooonnnncccceeeerrrrnnnnssss    RRRReeeellllaaaatttteeeedddd    ttttoooo    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn....
The Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation
that it identifies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention
by the Committee on Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the
Commission's staff, or other concerned individuals or organizations.  At
its discretion, the Commission may refer accreditation issues and
concerns to the Committee on Accreditation for examination and
response.


GGGG.... RRRReeeevvvviiiieeeewwww    AAAAnnnnnnnnuuuuaaaallll    RRRReeeeppppoooorrrrttttssss    bbbbyyyy    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn....
The Commission reviews Annual Accreditation Reports submitted by
the Committee on Accreditation.  Annual Reports include standard
information about the dimensions and results of the accreditation
process.   


HHHH.... AAAAllllllllooooccccaaaatttteeee    RRRReeeessssoooouuuurrrrcccceeeessss    AAAAnnnnnnnnuuuuaaaallllllllyyyy    ffffoooorrrr    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    OOOOppppeeeerrrraaaattttiiiioooonnnnssss....
The Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation
operations to implement the Accreditation Framework.  Consistent with
the Commission’s general practice, staff assignments to accreditation
operations are made by the Executive Director, in accordance with state
budgets, laws and regulations.


IIII.... JJJJooooiiiinnnntttt llllyyyy SSSSppppoooonnnnssssoooorrrr    aaaannnn    EEEExxxxtttteeeerrrrnnnnaaaallll    EEEEvvvvaaaalllluuuuaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn
PPPPoooolllliiiicccciiiieeeessss    aaaannnndddd    PPPPrrrraaaaccccttttiiiicccceeeessss....  The Commission shares responsibility with







the Committee on Accreditation for the design and implementation of a
comprehensive evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of
an external evaluator to conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8
of the Framework.


IIIIIIII.... RRRReeeessssppppoooonnnnssssiiiibbbbiiiilllliiiittttiiiieeeessss    ooooffff    tttthhhheeee    CCCCoooommmmmmmmiiiitttttttteeeeeeee    oooonnnn    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn


AAAA.... CCCCoooommmmppppaaaarrrraaaabbbbiiiilllliiiittttyyyy ooooffff    SSSSttttaaaannnnddddaaaarrrrddddssss....     In accordance with Section 3 of the
Framework, the Committee determines whether standards submitted by
institutions under Option 2 (National or Professional Program
Standards) or Option 5 (Alternative Program Standards), taken as a
whole, provide a level of program quality comparable to standards
adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program
Standards).  If the Committee determines that the proposed standards
are collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a
whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on
Accreditation may approve the proposed standards as Program
Standards in California.


BBBB.... IIIInnnniiiittttiiiiaaaallll  AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    PPPPrrrrooooggggrrrraaaammmmssss....  The Committee reviews
proposals for the initial accreditation of programs submitted by
institutions that have been determined eligible by the Commission.
New programs of educator preparation may be submitted under
Options One (California Program Standards), Two (National or
Professional Program Standards), Four (Experimental Program
Standards) or Five (Alternative Program Standards) in Section 3 of the
Framework.  If the Committee determines that a program meets all
applicable standards, the Committee grants initial accreditation to the
program.


CCCC.... CCCCoooonnnnttttiiiinnnnuuuuiiiinnnngggg AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    DDDDeeeecccciiiissssiiiioooonnnnssss....  After reviewing the
recommendations of accreditation teams, the Committee makes
decisions about the continuing accreditation of educator preparation
institutions and programs, consistent with Section 6 of the Framework.
Pertaining to each institution, the Committee makes one of three
decisions:  Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations (which can be
Technical or Substantive), or Denial of Accreditation.


DDDD.... AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    PPPPrrrroooocccceeeedddduuuurrrreeeessss....  Consistent with the terms of Section 6,
the Committee recommends appropriate guidelines for self-study
reports and other accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared
by institutions.  The Committee also adopts guidelines for accreditation
team reports, which emphasize the use of narrative, qualitative
explanations of team recommendations.  The Committee may provide
additional guidance to institutions, teams and the Executive Director
regarding accreditation visit procedures.  The procedural guidelines of







the Committee are published by the Commission in this Accreditation
Handbook.


EEEE.... MMMMoooonnnniiiittttoooorrrr    tttthhhheeee    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    SSSSyyyysssstttteeeemmmm....  The Committee monitors the
performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities
associated with the accreditation system.


FFFF.... AAAAnnnnnnnnuuuuaaaallll    RRRReeeeppppoooorrrrttttssss,,,,    RRRReeeeccccoooommmmmmmmeeeennnnddddaaaattttiiiioooonnnnssss    aaaannnndddd    RRRReeeessssppppoooonnnnsssseeeessss....     The
Committee presents Annual Accreditation Reports to the Commission.
Annual Reports include standard information about the dimensions and
results of the accreditation process.  The Committee also advises the
Commission about policy changes to improve the quality and integrity
of the accreditation process.


GGGG.... MMMMeeeeeeeetttt    iiiinnnn    PPPPuuuubbbblllliiiicccc    SSSSeeeessssssssiiiioooonnnnssss....        The Committee conducts its business and
makes its decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as
provided by statute.


HHHH.... JJJJooooiiiinnnntttt llllyyyy SSSSppppoooonnnnssssoooorrrr    aaaannnn    EEEExxxxtttteeeerrrrnnnnaaaallll    EEEEvvvvaaaalllluuuuaaaattttiiiioooonnnn    ooooffff    AAAAccccccccrrrreeeeddddiiiittttaaaattttiiiioooonnnn
PPPPoooolllliiiicccciiiieeeessss    aaaannnndddd    PPPPrrrraaaaccccttttiiiicccceeeessss....  The Committee shares responsibility with
the Commission for the design and implementation of a comprehensive
evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of an external
evaluator to conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of the
Framework.
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Chapter Two:
Initial Accreditation and


Discontinuation of Programs


I n t r o d u c t i o n


This chapter provides information on the process a postsecondary institution t h a t
has not previously been declared eligible to offer credential preparation p r o g r a m s
must follow to gain initial accreditation from the Commission on T e a c h e r
Credentialing.   It also describes how an institution that been determined to b e
eligible offer credential preparation programs may gain initial accreditation f r o m
the Committee on Accreditation for specific credential programs.  The chapter a lso
provides information about the process for withdrawing or discontinuing a program.


Initial Accreditation of Institutions


According to the Accreditation Framework  (Section 1-B-1) the Commission o n
Teacher Credentialing is responsible for determining the eligibility of an i n s t i t u t i o n
that applies for initial accreditation and that has not previously prepared educa to r s
for state certification in California.  The following procedures apply to t h o s e
ins t i tu t ions :


1. The institution prepares a complete program proposal, responding to a l l
preconditions, Common Standards and appropriate Program Standards.  T h e
proposal will be considered as the application for accreditation.


2. Initial Accreditation will be considered a two-stage process:


a . The proposal will be reviewed for compliance with the a p p r o p r i a t e
institutional preconditions, (Western Association of Schools and Colleges
[WASC] accreditation, institutional responsibility, n o n - d i s c r i m i n a t i o n
procedures, completion of a needs assessment, involvement of p r a c t i t i o n e r s
in the design of the program, agreement to provide information to t h e
Commission, etc.) and brought before the Commission on T e a c h e r
Credentialing for initial accreditation action.  If the proposal meets t h e
Commission's requirements, the institution will be recommended for i n i t i a l
acc red i ta t ion .


b. If the Commission acts favorably on the proposal, it will be forwarded to t h e
Committee on Accreditation for program accreditation action according t o
adopted procedures.


3. Once granted initial accreditation, the institution will then come under t h e
continuing accreditation procedures adopted by the Committee on Accreditation.
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Initial Accreditation of Programs


According to the Accreditation Framework  (Section 2-A-2) the Committee o n
Accreditation is responsible for granting initial accreditation to new programs o f
educator preparation.  If the Committee determines that a program meets a l l
applicable standards, the Committee grants initial accreditation to the program.  New
credential program proposals by eligible institutions must fulfill p r e c o n d i t i o n s
established by state law and the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.  They m u s t
also fulfill the Common Standards and one of the Program Standards options listed i n
Section 3 of the Framework :  Option 1, California Program Standards;  Option 2,
National or Professional Program Standards;  Option 4, Experimental P r o g r a m
Standards;  or Option 5, Alternative Program Standards.  Descriptions of n e w
programs include evidence of involvement in program design and planning b y
elementary and secondary practitioners and members of diverse local communities.


Section 4-B of the Framework  contains the Policies for Initial Accreditation o f
Programs.  Prior to being presented to the Committee for action, new p r o g r a m s
proposed by eligible institutions are reviewed by Commission staff members w h o
have expertise in the credential area.  If the Commission staff does not possess t h e
necessary expertise, the program proposals are reviewed by panels of e x t e r n a l
experts selected by the Executive Director.  New programs are reviewed in relation t o
the preconditions, Common Standards and the selected Program Standards.  T h e
Committee considers recommendations by the staff and the external review p a n e l s
when deciding on the accreditation of each proposed program.  


An institution that selects National or Professional Program Standards (Option 2) o r
develops Alternative Program Standards (Option 5) submits the standards to t h e
Committee on Accreditation for initial approval prior to developing a p r o g r a m
proposal.  The acceptability of the standards is assured before the i n s t i t u t i o n
prepares a program proposal.  An institution may choose to submit a program t h a t
meets the Experimental Program Standards (Option 4) adopted by the Commission
when the program is designed to examine professional issues or policy q u e s t i o n s
related to the preparation of credential candidates.


Basic Steps in the Accreditation of New Programs


Prel iminary Staff  Review.


Before submitting program proposals for formal review and initial acc red i ta t ion ,
institutions are encouraged to request preliminary reviews of draf t  proposals by t h e
Commission’s professional staff.  The purpose of these reviews is to assist i n s t i t u t i ons
in developing programs that are consistent with the intent and scope of t h e
standards, and that will be logical and clear to the external reviewers.  P r o g r a m
proposals may be submitted for preliminary staff review at any time.  The n o r m a l
"turn around time" for a preliminary staff review will be approximately one m o n t h .
Preliminary review is voluntary.  Its purpose is to assist institutions in p r e p a r i n g
program proposals that can be reviewed most expeditiously in the formal r e v i e w
process .
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Review of Preconditions.


An institution’s response to the preconditions is reviewed by the Commission’s
professional staff.  The preconditions are based on state laws and regulations, and do
not involve issues of program quality.  At the institution's discretion, p r e c o n d i t i o n s
may be reviewed either during the preliminary review stage, or after t h e
institution's formal submission of a proposal.  If the staff determines that t h e
program complies with the requirements of state laws and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
regulations, the program is eligible for a further review of the standards by the s t a f f
or a review panel.  If the program does not comply with the preconditions, t h e
proposal is returned to the institution with specific information about the lack o f
compliance.  Such a program may be resubmitted once the compliance issues h a v e
been resolved.


Formal Review of Program Quality Standards for Initial Accreditation


Unlike the preconditions, the standards address issues of program quality a n d
effectiveness, so each institution’s formal response to the standards is reviewed b y
Commission staff or a small review panel of experts in the field of p r e p a r a t i o n .
During the program review process, there is an opportunity for i n s t i t u t i ona l
representatives to confer with staff consultants or the review panel to a n s w e r
questions or clarify issues that may arise.  


If the staff or the review panel determine that a proposed program fulfills t h e
standards, the program is recommended for initial accreditation by the Committee o n
Accreditation at one of its regular meetings.  Action by the Committee i s
communicated to the institution in writing.  


If the staff or the review panel determine that the program does not meet t h e
standards, the proposal is returned to the institution with an explanation of t h e
findings.  Specific reasons for the decision are communicated to the ins t i tu t ion .
Representatives of the institution can obtain information and assistance from t h e
Commission’s staff or one or more designated members of the panel.  After c h a n g e s
have been made in the program, the proposal may be submitted for re-consideration.


Appeal of an Adverse Decision.


If a program is not recommended to the Committee on Accreditation for approval b y
staff (on the basis of responses to preconditions or standards) or the review p a n e l
(on the basis of responses to standards) the institution may present a formal r e q u e s t
to place that program on the agenda of the Committee for consideration.  In so do ing ,
the institution must provide the following information:


• The original program proposal, and the stated reasons of the Commission's
staff or the review panel for not recommending initial accreditation of t h e
p r o g r a m .


• A specific response by the institution to the request of the Commission's s t a f f
or the review panel for additional information, including a copy of t h e
resubmitted proposal (if it has been resubmitted).


• A rationale for the institution's request.
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The Committee on Accreditation will review the information and do one of t h e
fo l lowing:


• Grant initial accreditation to the program.


• Request a new review of the institution's response to the standards by a
different Commission staff member or a different review panel.


• Deny initial accreditation to the program.


Within twenty business days of the Committee on Accreditation decision to d e n y
initial accreditation, the institution may submit evidence to the Executive Director o f
the Commission that the decision made by the Committee on Accreditation w a s
arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Accred i ta t ion
Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee.  (Information related t o
the quality of the program that was not previously presented to the Commission's
staff or the review panel may not be considered by the Commission.)  The Executive
Director will determine if the evidence submitted by the institution responds to t h e
criteria for appeal.  If it does, the Executive Director will forward the appeal to t h e
Commission.  If it does not, the institution will be notified how the information does
not respond to the criteria and given ten business days to re-submit the appeal to t h e
Executive Director.


The appeal will be heard before the Preparation Standards Committee of t h e
Commission.  The Committee will consider the written evidence provided by t h e
institution and a written response from the Committee on Accreditation.  In r e s o l v i n g
the appeal, the Commission will take one of the following actions:


• Sustain the decision of the Committee on Accreditation to deny i n i t i a l
accreditation to the program.


• Overturn the decision of the Committee on Accreditation and grant i n i t i a l
accreditation to the program.


The Executive Director communicates the Commission's decision to the Committee o n
Accreditation and the institution.


Withdrawal of Credential Programs


An institution may decide to withdraw a program that has been previously a p p r o v e d
by the Commission or accredited by the Committee on Accreditation.  The fo l l owing
procedures must be followed:


The institution notifies the Executive Director of its intention to withdraw t h e
program when the current candidates complete the program.


The notification will include the date in which candidates will no longer be admit ted
to the program.


Candidates already admitted to the program are notified in writing by the i n s t i t u t i o n
that the program is being withdrawn.  The institution determines a date by which a l l
enrolled candidates will be able to finish the program.  The institution assists
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enrolled candidates in planning for the completion of their program.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
files the list of candidates and date of their program completion with the Commission.


Following the date determined by the institution, after which candidates will n o
longer be enrolled, the program may no longer operate and the institution may n o
longer recommend candidates for the credential.


A program being withdrawn will not be included in any continuing acc red i t a t i on
visits while candidates are finishing the program, provided that the Executive
Director was notified of the institutional intent to withdraw the program at least o n e
year before the continuing accreditation visit.


A withdrawn program may be re-accredited only when the institution submits a n e w
proposal for initial accreditation according to the Committee on Accreditation i n i t i a l
accreditation policies.  From the date in which candidates were no longer admitted t o
the program, the institution must wait at least two years before requesting r e -
accreditation of the program.


Discontinuation of Credential Programs


When an institution is required by the Committee on Accreditation to discontinue a
credential program, the following procedures must be followed:


The institution, within 60 days of action by the Committee on Accreditation, files w i t h
the Executive Director its plan for program discontinuation when the c u r r e n t
candidates complete the program.


Candidates are no longer admitted to the program, once the institution is required t o
discontinue the program.


Candidates already admitted to the program are notified in writing by the i n s t i t u t i o n
that the program is being discontinued.  The institution determines a date by w h i c h
all enrolled candidates will be able to finish the program.  The institution assists
enrolled candidates in planning for the completion of their program.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
files the list of candidates and dates of program completion with the Commission.


Following the date determined by the institution, after which the institution will n o
longer enroll candidates, the program may no longer operate and the institution m a y
not recommend candidates for the credential.


A discontinued program may be re-accredited only when the institution submits a
new proposal for initial accreditation according to the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
initial accreditation policies.  The institution must wait at least two years after t h e
date of discontinuation before requesting re-accreditation.
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Chapter 3:
Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Visits


I n t r o d u c t i o n


This chapter provides detailed information on the procedures, activities, a n d
decisions that precede the actual accreditation visit.  The size and composition of t h e
accreditation team is described first.  The responsibilities of the Consultant p rov ided
by the CTC/COA to the institution are listed and the institutional overview meeting t h e
consultant will hold well before the visit is also described.  The rest of chapter g i v e s
detailed information on all aspects of making the preparations for an acc red i t a t i on
visit beginning with the necessary schedule planning and ending with spec ia l
circumstances that may affect the visit.  This chapter will be of particular interest t o
those who are charged with the administrative tasks related to a p ro f e s s iona l
accreditation visit.


A . Accreditation Teams


Structure and Size of Teams


1 . Board of Inst i tut ional  R e v i e w e r s .   To conduct reviews for t h e
continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions, t h e
Executive Director of the Commission maintains a Board of I n s t i t u t i o n a l
Reviewers consisting of California college and university faculty m e m b e r s
and administrators, elementary and secondary school teachers and o t h e r
certificated professionals, and local school board members, pursuant t o
Education Code Section 44374-b.  The Board consists of approximately 300
persons who are geographically and culturally diverse, and who r e p r e s e n t
gender equity.  The Committee on Accreditation establishes criteria f o r
membership on the Board.  The Executive Director adds new members to t h e
Board from time to time.


2 . Team S t r u c t u r e .   For an institution being considered for c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation, the Executive Director appoints an accreditation team d r a w n
from the Board of Institutional Reviewers and designates the team's l eade r .
To ensure appropriate attention to specific programs at the institution, t h e
team leader and the Commission's staff establish clusters of reviewers in a
team with more than three members.  One cluster of team members h a s
primary responsibility for reviewing the Common Standards.  O the r
clusters are responsible for reviewing groups of credential programs, a n d
may provide information to the cluster that reviews the Common Standards .
The size of clusters ranges from one to five members, depending on t h e
level of effort required for each set of assignments.
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3 . Team Size and Expertise.  Normally, an accreditation team has from two
to fifteen members.  However, teams may be larger to accommodate t h e
specific needs of institutions.  Programs are clustered together, w h e r e
appropriate, to keep team size manageable, but needed expertise is i n c l u d e d
on each team.  The range of credential programs at an institution i s
reflected in the expertise of the reviewers, but there need not be a o n e - t o -
one correspondence between credential programs and r e v i e w e r
specialization.  Student enrollments in programs, the complexity o f
programs, and/or the numbers of specialized programs offered by a n
institution may lead to a team with more than fifteen members.  S tuden t
enrollment is a factor because the team must interview a sufficient s a m p l e
of candidates and graduates in order to make valid, reliable j u d g m e n t s
about issues of quality.  Complexity may be a factor if an i n s t i t u t i o n
operates diverse programs, or if programs are offered at g e o g r a p h i c a l l y
dispersed locations or in colleges outside the education unit.  At least o n e
member of each institution's team has a depth of expertise in t h e
multicultural, diversity and language acquisition needs of Ca l i forn ia
classrooms.  The size of a team and the clustering of programs a r e
determined jointly by the dean or director of each unit that is r e s p o n s i b l e
for credential programs; the Commission's staff consultant; and the t e a m
leader appointed for the review; and is formalized by a signed team size
a g r e e m e n t .


Organization and Expertise of Teams


1 . Team L e a d e r .   The Executive Director appoints an experienced r e v i e w e r
as the leader of an institution's review team for continuing accred i ta t ion .
The leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant i n
planning the review, participate in team size and composition decis ions,
and provide leadership in team training, orientation and support d u r i n g
the accreditation review.  The team leader and the Commission's s t a f f
consultant are jointly responsible for management of the review.


2 . Cluster Leaders.  The team leader and staff consultant select a member o f
each cluster to serve as cluster leader, whose role is to help in o r g a n i z i n g
and managing the cluster's activities during the review.


3 . Common Standards Cluster.  The Common Standards are reviewed by a
cluster of reviewers with members who are able to make judgments a b o u t
the institution as a whole.  This cluster may include a dean, associate d e a n ,
university program director and/or a superintendent or district l e v e l
admin i s t r a to r .


4 . Program C l u s t e r s .   Team members with appropriate experience a n d
qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about c r e d e n t i a l
programs.  Reviewers assigned to a cluster should have sufficient expe r t i s e
to make sound judgments about programs in the cluster.


5 . Team A s s i g n m e n t s .   Team members are trained in reviewing t h e
Common Standards and/or the selected Program Standards.  A single c l u s t e r
of reviewers is not normally given primary responsibility for r e v i e w i n g
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the Common Standards and Program Standards in the same review, excep t
in the case of a small institution.


6 . Team Continuity .  When possible and when appropriate to the p r o g r a m s
at one or more institutions to be visited, members of previously success fu l
teams are kept together for the purpose of reviewing more than o n e
ins t i tu t ion .


7 . New R e v i e w e r s .   For the most part, an accreditation team consists o f
experienced reviewers.  A team need not include an i n e x p e r i e n c e d
member, but new reviewers are appointed to accreditation teams after t h e i r
training, when appropriate.


8 . Conflict of Interest.   Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of i n t e r e s t
involving accreditation team members and the institution being r ev iewed .
No member of a team shall have ties to the institution, such as current o r
past enrollment there, programmatic collaboration, past or p r e s e n t
employment, or spousal connections.


Training and Orientation of Teams


Prior to participation in an accreditation review, team members, cluster l e a d e r s
and team leaders participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.


1 . Team T r a i n i n g .   To ensure that accreditation reviews examine issues o f
quality in preparation, team members participate in an intensive three t o
four day training program, which focuses on team skills, i n t e r v i e w
techniques, accreditation procedures, and the consistent application o f
standards.  This training will also include specialized activities f o r
returning team members, cluster leaders and team leaders.


2 . Team Orientation.   On the day prior to the beginning of an acc red i t a t i on
site visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about t h e
institutional self-study report, review their prior training as t e a m
members, and thoroughly plan the team activities for the acc red i t a t i on
review under the team leader and cluster leaders.


B. Responsibilities of the CTC/COA Consultant


The CTC/COA consultant assigned to an institution has the responsibility to coo rd ina t e
all aspects of the accreditation process and represents the Committee o n
Accreditation throughout the entire process. The consultant will:


1 . Assist in all the preliminary preparations and logistics described in t h i s
H a n d b o o k  to facilitate the accreditation process.


2 . Assist the Team Leader in developing the specific details of the visit.


3 . Review the Preliminary Report prepared by the institution regarding i t s
mission, institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, and o t h e r
unique features of the institution.  







Accreditation Handbook Chapter 3 12


4 . Assist in determining the team size and configuration collaboratively w i t h
the team leader and the institution.


5 . Review the Institutional Self-Study Repor t  and all other p r o g r a m
documents prior to final submission to the accreditation team.


6 . Randomly select the individuals to be interviewed by the accreditation t e a m
from a list provided by the institution.


7 . Maintain on going contact with the institution prior to, during, and a f t e r
the accreditation visit.


9 . Assist the team leader with the team orientation, provide logistical s u p p o r t
during the accreditation process, assist the team members' u n d e r s t a n d i n g
of the Commission's standards, and facilitate the team leader in the w r i t i n g
of the report.


1 0 . Does not judge the professional content or quality of any in s t i t u t ion ' s                 
credential programs, but rather acts as a facilitator to the team as it m a k e s
its accreditation recommendation.


1 1 . Ameliorate concerns and problems that arise during the acc red i t a t i on
process .


1 2 . Assist the team leader in preparing the team recommendation f o r
submission to the Committee on Accreditation and be present at the COA
meeting when the report is acted upon by the Committee.  The c o n s u l t a n t
also assists the institution in presenting its appeal to the Committee o n
Accreditation should the institution elect to do so.  Finally, the c o n s u l t a n t
assists the team leader in the event that a dissent is filed with t h e
Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding the actions of t h e
Committee on Accreditation.


1 3 . Work with the institution regarding any stipulations that may result f r o m
the original visit. The consultant arranges and either a c c o m p a n i e s
members of the original accreditation team on the re-visit or conducts t h e
follow-up visit if a staff re-visit is recommended.  If a specialized c r e d e n t i a l
program team is recommended by the original accreditation team, t h e
consultant is charged with identifying and preparing that specialized t eam,
making the necessary arrangements with the institution to accommodate a
specialized accreditation site visit, preparing the report for submission t o
the Committee, and being present when the original and specialized t e a m
reports are presented to the Committee for its action.
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C. The Institutional Overview Meeting


Approximately eighteen to twenty-four months prior to the scheduled acc red i t a t i on
visit, the CTC/COA consultant contacts the institution to schedule an i n s t i t u t i ona l
overview meeting.  The purpose of this meeting is to acquaint the administration a n d
faculty of the institution with the Accreditation Framework , to provide assistance i n
the development of the Preliminary Repor t  (sent to the CTC/COA consultant t w e l v e
months prior to the actual accreditation visit), and to answer other questions t h a t
may arise.  The institution may invite anyone it chooses to attend this meeting.


D. Scheduling an Accreditation Visit


Dates of the Visit


Accreditation visits normally occur five to seven years from the date of the l a s t
evaluation unless the institution is required to have more f r e q u e n t
accreditation visits by a national accrediting body.  The Committee o n
Accreditation also retains the right to schedule more frequent site visits as a
stipulation of institutional accreditation.


The following criteria are used to determine a date for the team visit:


1 . Select a time period when students are on campus and student teachers a r e
in classrooms.  Be certain to avoid local school holidays, major academic
conferences and other times that will draw faculty away from campus o r
otherwise impede collection of information from graduates, employers o f
graduates, cooperating schools, or community members.


2 . The visit, if it is a merged accreditation visit, must be coordinated with t h e
national accrediting body.  If the visit will involve a national o r
professional accrediting body for one or more credential programs, e a r l y
planning must be initiated to attend to the needs of both state and n a t i o n a l
bodies.


3 . As a rule, the first full day of an accreditation visit will begin on a Monday
and team members will arrive on Sunday afternoon.  Exceptions a r e
permitted to this rule, but they should be requested early in the process b y
the institution.  Institutions with multiple sites, unusual class schedules, o r
other issues should also make known these circumstances early in t h e
planning process.


4 . The institution should propose a series of acceptable dates as the Committee
on Accreditation and the Commission on Teacher Credentialing m u s t
schedule the year's accreditation visits in a manner that does not a d v e r s e l y
impact the staff.  The final responsibility for identifying an acceptable da te                                                                                                           
for the accreditation visit lies with the institution being visited.                                                                                                                     
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Schedule of Review Activities


1 . As noted above, accreditation team visits are scheduled for three and o n e -
half days.  The team arrives at its hotel site on Sunday afternoon, t y p i c a l l y
by 3:00 p.m.  The team holds its orientation meeting at the hotel, c o m p l e t i n g
its business normally by 5:00 p.m.


2 . Institutions may choose to schedule a reception at the hotel or on t h e
campus for the accreditation team.  Such an event is optional and is at t h e
discretion of the institution.  General remarks by senior administrators o r
other ceremonial aspects of the visit can be accomplished at this t ime .
Institutions may also want to have community members or other g u e s t s
included in this event.  If dinner is included in the event, it s h o u l d
conclude by 9:00 p.m.  If no dinner is included, the event should end by 7:30
p .m.


3 . The first full day of the accreditation visit is devoted to document r e v i e w s
and interviews with a sample of all major interest groups -- f acu l ty ,
administration, students, graduates, employers of graduates, c o o p e r a t i n g
school personnel, and community members.  The team schedule created b y
the institution must show sufficient time during the day for d o c u m e n t
review and for team meetings.


4 . The second full day of the accreditation visit can duplicate the first full d a y
or it may include visits to important collaboration sites or other fac i l i t ies
deemed essential by the institution.  The team schedule created by t h e
institution must include time for a mid-visit meeting to permit the t e a m
leader to share with representatives of the institution (a) areas where t h e
standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) requests for addi t ional
information pertaining to those standards.


5 . Wherever possible, the institution should not be schedule team  m e m b e r s
for interviews after 6:00 p.m. on any day.  If late interviews are n e c e s s a r y ,
the schedule must show time during the day for team members to confer, t o
summarize notes, or to attend to personal needs.


6 . The morning of the third full day of the visit is set aside for report w r i t i n g
by the team and no other activities can be scheduled.  The presentation o f
the team's findings (where the team leader presents the team's f i n d i n g s
and its accreditation recommendation to the Committee on Accred i ta t ion)
takes place in the afternoon.  The institution may invite anyone to a t t e n d
this public presentation of the accreditation team's report.
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Logist ical  and Budgeting Arrangements


1 . The Commission on Teacher Credentialing is responsible for all d i r e c t
expenses of the state accreditation team, including lodging, per diem, a n d
travel expenses.  The Commission is also responsible for (a) the d i r e c t
expenses incurred by the team leader and the consultant in working w i t h
the institution on arrangements for the visit, (b) direct expenses i n v o l v e d
in a specialized credential team visit and any re-visits related to n o t e d
stipulations from the original visit and, (c) the substitute expenses for t e a m
members who are classroom teachers, if requested. If the institution i s
planning a merged accreditation visit, the institution is responsible for t h e
costs associated with the national accrediting body.  This is also true if t h e
institution elects to have one or more of its credential programs acc red i t ed
by a national professional association.


2 . The institution is responsible for covering all assigned time to its f a c u l t y
and staff who have developed reports or documents.  If the i n s t i t u t i o n
elects to have a reception for the team or to provide food to the team d u r i n g
the visit, it must bear the cost of these items.


3 . The institution is responsible for preparing all necessary d o c u m e n t s
included but not limited to, the Preliminary Report , the Institutional S e l f -
Study Repor t  including reports for all approved credential p r o g r a m s ,
sufficient copies of these reports for team members, all necessary b a c k - u p
documents and files to support the Self-Study Report (s) , and any o t h e r
materials deemed useful to the team by the institution.  All materials sent t o
the Commission and to team members should be considered the property o f
the Commission.  Any materials of value should be kept on campus in t h e
document room.


4 . The institution is responsible for providing sufficient space on campus f o r
a private room for the team, a document room for all files and mate r i a l s ,
space for all team members to conduct their interviews, access t o
telephones for team members required to make telephone interviews, a n d
personal computers compatible with the Commission's to facilitate t e a m
writing.  The institution is also responsible for assisting the CTC/COA
consultant in identifying an acceptable hotel in close proximity to t h e
campus, arranging for meals for the team, if requested by the c o n s u l t a n t ,
and arranging parking permits during the visit for team members.


5 . The institution is responsible for making all necessary a r r a n g e m e n t s
regarding the interview schedules.  This includes providing parking f o r
interviewees, assigning campus guides to direct individuals to t h e i r
interview locations, arranging for back-up interviews, and ensuring t h a t
an adequate number of interviews are scheduled for the institution and a l l
its programs.  Institutions are encouraged to propose i n n o v a t i v e
arrangements for handling interviews (e.g., interactive audio and v ideo
connections or dispersed interview sites), but are strongly advised t o
ensure that sufficient numbers of interviews are scheduled across all k e y
g r o u p s .
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6 . In the case of a re-visit or the visit of a specialized credential team, t h e
institution is responsible for making the same type of arrangements a s
noted above for an original visit.


7 . The institution is responsible for all expenses involved in attending a
Committee on Accreditation meeting.  In the event of an institutional c l a i m
of bias or failure to follow procedures, the institution must bear the cost o f
the making the appeal and attending any appeal hearings or meetings.  If a
re-visit is required as a result of the appeal, the standard division o f
responsibilities and costs apply.


E. Preliminary Report


No less than twelve months before the scheduled visit, institutional of f ic ia ls
prepare a Preliminary Repor t  to be submitted to the Commission s t a f f
consultant.  This brief report describes the institutional mission and i n c l u d e s
information about institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, a n d
other unique features of the institution.  The Preliminary Repor t  is designed t o
help the Commission consultant and the team leader (in discussion with the d e a n
or director) determine the type, size and complexity of the programs to b e
reviewed and the structure, size and expertise of the review team to be selected.
The Preliminary Repor t  includes, among other things, the following t h r e e
c o m p o n e n t s .


1 . Response to P r e c o n d i t i o n s .   In its Preliminary Report ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n
includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by s t a t e
laws and the Commission.  The institution must respond to preconditions f o r
all credential programs offered by the institution.


2 . Indication of Selected O p t i o n s .   In its Preliminary Report ,  t h e
institution indicates the options it has selected for each credential p r o g r a m
in the accreditation review.  Institutions may select different options f o r
different credential programs, as described in the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


3 . Special Characterist ics  of the I n s t i t u t i o n .   In its P r e l i m i n a r y
Report, the institution notes any special characteristics about its c r e d e n t i a l
programs that would affect the composition of the team, the organization o f
the visit, or the development of the team schedule.  The offering o f
programs at multiple sites, the use of unusual delivery formats, a n d / o r
unusual staffing patterns are of particular interest to the Committee o n
Accreditation.  Institutions with multiple-site programs must i n c l u d e
specific information about the number and enrollment of all s u c h
programs, their past and current status, and the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
relationships among these various locales and options.  Institutions using a
professional development school model should respond to this section of t h e
Preliminary Report.
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F. Self-Study Report and Campus Exhibits


Report  Guidel ines .


No less than 60 weekdays before the visit, the institution mails sufficient cop ies
of its Inst i tut ional  Self-Study Report to the team leader and the Commission s t a f f
consultant, who distributes copies of the report to each accreditation t e a m
member The institution may choose to mail its Self-Study Repor t  directly to t e a m
members, in which case the report should be mailed no less than 40 weekdays
before the visit.  In responding to each applicable standard, the se l f - s tudy
report should emphasize quality considerations, educational rationales, a n d
thoughtful program analyses.


The Institutional Self-Study Report has, at a minimum, the following items:


• Letter of Transmittal by President
• Letter of Verification by Dean or Director
• Background of the Institution and its Mission and Goals
• Education School or Department Mission and Goals
• Significant Changes in Education Programs since last review


(with references to stipulations or weaknesses noted in last visit)
• Responses to Common Standards (with references to documents)
• Responses to Program Standards by Program Cluster (with references


to documents). These responses will vary depending on the options
selected by the institution.


• Abbreviated Faculty Vita organized by Program Cluster and by
credential courses taught in the past two years.


All other background material and data should be placed in the document r o o m
on campus and referenced in the Self-Study Report.  Institutions are e n c o u r a g e d
to use graphic representations and other visual information in the Se l f -S tudy
document.  Institutions planning to use multi-media presentations should c o n f e r
with the CTC/COA consultant early in the planning process.  The Se l f -S tudy
should be relatively brief but must include responses to all the Common
Standards and all standards for each approved credential program, following t h e
options elected by the institution in its Preliminary Report.


Support ing Documentat ion Required


In the document room on campus, the institution is required to assemble detai led
materials that will verify and support the assertions made in the Se l f -S tudy
Report .  The following list of supporting documentation is not exhaustive; it i s
intended to be illustrative.  The institution should tailor its supporting m a t e r i a l s
to its own mission and goals, organizational structure, and array of c r e d e n t i a l
programs.  The institution is also encouraged to utilize alternate means o f
presenting supporting materials including videotapes, CD-ROMs, wall displays,
interactive computer programs, and audio tapes.  If the institution makes use o f
alternate approaches to providing support, its representatives should c o n f e r
with the assigned consultant and the team leader to ensure that sufficient t i m e
is allocated within the master schedule to permit the full review and appraisal o f
the developed materials.
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1. Complete vitas from all full-time faculty within the institution and w i t h i n
all approved credential programs.


2. Complete vitas from all part-time faculty who have taught c r e d e n t i a l
courses in the past two years.


3. Information regarding recruitment and retention procedures for f u l l - t i m e
and part-time faculty.


4. Information on support for full-time and part-time faculty i n c l u d i n g
research, travel, and staff development support.


5. Information on recruitment and admissions procedures including t h e
actual selection process for admission.


6. Copies of all advisement materials used in all credential programs.
7. Copies of student handbooks, supervisor handbooks and other r e l e v a n t


credential publications.
8. Copies of relevant budgets, including school budgets, departmental b u d g e t s


and program budgets, if available.
9. Institutional procedures on budget and faculty allocations.
10. Copies of recent catalogues and individual course syllabi (Note: w h e r e


multiple sections of credential courses are offered, institutions s h o u l d
provide additional evidence that all sections of the required c r e d e n t i a l
courses attend to the relevant standards).


11. Internship programs should provide evidence of district and b a r g a i n i n g
representative agreements and other evidence that internship s t a n d a r d s
are being met.


12. Minutes of advisory group meetings or other evidence of collaboration a n d
community involvement.


13. Evidence of on going, systematic, comprehensive program evaluation a n d
improvement with specific evidence of changes made or contemplated as a
result of this evaluation process.


14. Candidate assessment instruments and procedures with s u m m a r y
information on candidate evaluation results as appropriate.


15. Evidence of institutional commitment to and assessment of all f i e ld
supervisors (individuals serving as cooperating teachers or others w h o
serve as non-employee evaluators of candidates).


16. Evidence of leadership within the institution and leadership among t h e
elements of the institution with particular attention to articulating a
vision, fostering collegiality, delegating responsibility and authority, a n d
advancing the stature of professional education within the institution.


Ways of Facilitating the Preparation, Organization, and Presentation
of Supporting Materials


The Committee on Accreditation uses a tri-partite process of evidence co l lec t ion
and evaluation.  The Institutional Self Study Report constitutes the first e l e m e n t ,
the institution's assertion as to how it meets the Common Standards as well as t h e
Program Standards it has selected.  The second element in the collection a n d
evaluation of evidence is the team's review and analysis of s u p p o r t i n g
documentation.  The third element is the array of interviews conducted w i t h
individuals who know each program best -- its faculty, students, g radua tes ,
cooperating educators, and employers of graduates.
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The supporting materials serve as verification of the assertions made in t h e
Self-Study Report .   Institutions are encouraged to ensure that the display o f
these materials is clearly linked to the appropriate standards.  The i n s t i t u t i ona l
planners should encourage faculty and staff to begin to collect documents ,
hand-outs, and other programmatic materials early in the development p rocess .
Sorting and selecting materials is easier once all possible documents have b e e n
pulled together.  In assembling the document room itself, institutions may w i s h
to use one or more of the following organizational schemes:


1. Color-coding files or sets of documents by credential and/or by Common
Standa rd


2. Labeling documents by Standard number within a credential program o r
closely related set of credential programs


3. Sorting materials in banker's boxes by credential
4. Developing a computer search engine for electronic files and o t h e r


electronic data
5. Providing team members with "look-up only" capacity on campus c o m p u t e r


system or personal computers provided to the team
6. Providing information presented in the order in which s tuden t s


experience the credential program (i.e., recruitment and admiss ion
materials presented first, then curriculum materials)


7. Provide mock-ups of highly detailed student files that clearly show h o w
curriculum, field experience, and candidate competence standards are met.


8. Story Boards, PERK Charts, organizational charts, or other visual d i sp lay
devices that depict aspects of the institution and its various c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s


Institutions are encouraged to use other presentation devices and approaches a s
may assist team members in understanding how the institution meets or exceeds
all Common and Program Standards.  Care should be taken to alert the c o n s u l t a n t
and team leader to any innovative methods being contemplated to ensure t h a t
the team will be properly advised before the visit begins.


G. The Interview Schedule


An accreditation team makes its determinations and recommendation on t h e
basis of the Institutional Self-Study Report and information collected while o n
campus. The team studies institutional documents, reviews support ma te r i a l s ,
and interviews individuals who have knowledge of the program and the q u a l i t y
of students enrolled and graduates in the work force.  It is the in s t i t u t ion ' s
responsibility to set up the interview schedule for all team clusters i n
consultation with the CTC/COA Consultant. Since the time available to the team i s
limited and Committee policy dictates that sufficient numbers of ind iv idua l s
from all constituent groups be interviewed, creating a workable i n t e r v i e w                                                 
schedule is a critical task for the inst i tution and should receive a s                                                                                                               
much attention as the preparation of the Ins t i tu t ional  S e l f - S t u d y                                                                                                               
R e p o r t .            
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1 . Who Should be Interviewed by the Team


Team members interview persons involved in the development a n d
coordination of the programs, the preparation of the candidates, and t h e
employment of graduates of the program. These interviewees come f r o m
the credential program and surrounding school districts. A list of p e r s o n s
who are typically scheduled for interviews is shown on the next page.


C a n d i d a t e s


Beginning Candidates (small number)
Middle of Program Candidates (larger number than Beginning Candidates)
Nearing Completion Candidates, especially those in student teaching a n d / o r
field experiences.  (majority of candidates interviewed)


M a s t e r  T e a c h e r s / S u p e r v i s o r s


Currently working with candidates or have worked with a candidate in t h e
past year.  If the professional development school model is used, then t h e
bulk of the interviews should be with the cooperating faculty from t h a t
school(s ) .


A d m i n i s t r a t o r s


From schools where candidates and student teachers are placed, and/or w h o
assist with field work placements.  These should be school sites w h e r e
placements are routinely made.


G r a d u a t e s


Last Year
The Year Before Last (whether using credential or not using credential)
In cases where most graduates leave the area, it may be necessary to g o
back one more year or to provide correct telephone numbers to the team t o
ensure that a sufficient number of interviews are conducted.


Employers of Graduates


School District Personnel Office Administrators
School Site Principals


Administration and Faculty of the Institution


President (optional unless merged NCATE/COA visit)
Academic Vice-President
Chief Financial Officer of Institution
Dean of the College or School of Education
Chairs of the  involved Departments
Program Coordinators of credential programs
Field Supervisors in each credential program
Professors and Instructors from each credential program,


(Full-time and Part-time)
Credential Analyst
Advisory Committee for credential programs
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NOTE: The number of individuals to be interviewed will vary by category a n d
program, and will depend upon program size, relative " impor tance" ,
availability, and location of the interviewees.  The CTC/COA Consultant r a n d o m l y
selects interviewees. For a small credential program, generally e v e r y o n e
associated with the program will be interviewed. Specific problems w i t h
interview sample size must be discussed well in advance of the visit with t h e
Team Leader and the CTC/COA Consultant.


2 . Select ion of  Interviewees


The institution should begin assembling lists of potential interviewees at l eas t
the semester before the visit.  Placement and Alumni offices should be consu l t ed
along with the Credential Analyst for the names of graduates, s u p e r v i s i n g
teachers and personnel. The names of current students should be assembled a s
soon as practicable in the semester of the visit.  Faculty who teach in t h e
program should be alerted to the visit dates to prevent them from being o f f -
campus.  Special arrangements may be necessary for part-time faculty o r
faculty on early retirement or sabbatical leave.  The lists of candidates ,
graduates, and master teacher/supervisors are sent to the CTC/COA c o n s u l t a n t
who randomly selects the persons who will be invited to the interviews f r o m
those categories. These lists will be returned promptly so the institution c a n
make the necessary contacts.  Not all interviews will be conducted o n e - o n - o n e .
Candidates can be interviewed in small groups (3-10 students). Faculty a n d
administrators should be interviewed individually. Telephone i n t e r v i e w s ,                                            
closed-circuit television, off-campus interview sites, and other i n n o v a t i v e                                                                                                                                                    
means of conducting the interviews are strongly encouraged, particularly o n                                                                                                                                                    
campuses where parking and travel are difficult or where graduates work a t                                                                                                                                                    
significant distances from the campus.                                                                       


3 . Review of Interview Schedules by Team Leader


Interview schedules should be completed approximately three weeks before a
visit.  When the schedule is complete, it is sent to the CTC/COA Consultant and t h e
team leader for their final review.  If an institution does not get the s c h e d u l e
completed in time for Consultant and team leader review before the visit, t h e
review will occur on the afternoon or evening before the interviews b e g i n .
This may well cause complications if changes are requested, so institutions a r e
urged to avoid this problem. Once any changes are made by the team leader, t h e
schedule will be followed as distributed. Late additions to the schedule, if needed ,
should be clearly noted.


4 . Additional Notes on Creating an Interview Schedule


The interview schedule for each Cluster should be thought of as having 3 -4
columns with one column for each cluster member. A time frame on the l e f t
margin gives the number of allowable slots for the interviews. Since faculty a n d
institutional administration should have individual interviews w h e n e v e r
possible, the scheduler should be cognizant of teaching and travel schedules .
Generally, all faculty who teach full-time in the program should be on c a m p u s
for interviews during the visit. Programs with heavy afternoon and e v e n i n g
classes will need to work with the CTC/COA consultant to balance the t i m e
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commitments of the team. Late afternoon of the first full day will be critical.  I f
an institution does not absolutely need to make a morning site visit, it is poss ib le
to arrange for off-campus interviews at a school site with master teachers, a r e a
administrators, and graduates on the afternoon of the first full day. This could
be very helpful to campuses where parking is difficult or where getting t o
campus is a problem.  Institutions selecting this option should discuss t h e
specific needs with the CTC/COA Consultant well in advance of the visit.


The campus may also wish to combine an alumni event or some special a c t i v i t y
to link with the return to campus of graduates, master teachers, and other f i e ld
supervisors.  A reception following the end of the interview period, t h e
inclusion of returning graduates in a concurrent research project, or some
other professional development activity, particularly when planned i n
conjunction with local schools, can increase attendance, make the w h o l e
process more useful, and build productive relationships with area schools.


The most frequent complaints from team leaders/members relate to l e n g t h y
introductions which delay the onset of the interviews, gaps in the i n t e r v i e w
schedule when not planned, significant imbalances in the numbers o f
interviews scheduled with graduates, employers of graduates, and other o f f -
campus constituents, and insufficient privacy for sensitive interviews. P r o g r a m
representatives are urged to attend to these concerns.


Frequently, the actual schedule varies from the planned one as ind iv idua l s
cancel appointments at the last minute. Schedulers are urged to think a b o u t
over-booking slightly to account for such realities, to avoid, if possible ,
scheduling one constituency ( e.g., program graduates ) into one afternoon, a n d
to entice off-campus constituents with additional reasons to make the journey t o
campus. A final option is to have a secretary available to make stand-by calls o r
to provide the names and telephone numbers of individuals who could b e
interviewed by telephone.


Given the importance of the interview process to the final t e a m
recommendation and the complexities of bringing large numbers of people o n
and off campus, institutional planning teams should begin early to deve lop
plans for handling this element of the program evaluation.


H. Accreditation Team Visit Daily Schedule


I n t r o d u c t i o n


This section of Chapter Two provides a chronological review of a n
accreditation team visit.  Each part of each day is identified and a b r i e f
statement is made regarding the essential activities to be completed i n
that time period.  Institutions may request variations from this s c h e d u l e
and should confer with their assigned consultant early in the p l a n n i n g
process if they wish to make significant changes.


Day One (Part Day - COA only)


This day is typically a Sunday for regular COA visits.  (Merged NCATE/COA
visits typically begin a day earlier for the Team Leader and the Common
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Standards Cluster members.  The remainder of the team begins o n
Sunday.)  Institutions may request another schedule if they believe it w i l l
be beneficial to them.


1 . Team Leader and Cluster Leader Preparation (afternoon):   L e a d e r
preparation is usually conducted by a CTC/COA consultant during the m i d -
afternoon of the day prior to the review.         


• The consultant reviews the responsibilities of the team leader, c l u s t e r
leaders, and team members.


• The consultant reviews COA accreditation procedures with the t e a m
leader and all cluster leaders.


• Cluster leaders begin team briefing of Self-Study Reports.  If a c a m p u s
visit is desired, team leaders must inform CTC/COA Consultant who wil l ,
in turn, arrange the visit with the institution.


2 . Inst i tut ional  Recept ion (early  evening)


Institutions may choose to host a reception for the accreditation team i n
the early evening of the day the team arrives.  The purposes of t h i s
reception are to provide opportunities for informal conversation a m o n g
team members and faculty, staff, and administrators from the ins t i tu t ion ,
give attention to the ceremonial aspects of the visit, and provide o v e r v i e w s
of the institution.  A reception is not a required part of the COA
accreditation visit (however, it is expected for a merged visit with NCATE).
The institution must bear the cost of a reception.  Details of this op t iona l
part of the visit should be arranged during the preliminary d iscuss ions
with the CTC/COA Consultant.


3 . Cluster Orientation (evening):  The cluster orientation usually o c c u r s
in the evening of the day prior to the evaluation and after the i n f o r m a l
reception (if one is held).  The consultant provides a brief overview for a l l
team members.


• The cluster leader reviews the institutionally-selected standards t h a t
will be used during this visit with the team members.


• The team cluster members develop questions related to each standard.


• The cluster leader makes team member assignments to ensure that a l l
standards will be covered in interviews, and by more than one person.


Day Two (First Day on Campus)


This day is typically a Monday unless the institution has developed a n
alternative schedule (e.g., Tu. - Th.. schedule)


1 . Initial welcome of the team on campus by institutional representatives, i f
not completed the prior evening.
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2 . Overview of Department or School of Education and Credential Programs, i f
not completed the prior evening.


3 . Clusters meet with Appropriate Program Faculty


• Faculty describe credential programs.


• Clusters request additional relevant materials.


• Clusters ask clarification questions on appropriate Self-Study Report


4 . Team members meet with scheduled interviewees from all c a t ego r i e s
as per the prepared schedule.


5 . Team reviews documents and other exhibits prepared by t h e
ins t i tu t ion .


Evening of Day Two


6 . Team meets to refine questions, shares findings across clusters, i nd ica t e s
areas of concern or questions to Team Leader, and plans for Day Three.


Day Three


1 . The Mid-Visit Status Report is given orally, usually 1/2 of the way t h r o u g h
the accreditation visit.  The Dean or Director determines i n s t i t u t i ona l
representation and the Team Leader determines accreditation t e a m
representation at this meeting  The team leader gives this report which i s
intended to provide an opportunity for the accreditation team to i n d i c a t e
specific areas of concern with the institution and its programs.  T h e
institution is given the opportunity to provide additional information t o
address the concerns of the team.  Teams are not bound to the c o n c e r n s
expressed at this meeting as future interviews might add concerns o r
remove them. The intent of this meeting is to prevent the team f r o m
making judgments based on inadequate or inaccurate information.  Th is
meeting typically takes place early on the morning of the third day of t h e
accreditation visit.  The actual time of the Report may vary, depending o n
the organization of the visit, but in no event should it take place later t h a n
1:00 p.m.


2 . Scheduled interviews continue.


3 . Team visits to school sites, if appropriate.


4 . Team reviews documents.


6 . Interviews, review of materials, etc.


7 . Team meets at lunch to review progress.


8 . Team continues fact finding.
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Evening of Day Three


9 . On the basis of information collected and considered, the team meets t o
develop an accreditation team report based on the format described in t h i s
Handbook .


Day Four


M o r n i n g


1 . The team meets to complete its report and deliberate on its f i n a l
accreditation recommendation.


Afternoon - Exit Interview and Team Report


1 . The team report is duplicated for each team member, appropriate p r o g r a m
faculty and administration.


2 . An oral presentation of the team report is made to the faculty a n d
administration by the team leader.  At the team report session, the t e a m
leader and members will discuss the report, clarify any areas in q u e s t i o n
and resolve editing issues.  Typically, the team leader reads the r e p o r t ,
discusses the rationale for the accreditation recommendation, i n v i t e s
comments from team members and then opens the floor for questions a n d
comments. This is not a time for debating the recommendation, s u b m i t t i n g
new data, or discussing team judgments.  Institutional representatives a r e
encouraged to seek clarification, point out any errors of fact, and s u g g e s t
stylistic changes for team consideration.


3 . The accreditation team report, as it will appear when presented to t h e
Committee on Accreditation for its review and final decision, will be sent t o
the institution and team leader a week prior to the date of the Committee
m e e t i n g .


I . Special Circumstances


According to the Accreditation Framework , the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
makes a single decision about the continuing accreditation of e d u c a t o r
preparation at each institution, including a decision about the spec i f i c
credentials for which an institution may recommend candidates.  Because o f
that, the following special circumstances need attention:


1 . Off-Campus Programs, Distance Learning Programs, E x t e n d e d
Education Programs and Professional  Development Centers -
Information about all sites where programs are offered must be a part o f
the planning for the accreditation visit.  Interview data must be ava i l ab l e
from all sites.  Members of the accreditation team may be asked to c o n d u c t
visits to off-campus sites prior to the accreditation visit.  In some cases, t h e
team size may be increased to facilitate the gathering of data from m u l t i -
site institutions.  It is expected that the Commission's standards are u p h e l d
at all sites where the programs of the institution are offered.  I n f o r m a t i o n
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from the various sites will be a part of the accreditation decision m a d e
about the institution.


2 . Programs Not Assigned to the Education Unit - Even though a
particular credential program may reside outside of the education unit a t
an institution, it will be included in the accreditation visit and will b e
affected by the single accreditation decision to be made about t h e
institution.  Pertinent information about those programs must be i n c l u d e d
in the Common Standards Report.  Normally, the education unit will b e
responsible for assuring certain aspects of program quality for t h o s e
p r o g r a m s .


3 . Cooperative Programs Between Institutions  - Since the acc red i t a t i on
decision is made about the institution and all of its related p r o g r a m s ,
cooperative programs between institutions must be included in t h e
accreditation visit and treated as a part of each institution's acc red i t a t i on
visit.  An accreditation decision made at one institution that co-sponsors a
cooperative program may be different than the decision made at a n o t h e r
institution that co-sponsors the same program.  


4 . Other Special Circumstances - As other special circumstances a r i s e ,
the Committee on Accreditation will develop policies and procedures t o
address them.
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Chapter Four:
Articulation Between


State and National Accreditation


I n t r o d u c t i o n


One of the objectives of the Accreditation Framework  was to create a system o f
professional accreditation that enables institutions to reduce or e l i m i n a t e
redundancy between state and national reviews of the same programs.  I n s t i t u t i o n s
now have a number of options whereby state and national accreditation of a n
education unit can be accomplished in a single review that is based on the Common
Standards, the national and the state accreditation teams and visits can be merged a n d
the national accreditation of a credential program can substitute for the state r e v i e w
of that program.  Central to the above three options is determination that t h e
accreditation standards of the two entities are comparable.


The following elements of the Accreditation Framework  govern articulation b e t w e e n
national and state accreditation:


A . National Accreditation of an Education Unit


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education u n i t
(school, college or department of education) by a national accrediting body w i l l
substitute for state accreditation under the Common Standards provided that t h e
Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the n a t i o n a l
accrediting entity fulfills the following conditions.


1. The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards t h a t
have been adopted by the Commission.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews.


3. Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and i n c l u d e
elementary and secondary school practitioners and pos t seconda ry
education members; a minimum of one voting member of each team is f r o m
Cal i fornia .


4. For continuing national and state accreditation in California, the n a t i o n a l
entity agrees to appoint a team that is equivalent in size and structure to a n
initial accreditation review team.


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to s e v e n - y e a r
cycle, or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.
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B. Merged State-National Accreditation Teams and Reviews


When the above conditions are met for accreditation of an education unit by a
national accreditation body, an institution may apply for a merged team a n d
visit for state and national accreditation under the Common Standards and t h e
applicable Program Standards.  In a merged visit, a single accreditation t e a m
serves the state and national accrediting bodies.  The following policies apply.


1. The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state acc red i t a t i on
procedures and one appointed by the national accrediting body.


2. The Common Standards and groups of programs are reviewed b y
appropriate clusters of reviewers selected by the team co-leaders and t h e
Commission's staff consultant.  The cluster of members to review t h e
Common Standards includes members appointed by the national body and a t
least one California member selected according to state acc red i t a t i on
procedures.  Clusters of members to review the applicable P r o g r a m
Standards are selected according to Section 5 of this F r a m e w o r k .


3. The merged team for state and national accreditation represents ethnic a n d
gender diversity.


4. The team submits a single report regarding all Common Standards a n d
Program Standards to the Committee on Accreditation and the n a t i o n a l
accrediting body.


Implementation of Sections A and B


The only national accrediting body which fits the description of the preceding two
sections of the Framework  is the National Council for Accreditation of T e a c h e r
Education (NCATE).  Sections A and B of the Framework  are implemented as a p a c k a g e .
NCATE accreditation standards and the Common Standards have been judged a s
comparable, thus eliminating the need for a separate review of those standards b y
the state.  Additionally, a merged state and national accreditation team and visit a r e
scheduled for state and national accreditation under the Common Standards and t h e
applicable Program Standards.  This merging is accomplished through t h e
Partnership Agreement between the CTC/COA and NCATE.  The following is t h e
description of the status of the Partnership Agreement and the major features of t h e
P a r t n e r s h i p .


Partnership with the National Council for Accreditat ion of T e a c h e r
Education (NCATE)


Since 1988, the Commission and NCATE have had a "Joint Partnership Agreemen t . "
California institutions desiring joint or concurrent accreditation visits have b e e n
able to request such reviews during the past eight years.  Presently, fourteen (14 )
institutions in California are NCATE accredited and have Commission approval.


With the adoption of The Accreditation Framework, the procedures for i n s t i t u t i ons
desiring to maintain NCATE accreditation changed as the Framework  provides for a







Accreditation Handbook Chapter 4 29


different state and national accreditation process.  The Committee on Accred i ta t ion
considered the CTC/COA-NCATE Partnership Agreement under the provisions of t h e
Accreditation Framework  early in its activities.  In December, 1995, the COA a p p r o v e d
the Protocol for the renewal of the Partnership Agreement and all elements of t h e
Partnership Agreement were submitted to NCATE.  NCATE staff reviewed the p roposed
Partnership Agreement and submitted the COA-proposed Partnership Agreement t o
the NCATE State Partnership Board at its October 1996 meeting.  The California - NCATE
Partnership Agreement was renewed through October, 2001.  The major elements o f
the Partnership Agreement between the COA and NCATE are as follows:


• California institutions are exempt from Folio Reviews.


• The twenty-five (25) page Report to NCATE is not required.  It is replaced by t h e
C O A  Self-Study Report on the Common Standards.


• All California visits will be merged visits.


• A single team will conduct the on-site accreditation visit.  There will be two c o -
chairs for the visit, one selected by NCATE and one selected by the Executive
Director of the Commission.


• The Common Standards will be reviewed by the Common Standards Cluster
chaired by the NCATE appointed co-chair.  The Common Standards Cluster w i l l
have 4 to 6 members depending on the size of the institution.  Selected p o r t i o n s
of the NCATE Standards will supplement the eight COA Common Standards.


• The Program Standards Cluster members will be recommended by the CTC/COA
consultant in consultation with the institution but selected by the Executive
Director of the Commission.


• Team members will represent ethnic and gender diversity; and i n c l u d e
elementary and secondary practitioners, and postsecondary education members.


• The team will prepare a single accreditation report including the findings o f
the Common Standards Cluster and Program Standards Cluster(s) members.  T h e
team will submit its report to the COA in the format approved by the COA.  T h e
Common Standards Cluster will submit a report to the Unit Accreditation Board o f
NCATE.  The COA and NCATE will make separate and independent acc red i t a t i on
decis ions.


• The period of accreditation will be consistent with a five to seven-year cycle.


For more details on the Partnership Agreement, contact the Commission staff.


C. National Accreditation of a Credential Program


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of a credential program b y
a national accrediting entity will substitute for state review of the p r o g r a m
provided that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission t h a t
the national accreditation entity satisfies the following conditions.
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1. The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California P r o g r a m
Standards for the specific credential under Option 1, or the standards u sed
by the national entity are determined by the Committee to be equivalent t o
those adopted by the Commission under Option 1.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes an on-site r e v i e w
of the credential program.


3. The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity.


4. The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members a n d
elementary and secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one v o t i n g
member is from California.


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to s e v e n - y e a r
cycle, or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


Implementation of Section C


Under this provision of The Accreditation Framework an institution may request t h a t
accreditation by a national professional entity be substituted for the state COA
accreditation procedure if the standards are deemed comparable, the national e n t i t y
provides for an on-site review, and the national body meets the other r e q u i r e m e n t s
listed above.


In order to determine the comparability of national standards and acc red i t a t i on
processes, the COA took action in the Fall of 1995 to approve the following procedure:


1. Commission staff selects California representatives familiar w i t h
Commission standards and appropriate national standards.  A panel o f
at least three representatives will be chosen to compare the n a t i o n a l
standards with those of the CTC to determine comparability.  The t h r e e -
member panel is to include members from K-12 and f r o m
postsecondary education.  The panel will provide the COA with a n
analysis of the comparability of the two sets of standards and w i l l
provide an appropriate recommendation.  


2. The Committee on Accreditation will take action on t h e
recommendations regarding the comparability of the standards o f
national professional organizations with the Commission’s a p p r o v e d
program standards.  In the event that the standards are not exac t ly
comparable, the action will include specific information r e g a r d i n g
which California standards or portions of standards must be inc luded ,
if the national standards are to be used for a California acc red i t a t i on
vis i t .


3. In addition to comparing standards, the panels will study t h e
accreditation procedures of national professional associations w h o
conduct on-site accreditation visits, to determine comparability w i t h
California accreditation procedures.  The panels will report t h e i r
findings to the Committee on Accreditation.  If the COA determines t h a t
the accrediting procedures of the national associations have met t h e
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conditions listed in Section C, the COA may approve a “Memorandum o f
Understanding” with the national association to allow substitution o f
the national standards and the accreditation procedures of t h e
national entity.


(In the event that all of the five criteria listed under Section C are n o t
met by the national accrediting entity, the institution may still u s e
standards deemed comparable to California Program Standards f o r
Program Standards Option 2 in Section 3 of the Accred i ta t ion
Framework . )


For results of the Comparability studies, contact the Commission staff.
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Chapter Five:
Conducting an Accreditation Visit


I n t r o d u c t i o n


Chapter Five provides narrative descriptions of essential team activities that o c c u r
during the actual accreditation visit.  This chapter also provides information a b o u t
the types of accreditation recommendations teams may make, according to t h e
Accreditation Framework , and gives operational implications for institutions o f
postsecondary education for each of the accreditation options.  Finally, this c h a p t e r
sets out the appeal procedures to be followed if the institution believes that a n
accreditation team has failed to follow the procedures listed in this Handbook  or h a s
otherwise violated the Accreditation Framework .


A . Key Team Activities


Team Leader/Cluster Leader Orientation


This activity is led by the CTC/COA Consultant and is completed on the afternoon o f
the first day of the visit (typically a Sunday) unless otherwise scheduled by t h e
institution.  The purpose of this orientation is to refresh the training of the t e a m
leader and cluster leaders, to review any special characteristics of the visit, r e v i e w
the interview schedules to determine their adequacy, and to answer any q u e s t i o n s
these individuals might have.  The team leader will make any n e c e s s a r y
arrangements with the cluster leaders regarding the communication of f i n d i n g s ,
issues or concerns during the visit.


Team Meeting


The team meeting follows the orientation of the team leader and cluster leaders.  At
this meeting, introductions are made and housekeeping details, such as travel c l a i m
forms, housing issues, and team transportation issues are taken care of by t h e
CTC/COA Consultant.  The team leader reviews the visit, reminding team members o f
the type of visit (e.g., Merged NCATE/COA, COA only) and the array of standards b e i n g
used by the institution (Options 2 through 5 of the Accreditation Framework ) .
Typically, the team meeting concludes prior to an informal reception (if one is h e l d ) .
If there is no reception, the team has dinner, preferably together.  After dinner, t h e
team breaks into cluster groups to review the respective program level responses i n
the Self-Study Report, plan interviews, and further plan the review of the program.


The team meets periodically throughout the visit, typically during meals, to s h a r e
findings, raise concerns, alert the team leader to possible areas of concern, and t o
ensure full communication among the various clusters and the Common S tandards
cluster.  These meetings are private and should be conducted in a room or loca t ion
away from representatives of the institution.
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Interviews and Data Collection


The accreditation team is limited to interview data collected while on campus a n d
other data collected from the materials supplied by the institution.  Team m e m b e r s
may not collect data from other sources or use anecdotal information collected b y
them or others prior to the visit.  In order for the team to make adequate j u d g m e n t s
about each credential program, it is particularly important that sufficient faculty b e
on campus and available for interviews during the visit.  In addition, the i n s t i t u t i o n
should have plans in place to account for individuals who do not attend schedu led
interviews.  Institutions may wish to "overbook" the interviews to account for " n o -
shows," but care should be taken not to overload the team with u n s c h e d u l e d
i n t e r v i e w s .


All information from the interviews is considered private and confidential. Any da ta
or quotes used by the team will be reported anonymously or in the aggregate.  All
team member notes taken during the interviews or during document reviews are t h e
property of the Committee on Accreditation and are to be collected by the CTC/COA
Consultant at the end of the accreditation visit and retained by the consultant for o n e
calendar year after the visit.


Addit ional  Supporting Documentation/Exhibit  Room


The institution is expected to set up a documents/exhibit room as a part of i t s
preparation for the accreditation visit.  The display room can be the same as the t e a m
meeting room or it can be a separate room for documents only.  The display o f
materials should be clearly related to the Common Standards and the particular a r r a y
of program standards selected by the institution and communicated to the COA via t h e
Preliminary Report.  Institutions are encouraged to use innovative approaches to t h e
display of materials.  All materials placed in the documents room remain the p r o p e r t y
of the institution.


Resolution of Concerns


The CTC/COA Consultant serves as a liaison between the institution and the team f o r
the visit and is charged with resolving any concerns or problems related to COA
procedures that may occur during the visit.  Should any team member act in a n
inappropriate or unprofessional manner during the visit, either the team leader o r
the CTC/COA Consultant will intervene promptly to ensure that the integrity of t h e
accreditation process is not compromised.  Institutional representatives need to b e
available throughout the visit should the CTC/COA Consultant or the Team L e a d e r
have questions about the accreditation materials or documents prepared by t h e
ins t i tu t ion .


Mid-Visit Status Report


The principal procedural safeguard used during the visit is the Mid-Visit Status
Report given by the team leader on the morning of the third day of the visit.  T h e
purpose of this meeting is to provide an opportunity for the institution to respond t o
any concerns voiced by the accreditation team or any requests for addi t ional
information needed by the team to make its recommendations.  This does not m e a n
that the team will not find additional concerns later in the visit nor does it mean t h a t
the concerns noted will result in a particular team finding.  The mid-visit s t a tus
report is intended to give the institution time to respond to team concerns o r
potential errors in understanding before the team has completed its data col lec t ion.
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Although the primary focus of the oral report will be on areas of concern or poss ib le
misperception, the team leader may indicate areas of strength as noted by the t eam.
The institution may invite anyone it wishes to this meeting.  The meeting is n o t
intended to be a debate or discussion session.  The CTC/COA Consultant will m o n i t o r
this meeting.


Specialized Credential Program Review Team


In the event that the accreditation team determines that it cannot make a full a n d
fair judgment about the quality and effectiveness of a credential program b e c a u s e
the concerns require a level of expertise not possessed by the team, or i n s u f f i c i e n t
time remains in the visit to make such a judgment, or because the cluster f e e l s
otherwise inadequate to render a judgment about the specific credential p r o g r a m ,
the team leader must be consulted.  If the team leader agrees that the cluster h a s
made a reasonable effort to arrive at a judgment about the credential program, t h e
team leader may call for a specialized credential program team to be named to r e s o l v e
the uncertainty before the accreditation team's final report and recommendation i s
submitted to the Committee on Accreditation.


The accreditation visit is concluded without an exit interview and presentation of t h e
team's recommendations to the institutional representatives.  The team leader and t h e
CTC/COA Consultant will confer with the Dean or Director as soon as practicable t o
make the necessary arrangements for the specialized credential review team vis i t ,
using the concerns or problems of the original cluster as a guide for the focus of t h e
specialized team visit.   Once the specialized credential review team has made its s i t e
visit, its findings about that program will be transmitted to the leader of the o r i g i n a l
accreditation team who, in turn, will communicate with the members of the o r i g i n a l
accreditation team regarding the findings of the specialized review team.  T h e
original team will then arrive at a recommendation regarding the acc red i t a t i on
status of the institution.  The team leader will communicate the t e am ' s
recommendation to the institution, although not necessarily in person, and w i l l
forward the team report and recommendation to the Committee on Accreditation.


B. Accreditation Team Report


Accreditation teams make their reports and recommendations to the Committee o n
Accreditation.  Accreditation team reports indicate whether each applicable s t a n d a r d
is met, include summary findings and a recommendation to the Committee, and m a y
include educational recommendations for consideration by the institution.  For a
sample copy of an Accreditation Team Report, please see Attachment A.


Prior to making any recommendations about the accreditation status of t h e
institution, the Accreditation Framework  requires that the team make a
determination as to whether each Common Standard and Program Standard has b e e n
judged by the team as met.  The Team Leader is responsible for ensuring that the t e a m
has reviewed each applicable standard.  The team makes one of three d e t e r m i n a t i o n s
about each standard.  The findings of the Common Standards are r e p o r t e d
individually.  Specific comments that provide a rationale for the finding a r e
presented for each Common Standard.  Program Standards for each credential a r e a
will be reported on in the aggregate through the use of findings expressed i n
narrative form.







Accreditation Handbook Chapter 5 35


Decision Guidelines About Standards


For each standard there will be one of three options:  
• Meets the Standard


All of the elements of the standard are present and effectively implemented.


• Meets the Standard Minimally
Qualitative Concerns - All of the elements of the standard are present, but t h e                                      
quality of one or more of the elements is inadequate.  Of the elements of t h e
standard, one or more may be ineffectively or inadequately addressed.


o r
Quantitative Concerns - There are elements specifically mentioned in t h e                                          
standard that are missing.  The cluster will identify in writing any of t h o s e
e l emen t s .


• Does Not Meet the Standard
On balance, based on the evidence received, the institution or program has n o t
effectively addressed and implemented the standard.


In all cases where a standard is “met minimally” or “not met,” the cluster w i l l
provide specific information about the deficiency and the rationale for its judgment.  


Development and Format of the Accreditation Team Report


Prior to the accreditation visit, team members will receive copies of the acc red i t a t i on
standards being used by the institution, copies of the appropriate parts of t h e
Institutional Self-Study Report, forms to assist in the review of documents a n d
instructions from Commission staff on preparations for the visit.  Team members w i l l
be asked to carefully read the institution's response to each standard and deve lop
questions they plan to ask during the visit.  


The team meets on the afternoon before the visit (usually Sunday) for o r g a n i z a t i o n a l
activities and specific training for the visit.  Cluster members are instructed t o
gather information on each standard relevant to that cluster and the cluster w i l l
make a specific determination about each standard.  The cluster will be provided w i t h
internal tracking forms to use that list each standard required for the I n s t i t u t i o n a l
Self-Study Report.  The Team Leader will have copies of the internal tracking f o r m s
for all clusters and will be responsible to see that each cluster gives the r e q u i r e d
consideration to each standard.


For the Common Standards , a specific finding about each standard will be i n c l u d e d
in the Accreditation Team Report, along with a narrative explaining the basis for t h e
finding.  Deficiencies in standards may be confined to a particular program, or t h e y
may apply across all programs.  For each Common Standard there will be a n
opportunity in the report to note particular S t r e n g t h s  beyond the n a r r a t i v e
supporting the finding on the standard and an opportunity to note p a r t i c u l a r
C o n c e r n s  beyond the narrative supporting the finding on the standard.  The t e a m
may also choose to make Professional Comments  about one or more of the Common
Standards that will be added at the end of the report and are only for consideration b y
the institution.  The Professional Comments are non-binding on the institution.  
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As required in the Accreditation Framework , for each program area, the team w i l l
make a decision about the Program S t a n d a r d s , using the above decision opt ions .
The team will keep a record about each standard, but there will not be a standard b y
standard report in the Accreditation Team Report.  One section of each p r o g r a m
report will be for Findings on S t a n d a r d s .   At that point the narrative w i l l
describe any program standards which are “met minimally” or “not met” and t h e
basis for that determination.  If all standards are fully met, a statement to that e f f e c t
will be included along with a basis for that determination.  Where appropriate, t h e
team may indicate if particular standards have been met with distinction.  As in t h e
Common Standards report, the team has the opportunity to note p a r t i c u l a r
S t r e n g t h s  beyond the narrative supporting the findings on the standards and a n
opportunity to note C o n c e r n s  not rising to the level of finding a standard less t h a n
fully met.  Also, as in the Common Standards report, the team may also choose to m a k e
Profess ional  C o m m e n t s  about the program that will be added at the end of t h e
report and are only for consideration by the institution.  The Professional Comments
are non-binding on the institution.  


In developing the Accreditation Team Report, it is essential that the Team L e a d e r
facilitate communication between the various clusters.  As much as possible, Cluster
Leaders should keep the Team Leader informed of the progress of their c lus te r s .
When information is obtained that is relevant to another cluster's assignment, t h a t
information should be shared.  There must be extensive consultation b e t w e e n
clusters and much sharing of information.  As much as possible, the noon m e a l s
should be eaten together as a team, so that information can be shared between t e a m
members.  A formal meeting of the team is held on the evening of the first full d a y
(usually Monday) to discuss progress the first day and share information b e t w e e n
clusters about findings.  Time on the second evening (usually Tuesday) and the t h i r d
morning (usually Wednesday) is set aside for additional team meetings and t h e
writing of the team report.  The Accreditation Team Report will normally b e
presented in the early afternoon of the third day (usually Wednesday).


After the report is written, the entire team meets on the third morning for a f i n a l
discussion of the report and a decision about the results of the visit.  The d iscuss ion
will center on which accreditation decision would be appropriate for the ins t i tu t ion :
Accreditation,  Accreditation with Stipulations  or Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n .
When the team recommends stipulations, the team drafts each stipulation a n d
specifically indicates the type of institutional action and evidence needed to r e m o v e
the stipulation.  The team will also recommend to the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
whether the stipulations should be considered Technical ,  S u b s t a n t i v e  o r
P r o b a t i o n a r y .  Once the team decision is made, a final copy of the Accred i ta t ion
Team Report is prepared and duplicated.  The Accreditation Team then conducts a n
exit interview with representatives of the institution, at which time the t e a m
presents its findings and recommendations in the form of a draft Accreditation Team
Report which will be presented at a later date to the Committee on Accreditation.


C. Accreditation Team Recommendations


ACCREDITATION


The team recommendation of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  is defined as verifying that t h e
institution in question has demonstrated that, when judged as a whole, it meets o r
exceeds the Common and Program Standards as selected by the institution pursuant t o
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the options listed in the Accreditation Framework.   The institution (including i t s
credential programs) is judged to be effective in preparing educators and i s
demonstrating overall quality in its programs and general operations.  T h e
accreditation team makes a professional judgment about the institution (and i t s
programs.)  The status of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  can be achieved even if there are one o r
two Common standards identified as not met or areas of concern are identified w i t h i n
credential programs.


Operational Implications                                              
An institution that receives the status of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  is permitted to continue a l l
accredited credential programs for a period of five to seven years and to propose n e w
credential programs to the Committee on Accreditation at any time.  The institution i s
not required to make additional reports to the Committee on Accreditation and is n o t
obligated to respond to any recommendations made by the accreditation team in i t s
report or comments made by the Committee on Accreditation in its deliberations.  T h e
institution is required to abide by all Commission and state regulations.  T h e
institution may indicate in all publications and documents its c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation status and the Committee on Accreditation will note its status in t h e
Committee's annual report to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.


ACCREDITATION WITH STIPULATIONS


Note:  This accreditation status is sub-divided into three parts -- Accreditation w i t h
Technical Stipulations,  Accreditat ion with Substantive S t i p u l a t i o n s  a n d
Accreditat ion with Probationary Stipulat ions.


Accreditation with Technical  Stipulations


The recommendation of Accreditat ion with Technical S t i p u l a t i o n s  by a n
accreditation team is defined as verifying that the institution has been found by t h e
team to have some Common Standards or Program Standards not met or not fully me t .
However, the concerns or problems are of primarily of a technical nature (defined a s
operational, administrative, or procedural concerns or problems).  The institution i s
determined to have overall quality and effectiveness in its credential programs a n d
general operations apart from the identified technical matters.


Operational Implications                                              
An institution that receives the status of Accreditat ion with T e c h n i c a l
Stipulations is permitted to continue all accredited credential programs for a
period of five to seven years and to propose new credential programs to t h e
Committee on Accreditation at any time.  The institution is required to respond to a l l
technical stipulations noted by the Committee on Accreditation and to prepare a
written report with appropriate documentation that all stipulations have b e e n
removed.  This report is to be sent to the Committee on Accreditation within o n e
calendar year of the visit.   The Committee on Accreditation may ask the acc red i t a t i on
team chair or a Commission consultant to verify the accuracy and completeness o f
the institutional response.  Typically, a re-visit to the campus by a team member o r
Commission consultant is not necessary for this accreditation decision.  T h e
institution is required to abide by all Commission and state regulations.  T h e
institution may indicate in all publications and documents its c o n t i n u i n g
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accreditation status and the Committee on Accreditation will note its status in t h e
Committee's annual report to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.


Accreditat ion with Substantive Stipulations


The recommendation of Accreditat ion with Substantive S t i p u l a t i o n s  by a n
accreditation team is defined as verifying that the institution has been found by t h e
team to have significant deficiencies in Common Standards or Program Standards, o r
areas of concern that are tied to matters of curriculum, field experience, or cand ida te
competence.  The team may identify other issues that impinge on the ability of t h e
institution to deliver programs of quality and effectiveness.  The institution may b e
determined to have quality and effectiveness in some of its credential programs a n d
general operations but these areas of quality do not outweigh the identified areas o f
c o n c e r n .   


Operational Implications                                              
An institution receiving a recommendation of Accreditat ion with S u b s t a n t i v e
S t i p u l a t i o n s  is permitted to continue all approved credential programs for a p e r i o d
of one calendar year. The Committee on Accreditation considers if the i n s t i t u t i o n
should be given permission to propose new programs of professional preparation o r
expand existing programs, or if limitations should be placed on affected p r o g r a m s .
The institution may be required to notify students of its accreditation status.  T h e
notification could be limited to students in a particular program or could apply to a l l
students at the institution.  The institution is required to respond to all s u b s t a n t i v e
stipulations noted by the Committee on Accreditation by preparing a written r e p o r t
with appropriate documentation demonstrating that all stipulations have b e e n
removed and to prepare for a focused re-visit by an accreditation team (or in some
cases, Commission staff).  The institution will work with the original consultant t o
plan the re-visit that will address the stated concerns of the original acc red i t a t i on
team.  The report of the re-visit team is to be received and acted upon by t h e
Committee on Accreditation within one calendar year of the original visit.   


The institution is required to abide by all Commission and state regulations.  T h e
institution may indicate in all publications and documents its c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation status and the Committee on Accreditation will note its status in t h e
Committee's annual report to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing.  Once a l l
stipulations are removed, the institution is granted A c c r e d i t a t i o n  and is p e r m i t t e d
to continue all accredited credential programs for a period of four to six years and t o
propose new credential programs to the Committee on Accreditation at any time.  T h e
institution will notify its constituency of its change of accreditation status as it s ees
f i t .


Accreditat ion with Probationary Stipulat ions


The recommendation of Accreditat ion with Probationary S t i p u l a t i o n s  by a n
accreditation team is defined as verifying that the institution has been found by t h e
team to have serious deficiencies in Common Standards or Program Standards, o r
significant areas of concern that are tied to matters of curriculum, field e x p e r i e n c e ,
or candidate competence.  The team may identify other issues that are preventing t h e
institution from delivering programs of quality and effectiveness.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
may be determined to have quality and effectiveness in some of its c r e d e n t i a l
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programs and general operations but these areas of quality do not outweigh t h e
identified areas of concern.  A probationary stipulation may require that a s e v e r e l y
deficient program be discontinued.  


Operat iona l  Impl ica t ions                                        
An institution receiving a recommendation of Accreditat ion with P r o b a t i o n a r y
St ipu la t ions  is permitted to continue all accredited credential programs for a p e r i o d
of one calendar year. The institution may not propose new programs of p ro f e s s iona l
preparation or expand existing programs.  Limitations may be placed on a f fec ted
programs. .  The institution is required to notify students of its accreditation s ta tus .
The notification could be limited to students in a particular program or could apply t o
all students at the institution.  The institution is required to respond to a l l
probationary stipulations noted by the Committee on Accreditation by preparing a
written report with appropriate documentation demonstrating that all s t ipu la t ions
have been removed and to prepare for a focused re-visit by an accreditation t eam.
The institution will work with the original consultant to plan the re-visit that w i l l
address the stated concerns of the original accreditation team.  The report of the r e -
visit team is to be received and acted upon by the Committee on Accreditation w i t h i n
one calendar year of the original visit.  


In cases where a team recommends that a severely deficient program b e
discontinued, the Committee on Accreditation may require the institution to file a
plan for discontinuation within 60 days of the original visit.  That plan must address
the needs of current students and provide evidence that the institution will admit n o
students after the end of the semester or quarter in which the original v i s i t
o c c u r r e d .  


The institution is required to abide by all Commission and state regulations.  T h e
Committee on Accreditation will note its status in the Committee's annual report to t h e
Commission on Teacher Credentialing.  If all stipulations are removed within t h e
year, the institution is granted A c c r e d i t a t i o n  and is permitted to continue a l l
accredited credential programs for a period of four to six years and to propose n e w
credential programs to the Committee on Accreditation at any time.  On some
occasions the Committee on Accreditation will continue stipulations for an addi t ional
period of time when significant progress has been made, but additional time i s
needed to remedy the deficiencies identified earlier.  In the event that the i n s t i t u t i o n
does not respond appropriately to the probationary stipulations according to t h e
timeline, the institution is brought back to the Committee on Accreditation f o r
consideration of Denial of Accreditation.


DENIAL OF ACCREDITATION


The recommendation of Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  by an accreditation team i s
defined as the removal of authority for operating accredited credential programs a t
that particular institution because the team has found compelling evidence that t h e
institution has routinely ignored or violated the Common Standards and P r o g r a m
Standards to the level that the competence of the individuals being recommended f o r
credentials is in serious question.  The institution is determined not to have m i n i m a l
quality and effectiveness in its credential programs and general operations.  A
recommendation for Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  occurs when the team has e v i d e n c e
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that closing all credential programs and requiring an interim planning and r e -
structuring period is the most viable solution to the problems encountered.  


If an accreditation team is conducting a re-visit to an institution that had r e c e i v e d
substantive stipulations as a result of a previous accreditation visit and the r e - v i s i t
team finds that the stipulations have not been removed, the re-visit team mus t ,
according to the Accreditation Framework , recommend Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n .
The Committee on Accreditation may, if requested by the institution, permit a n
additional period to remedy severe deficiencies if the Committee finds (a) subs t an t i a l
progress has been and/or (b) special circumstances described by the i n s t i t u t i o n
justify a delay.


Operat iona l  Impl ica t ions                                        
An institution receiving Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n  would be required to t a k e
immediate steps to close all credential programs at the end of the semester or q u a r t e r
in which the Committee on Accreditation decision took place.  The institution would
be required to file a plan of discontinuation within 90 days of the Committee's
decision.  The plan would give information and assurances regarding t h e
institution's effort to place currently enrolled students in other programs or t o
provide adequate assistance to permit students to complete their particular program.  


The institution will be required to announce that it has had its accreditation f o r
educator preparation withdrawn.  The institution would be enjoined from r e -
applying for accreditation (COA) for two years and would be required to make a
formal application to the Committee on Accreditation which would include t h e
submission of a complete institutional self study report including responses to t h e
Commons Standards and Program Standards.  The self-study must show clearly h o w
the institution has attended to all problems noted in the accreditation team r e p o r t
that recommended Denial of A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   The Committee on Accred i ta t ion
would make a decision on the status of the institution.  If the Committee grants i n i t i a l
accreditation to the institution and its programs, a full accreditation visit will b e
scheduled within two years.


D. Concluding Activities and Team Report


The presentation of the team report is typically held during the early afternoon o f
the last day of the team visit.  The team report is duplicated for each team m e m b e r ,
and for program faculty and administration members as determined by the Dean o r
Director.  If possible, time will be allotted for the reading of the team report prior t o
the meeting.  The format of this meeting is an oral presentation of the team report b y
the team leader.  Typically, the team leader summarizes the report, discusses t h e
rationale for the accreditation recommendation, and invites comments from t e a m
members.  This is not a time for debating the recommendation, submitting new data,
or discussing the team's judgment.  Institutional representatives are encouraged t o
seek clarification, point out any errors of fact, and suggest stylistic changes for t e a m
consideration.  The team will decide if it wishes to make any changes in the report.


In the case of a merged NCATE/COA visit, the team findings that apply to NCATE
standards may not be shared with the entire faculty of the institution, but may b e
presented to the Dean or Director privately.  The NCATE report is prepared a n d
submitted to the Unit Accreditation Board in accordance with NCATE policy.  T h e
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institution prepares its rejoinder as described in NCATE policy.  The decision of t h e
NCATE Unit Accreditation Board will be made separately from the decision of t h e
Committee on Accreditation.


The accreditation team report, as it will appear when presented to the Committee o n
Accreditation for its review and final decision, is sent to the institution and t e a m
leader one week prior to the date of the Committee meeting.


Evaluation of Accreditation Process and Personnel


Upon departure from the campus, the CTC/COA Consultant provides the i n s t i t u t i o n
with an evaluation instrument that covers all aspects of the visit, ranging from t h e
initial contact through the report presentation.  The instrument contains b o t h
multiple-choice and open-ended questions, and requests recommendations f o r
improving the accreditation process.  To assist in the quality of the Board o f
Institutional Reviewers, the Dean or Director also receives forms for evaluating e a c h
member of the accreditation team.  These data will be considered by the Executive
Director of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing when decisions are m a d e
regarding retention of individuals on the Board of Institutional Reviewers a n d
identification of individuals able to assume the role of Cluster Leader and/or Team
Leader.  If the institution has concerns about the performance of the CTC/COA
Consultant, the Director of the Professional Services Division of the Commission o n
Teacher Credentialing should be contacted.


E. Appeal Procedures


I n t r o d u c t i o n


At the end of an accreditation visit, the accreditation team conducts an exit i n t e r v i e w
with representatives of the institution, at which time the team presents its f i n d i n g s
and recommendations in the form of a report to the Committee on Accreditation.  T h e
Accreditation Team Report indicates whether each applicable standard is me t ,
includes summary findings and a recommendation to the Committee.  The t e a m
recommends "Accreditation," or "Accreditation with Stipulations," or "Denial o f
Accreditation."  The team report is then forwarded to the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
and scheduled to be presented at a COA meeting as soon as possible after the visit.


A two-level appeal process has been developed in the event that the institution or t h e
accreditation team feel that recommendations were made or actions were taken based
upon bias, arbitrariness, capriciousness or unfairness, or that the r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s
made or actions taken were contrary to the policies of the Accreditation F r a m e w o r k
or the procedural guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation (which are set f o r t h
in this Handbook ).  The professional judgment of the team or the Committee may n o t
be the subject of an appeal.  Further, information related to the quality of c r e d e n t i a l
programs or the institution which was not previously provided to the acc red i t a t i on
team may not be introduced into the appeal process.  At the first level, the i n s t i t u t i o n
may appeal the accreditation team report or recommendation to the Committee o n
Accreditation.  At the second level, the institution or the accreditation team l e a d e r
may appeal the decision of the Committee on Accreditation to the Commission o n
Teacher Credentialing.
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The appeal procedures set forth in this section are based on the relevant p r o v i s i o n s
of the Education Code and the Accreditation Framework,  which may be found i n
Attachment D


P r o c e d u r e s


Level One - Appeal to the Committee on Accreditation


1. Within twenty business days after an accreditation visit, the institution m a y
submit specific evidence to the Executive Director of the Commission that t h e
team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to t h e
policies of the Accreditation Framework  or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee (which are set forth in this Handbook ).  Information related to t h e
quality of one or more credential programs or the education unit that was n o t
previously provided to the accreditation team may not be considered by t h e
Committee.


2. The Executive Director determines if the information submitted by t h e
institution responds to the criteria for appeal listed above in paragraph 1.  If i t
does, the Executive Director forwards the appeal to the Committee o n
Accreditation.  If it does not, the institution is notified how the information does
not respond to the criteria and is given ten business days to re-submit t h e
appeal to the Executive Director.


3. To hear an institutional appeal, the Co-Chairs of the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
appoint an Appeal Subcommittee of four members (two from the K-12 sector a n d
two from postsecondary education) to study the Accreditation Team Repor t ,
consider the written evidence provided by the institution, study the w r i t t e n
response from the team, hear an oral statement by the Team Leader, and hear a n
oral statement by an institutional representative.


4. The Appeal Subcommittee recommends one of the following actions to t h e
Committee on Accreditation:


a . Adopt the Team Recommendation.


b . Make a different decision than the one which was recommended by t h e
Accreditation Team.


c . Assign a new team to visit the institution and provide a recommendation o n
its accreditation.  (This would happen in the event that the Committee
decides that the Accreditation Team or a cluster of the team acted with b ias ,
arbitrariness, capriciousness, unfairness, or committed a violation of t h e
Framework or the Handbook that leaves in doubt the most a p p r o p r i a t e
decision to be made about the accreditation status of the institution.)


5. The Committee on Accreditation makes an accreditation decision about t h e
institution, on the basis of all evidence that is available and relevant, i n c l u d i n g
the Accreditation Team Report, the written statement by the institution, t h e
written statement by the team, and the recommendation of the Appea l
Subcommit tee .


6. The Executive Director communicates the Committee's decision to t h e
accreditation team and the affected institution.
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Level Two - Appeal to the Commission on Teacher Credentialing


1. Within twenty business days of the Committee on Accreditation decision to d e n y
accreditation or accredit with stipulations, the institution may submit e v i d e n c e
to the Executive Director of the Commission that the decision made by t h e
Committee on Accreditation was arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to t h e
policies of the Accreditation Framework  or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee (which are set forth in this Handbook ).  Information related to t h e
quality of one or more credential programs or the education unit that was n o t
previously provided to the accreditation team may not be considered by t h e
Commission.


2. Within twenty business days of a Committee on Accreditation decision t h a t
differs from the team recommendation, the team leader may file a dissent w i t h
the Executive Director of the Commission.  The team leader may allege that t h e
Committee did not give appropriate weight to factual evidence that w a s
considered by the team, or that the decision made by the Committee o n
Accreditation was arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of t h e
Accreditation Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee.  


3. The Executive Director determines if the evidence submitted by the i n s t i t u t i o n
responds to the criteria for appeal listed above in paragraph 1 or if the d i s sen t
filed by the team leader responds to the criteria for dissent listed above i n
paragraph 2.  If it does, the Executive Director forwards the appeal or dissent t o
the Commission.  If it does not, the institution or the team leader is notified h o w
the information does not respond to the criteria and is given ten business days
to re-submit the appeal or the dissent to the Executive Director.


4. The appeal or dissent is presented to the Preparation Standards Committee of t h e
Commission.


5. In the case of an institutional appeal to the Commission or a team leader d issent ,
the Preparation Standards Committee studies the Accreditation Team Report, t h e
written evidence provided by the institution, the written dissent from the t e a m
leader, and a written report by the Committee on Accreditation.  The P r e p a r a t i o n
Standards Committee also hears oral statements by an i n s t i t u t i ona l
representative, the team leader or a Committee on Accreditation Co-Chair, if a n y
of these individuals request to speak.  The Preparation Standards Committee t h e n
makes its recommendations to the Commission for final action.  


6. In resolving the appeal or dissent, the Commission takes one of the fo l l owing
act ions :


a . Sustain the accreditation decision made by the Committee on Accreditation.


b . Overturn the accreditation decision and make a different decision than t h e
one which was made by the Committee on Accreditation.


7. The Executive Director communicates the Commission's decision to the Committee
on Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected institution.
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F. Committee on Accreditation Actions


Committee on Accreditation Decision


The formal decision regarding an institution of higher education shall be made at a
regularly scheduled meeting of the Committee on Accreditation and duly noted in t h e
agenda in accordance with State of California policies on meetings of p u b l i c
agencies.  Any member of the Committee with a conflict of interest, as defined in t h e
state administrative manual, related to an accreditation decision will r e c u s e
himself/herself when that agenda item is considered by the Committee.  The a g e n d a
item will include summary information about the institution and the visit p r e p a r e d
by the CTC/COA Consultant along with the team report.  The team leader will b e
present at the COA meeting to answer questions from the members of the Committee.
The institution will be informed of the meeting date and probable time should a
representative wish to attend.  The order of the COA agenda shall permit i n s t i t u t i ona l
representatives to attend the meeting without incurring the costs of an o v e r n i g h t
stay.  If an appeal has been filed in accordance with COA procedures, an i n s t i t u t i ona l
representative will be expected to attend.


The agenda item will be presented by the CTC/COA Consultant who assisted in t h e
preparation and conduct of the visit.  The Team Leader will provide addi t ional
comments as appropriate.  If present, the institutional representative will be i n v i t e d
to comment.  Members of the Committee will ask questions and seek clarification i f
necessary.  When ready, a motion will be made and seconded in accordance with t h e
Committee’s adopted procedures and a voice vote taken.


Noti f icat ion Letter


Upon completion of the regularly scheduled Committee on Accreditation m e e t i n g ,
staff will be directed to prepare a notification letter to be sent to the Chancellor o r
President of the institution summarizing the decision of the Committee with copies t o
the appropriate Dean or Director.  The notification letter will provide i n f o r m a t i o n
regarding the operational implications of the accreditation decision made by t h e
Committee and the appeal procedures available to the institution.
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Chapter Six:
Accreditation Team Member Information


I n t r o d u c t i o n


This chapter focuses on the individuals who actually conduct accreditation visits a n d
the principles that guide them.  The responsibilities of team members are p r e s e n t e d
along with advice about serving in this critical role.  Individuals selected for t h e
Board of Institutional Reviewers will have received specialized training prior t o
service on an accreditation team.  The information presented in this Handbook  i s
designed to reinforce that formal training and to provide other interested p a r t i e s
with an understanding of the responsibilities and duties of accreditation t e a m
m e m b e r s .


A . Purposes and Responsibilities of Accreditation Teams


Accreditation teams are expected to provide the Committee on Accreditation w i t h
information to determine if the colleges and universities of California fulfill adopted
standards for the preparation of professional educators. Accreditation teams a r e
expected to focus on issues of quality and effectiveness across the institution as w e l l
as within all credential programs.  An accreditation team is expected to make i t s
professional recommendation to the Committee on Accreditation on the basis of t h e
preponderance of evidence collected from multiple sources (e.g., document r e v i e w ,
Institutional Self-Study Report, interviews across several interest groups) during t h e
site visit.  Site visits include off-campus programs as well as the main campus .
Accreditation teams make judgments based only on evidence collected during t h e
visit, and they value all strands of information equally. Specifically, a cc red i t a t i on
teams have the following purposes:


1 . To determine if the institution meets the adopted Common Standards of t h e
Accreditation Framework  and the appropriate standards for each of i t s
credential programs, based on the institution's Preliminary Report .


2 . To assess the quality and effectiveness of the institution and its p r o g r a m s
by: a) reviewing the institution's Self-Study Repor t  in light of the adopted
standards; b) interviewing credential candidates, program gradua tes ,
employers of graduates, field experience supervisors, and program f a c u l t y
and administrators; and, c) reviewing materials, such as course sy l lab i ,
student records, reports of follow-up studies and needs analyses.


3 . To identify institutional and program strengths and weaknesses and t o
make recommendations for improvement for the in s t i t u t ion ' s
cons ide ra t ion .


4 . To recommend to the Committee on Accreditation either Accredi ta t ion ,
Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation for t h e
institution and all its credential programs.
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B. Responsibilities of Accreditation Team Members


1 . Read the Inst i tu t ional  Sel f -Study Report


Sixty weekdays before the visit, each team member will receive a copy o f
the Institutional Self-Study Report.  Depending on the organization of t h e
team, as determined by the CTC/COA Consultant, the team leader, and t h e
institutional coordinator, team members might receive only the portion o f
the Institutional Self-Study Report that covers their particular area o f
expertise.  In responding to each applicable standard, the self-study r e p o r t
should emphasize quality considerations, educational rationales, a n d
thoughtful program analyses.  Typically, the Institutional Se l f -S tudy
Report includes, but is not limited to, the following components:


• Letter of Transmittal by President
• Letter of Verification by Dean or Director
• Background of Institution and its Mission and Goals
• Education Unit Mission and Goals
• Significant Changes in Program Since Last Review (This s e c t i o n


should include the findings of the previous COA accreditation t e a m
vis i t . )


• Institutional Responses to the Common Standards
• Institutional Responses to Program Standards, Grouped by P r o g r a m


Cluster (Specific standards will vary depending on the P r e l i m i n a r y
Repor t . )


• Abbreviated Vitas/Resumes of Faculty, Organized by Program Cluster
(including courses taught in past two years)


The Institutional Self-Study Repor t  should make reference to d o c u m e n t s
housed in the exhibit room and should keep appendices to a minimum.  T h e
Report  should be prepared and edited to facilitate readability.  I n s t i t u t i o n s
are urged to use graphs, charts, flow diagrams, or methods of d i s p l a y i n g
information other than narrative text.


2 . Participate in All Team Meetings


Members of the accreditation team are expected to arrange their travel so
as to arrive at the team's hotel in time for all organizational m e e t i n g s .
Team members are not permitted to schedule any professional or p e r s o n a l
activities during the team visit, and should limit telephone calls to those o f
an emergency nature.  Team members are expected to travel together, d i n e
together, and be available for meetings throughout the term of the vis i t .
Team members should plan to work every evening.  Finally, team m e m b e r s
must not leave the host campus prior to the presentation of the t e am ' s
report at the Report Presentation.  Any exceptions must be discussed w i t h
the CTC/COA Consultant or the Team Leader ahead of time.  Accred i ta t ion
teams work on a consensus basis.  Team members are expected to p a r t i c i p a t e
in meetings in that spirit.
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3 . Conduct All Assigned Interviews


Team members will be assigned to a series of interviews by the Cluster
Leader or Team Leader.  Team members should review the i n t e r v i e w
schedule and make adjustments to it based on review by the Cluster Group.
Under no circumstances is a team member permitted to cancel a s chedu led
interview or to miss a scheduled appointment.  The institution b e i n g
accredited has gone to substantial effort to produce the requisite number o f
interviewees, and team members must respect that effort by conducting t h e
interview as scheduled.  Any unusual events or problems regarding t h e
interviews should be discussed with the team leader or the CTC/COA
Consul tant .


4 . Review Appropriate  Supporting Documentation


Team members will be assigned time to review documents and materials i n
the exhibit or document room in accordance with the prepared i n t e r v i e w
schedule.  Team members are expected to review all materials referenced i n
the Institutional Self-Study Report first and then review other m a t e r i a l s
during scheduled document review times.  All supporting documentation i s
the property of the institution and may not be removed from the campus b y
team members.  Team members may, at the conclusion of the visit, r e q u e s t
copies of materials or make purchases as indicated by the host i n s t i tu t ion .
Since the accreditation process calls for a recommendation based on a
balanced review of all available information, team members should e n s u r e
that they are as familiar with the supporting documentation as they a r e
with the interview data.


C. Roles of Accreditation Team Members


1 . Team Leader


The Team Leader is in charge of the accreditation team and is r e s p o n s i b l e
for working with the CTC/COA Consultant and the institutional c o n t a c t
person to make decision about the Preliminary Report ,, to work with t h e
CTC/COA Consultant on team structure and the interview schedule, a n d
represents the Committee on Accreditation while on campus.  The Team
Leader handles all team meetings once the visit has begun, chairs the Mid-
Visit Status Report for the accreditation team, makes the w r i t i n g
assignments for the team, chairs the team's accreditation d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g
process, oversees the preparation of the team's report, and chairs t h e
Report Presentation. The Team Leader is charged with handling a n y
problems that might occur during the visit, in cooperation with t h e
CTC/COA Consultant. The Team Leader will have leadership experience i n
educational settings and will have substantial knowledge and experience i n
qualitative evaluation procedures and accreditation processes.
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2 . Cluster Leader


The Cluster Leader is charged with the responsibility of managing t h e
review of a set of related credential programs or Common Standards. T h e
Cluster Leader works with the Team Leader to ensure that the c l u s t e r
conducts all interviews, examines all relevant documents, and m a k e s
determinations about all standards selected for the credential programs i n
the cluster.  The Cluster Leader for a set of credential  programs is a lso
charged with conferring with the Common Standards cluster leader a b o u t
issues or concerns that might affect the findings on the Common Standards .
The Cluster Leader also apprises the Team Leader of areas of concern o r
areas where more information is needed in preparation for the Mid-Visit
Status Report.  Cluster Leaders will have substantial experience with t h e
credential area being reviewed and will have experience with g e n e r a l
qualitative review procedures.


3 . Cluster Members


Cluster members are charged with the task of reviewing a set of r e l a t e d
credential programs and making decisions about the selected standards t h a t
are being used to evaluate those programs. They participate in making a
recommendation to the Committee on Accreditation about the acc red i t a t i on
of the institution and its credential programs.  Cluster members a r e
expected to conduct all interviews, review all documents referenced in t h e
Institutional Self-Study Report , familiarize themselves with the o t h e r
supporting documentation, and participate fully in all cluster and t e a m
meetings.  All Cluster members have writing responsibilities during t h e
visit.  Cluster members have knowledge and experience in the c r e d e n t i a l
area they are reviewing.


D. Preparation for an Accreditation Visit


1 . The Team Leader should contact all cluster leaders to ensure they h a v e
received all materials and to determine if they have any questions a b o u t
the visit.  Cluster Leaders should contact Cluster Members to ensure t h e y
have received all materials and to determine if they have any ques t ions .
Cluster Members should contact their Cluster Leader if they have q u e s t i o n s
or do not receive their materials 60 weekdays prior to the scheduled visit.


2 . Team members should read their documents carefully, making n o t a t i o n s
where they have questions or concerns or require clarification.  Team
members should begin to write interview questions based on their r e a d i n g
of the Self-Study Report.


3 . Team members will receive instructions from the CTC/COA Consul tan t
regarding their travel plans.  Team members should make t h o s e
arrangements quickly, following the guidelines on arrival and d e p a r t u r e
times noted above.


4 . Dress on an accreditation visit is professional.  Team members should a lso
bring casual clothes for evening team meetings.  Most hotels now h a v e
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exercise areas, so those who wish to exercise should bring a p p r o p r i a t e
c lo thes .


5 . Although personal and professional telephone calls should be kept to a n
absolute minimum, team members should leave the hotel telephone n u m b e r
and the campus telephone number so they can be contacted in a n
e m e r g e n c y .


6 . If a team member has allergies, particular housing needs, or other spec ia l
needs, the CTC/COA Consultant should be contacted as soon as possible so
alternate arrangements, if possible, can be made.


E. Conflict of Interest, Professional Behavior, and Ethical
Guide l ines


1 . Conflict of Interest


The Committee on Accreditation will not appoint a team member to a n
accreditation team if that person has had any official prior r e l a t i o n s h i p
with the institution.  This can include, but is not limited to, e m p l o y m e n t ,
application for employment, enrollment, application for admission or a n y
of these involving a spouse or family member.  Moreover, team m e m b e r s
have a responsibility to acknowledge any reason that would make i t
difficult for them to render a fair, impartial, professional judgment.  T h e
list of  team members is sent to the institution prior to the visit.  If t h e
institution does believe one or more team members may have a conflict o f
interest, the CTC/COA Consultant should be notified as soon as possible.  T h e
institution may subsequently file an appeal with the Committee o n
Accreditation if it believes a conflict of interest exists for a team m e m b e r .
The Director of the Professional Services Division of the Commission o n
Teacher Credentialing will not assign a CTC/COA Consultant to an i n s t i t u t i o n
if the consultant has been employed by that institution, applied f o r
employment to that institution, been and enrolled student at the ins t i tu t ion ,
or otherwise had a prior relationship that would adversely affect the vis i t .
Finally, members of the Committee on Accreditation are required to r e c u s e
themselves if they have any connections to an institution that is b e f o r e
them for an accreditation decision.


2 . Pro fe s s iona l  Behav ior


Team members are expected to act professionally at all times.  I n t e m p e r a t e
language, accusatory questions, hostile behavior, or other actions or deeds
that would detract from the quality of the accreditation visit are n o t
permitted.  Any such conduct will bring a reprimand from the Team L e a d e r
and possible disqualification from the Board of Institutional Reviewers.  As
representatives of the Committee  on Accreditation, team members and t h e
CTC/COA Consultant are expected to comport themselves with d ign i t y ,
cordiality, and politeness at all times.  Institutions will evaluate t h e
performance and conduct of all team members and these evaluation will b e
used to determine which individuals continue as members of the Board o f
Institutional Reviewers.
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3 . Ethical  Guidel ines


The Committee on Accreditation requires all team members to adhere to t h e
highest standard of ethics during a team visit.  Interviews are to be held i n
strict confidence.  Team sessions are also confidential and are not be s h a r e d
with non-team members.  On the other hand, the presentation of the Mid-
Status Report and the presentation of the Final Team Report and Exit
Interview must be public and open.  The meetings of the Committee o n
Accreditation must follow all public meeting laws.


F. Accreditation Team Member Advice


For information on the role and responsibilities of a Team Leader, please see C h a p t e r
7, Effective Team Leadership.


On Being A Cluster Leader


The role of a cluster leader is similar to that of the team leader but of a more focused
nature in that the cluster leader is responsible for the review of a specific set o f
related credential programs or the Common Standards.  The cluster leader is t y p i c a l l y
an experienced accreditation team member with expertise in the credential a r e a
assigned to the cluster.  A cluster leader may have responsibility for a set of c lose ly
related credentials (e.g., Multiple and Single Subject Credentials) or may be asked t o
lead a cluster that is responsible for a broad array of related credentials (e.g., a l l
service credential programs offered by the institution).  The cluster leader i s
responsible for the following:


• ensuring that all cluster members have read the Institutional Self-Study R e p o r t
for the assigned programs;


• reviewing the interview schedule for the assigned programs to ensure full a n d
appropriate coverage;


• assigning cluster members to appropriate interviews;
• chairing all meetings of the cluster group;
• conferring with the team leader and/or CTC/COA Consultant about any problems;
• sharing concerns and issues across cluster groups as appropriate;
• providing information to the team leader for the Mid-Visit Report;
• maintaining the standards checklist for the cluster to ensure that all r e l e v a n t


program standards are reviewed;
• chairing the standards decision-making sessions for the cluster;
• chairing the report writing sessions for the cluster;
• completing the cluster member evaluation forms; and
• collecting all evaluation forms, interview materials, and expense claim f o r m s


and delivering them to the CTC/COA Consultant.


On Being an Effective Team Member


California law requires the Committee on Accreditation to ensure that all p ro f e s s iona l
programs of educator preparation meet the statutory requirements in law and a d h e r e
to standards of quality that have been established by the Commission. The process f o r
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meeting these obligations includes periodic campus visits by teams of people who a r e
drawn from the ranks of classroom teachers, higher educators, s choo l
administrators, and school board members.  The colleges and universities in the s t a t e
have been placed on a five to seven year cycle of visits. Annually, then, t h e
Committee on Accreditation staff arranges reviews of approximately 12-13
ins t i tu t ions .


The task of the team is to make a professional judgment about the effectiveness a n d
quality of the institution and its professional preparation programs according to t h e
adopted standards of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing or e q u i v a l e n t
standards as determined by the Committee on Accreditation.  The team begins its w o r k
by carefully reading the Institutional Self-Study Report prepared by the in s t i t u t ion ' s
faculty.  The team then conducts site interviews with a wide variety of ind iv idua l s
involved in the program including faculty and administrators, students, g radua tes ,
supervising teachers, cooperating school administrators, employers of graduates, a n d
advisory board members.  Additionally, the team reviews documents and i n s t i t u t i ona l
records provided to them.  From this evidence, the team makes an o v e r a l l
recommendation about the accreditation status of the institution, specific c o m m e n t s
on all standards, particularly those not fully met, and general comments about e a c h
credential program's strengths and weaknesses as well as ideas for i n s t i t u t i ona l
consideration that emerged from the team visit.  This recommendation of a group o f
fellow professionals, the final Team Accreditation Report, is transmitted to t h e
Committee on Accreditation for official action and may require the institution to t a k e
corrective action in order to remain an accredited institution under California law.


Given the critical importance of this process to both the institutions being v is i ted
and the State of California, all team members are expected to conduct themselves in a
professional manner and adhere to the task at hand.  What follows are a series o f
suggestions for being an effective team member.


Before The Visit


1. You will receive the institutional self-study document before the visit. W h i l e
CTC/COA staff tries to ensure that you get your copy 60 weekdays before the vis i t ,
delays do occur.  Please try to control your schedule so that you have read t h e
document thoroughly B E F O R E  you arrive at the initial team meeting.  It is b e s t
to have read the document once for over-all understanding and at least a s e c o n d
time with pencil in hand, taking notes in the margins or on a separate piece o f
paper regarding questions you have or items of clarification you need.


2. The self-study document represents the institution's statement of how i t s
credential programs meet each standard.  Specific statements on the pol icies ,
procedures, and curriculum of the programs should be evident. References t o
material available elsewhere should also be clear.  Review the standards b e f o r e
reading the document and remember that you are to assess the institution and i t s
programs only in light of these standards.  As you read the document, try t o
frame questions you would ask various groups of people (students, g radua tes ,
faculty).  Decide what questions you will ask them i.e., policies, p r o c e d u r e s ,
curriculum, and normal practices.  If items are unclear, make notes for l a t e r
questions for the program administrator or faculty.  Be sure to share t h e s e
concerns with your cluster leader.  Make an overall assessment of t h e
documents as an accurate depiction of the programs.  For example, could y o u
describe these programs to someone else on the basis of the document or a r e
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there missing pieces about which you want more information?  These ideas
should be jotted down so you can share them with other team members.


During the Visit


3. Be prepared to discuss the Institutional Self-Study Repor t  at the first meeting o f
your team and cluster group.  The cluster leader should help you organize y o u r
questions and focus them to ensure you obtain useful responses.  Listen to y o u r
fellow team members to see if there are common questions about the report a n d
its usefulness.  Be willing to express your own views.  While common c o n c e r n s
will generate common questions, differences among the team members i n
assessing the institutional report may also produce useful questions for t h e
i n t e r v i e w s .


4. During the organizational meeting, expect to review and discuss the de f in i t i ons
of standards, questions, concepts of quality and effectiveness, and examples o f
standards judged to be met minimally, or fully met found in this handbook.  Th is
should reduce later confusion and help your team develop a c o m m o n
"yards t ick ."


5. Do not set your views in concrete.  The document serves as a "jumping off p o i n t "
for the interviews to come.  Hold your final judgment until you h a v e
accumulated information from all information sources concerned with t h e s e
professional preparation programs.  Remember to avoid imposing your o w n
biases on the program.  The COA is interested in b e g i n n i n g  t e a c h e r / e d u c a t o r
competence, and does not expect credential candidates to possess the skills a n d
knowledge of veteran teachers.


6. Be sure to check periodically with other team members about variations i n
responses you are getting.  Try to use follow-up questions to pursue t h o s e
variations and put questions about such issues early in your interviews.  Take
objective notes and summarize them periodically during the day.


7. Do not schedule any personal business during a visit.  There is no time al located
for it and you will cause significant problems for other team members if you a r e
not fully available from the beginning of the visit until the end.


8. Plan to have most of your meals as a team.  If your personal habits are a t
variance with other team members (i.e., you arise at 5 a.m.) try to develop a
compromise so that you have maximum time to discuss team concerns. Travel t o
and from the site together, if possible, so that you can check your p e r c e p t i o n s
with other team members.


9. You will need to work every evening of the visit.  Work with your cluster l e a d e r
on a plan for handling evening meals and scheduling work sessions.  The n i g h t
of the last day of interviews is a critical time.  You should return to the w o r k
area early that evening prepared to review your findings, make decisions a b o u t
standards, and, possibly, begin the writing process. This is not  the night to p l a n
a multi-course gourmet meal.
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Writing the Report


10. Before writing the report, you and your cluster group will discuss each s t a n d a r d
and make a consensus determination using one of three available ca tegor ies :
Met, Met Minimally (either Quantitatively or Qualitatively), or Not Met.  It i s
critical that your assessment take into account the evidence you accumula t ed
and only the evidence.  The fact that you have evidence from a number o f
people from various sources (students, faculty, supervising teachers, emp loye r s ,
graduates, and documents) is important in making your final decision.  Be
certain you have a copy of the standards with you to refresh your memory. I f
your group decides that a standard is not met or is met only minimally, you m u s t
be able to document what evidence led your group to that judgment.


Since groups are expected to use a consensus model in making their decis ions,
group members should strive to be mutually supportive.  Respect the v i e w p o i n t
of other members and focus on the information that you all gathered.  This i s
not a "cut and dried" process; rather, it requires you to make holistic assessments
based on the overall weight of the evidence.


11. If you are asked to write sections of the report, use simple sentences, a c t i v e
verbs, and clearly defined subjects.  Be sure to reference the evidence y o u r
cluster collected during its interviews and document reviews.  No one expec t s
great literature; basic declarative prose is perfectly acceptable.  You can h e l p
the Committee on Accreditation and the institution by being specific about t h e
group's judgments of program quality, strengths or deficiencies, a n d
suggestions for improvement.  Your cluster leader may edit the final draft o f
your report section for clarity, smoothness, and uniformity.


12. The overall determination and recommendation of the team is contained in t h e
final Accreditation Report, which is written after the team has discussed all t h e
standards.  Teams have significant leeway at this point to decide what cons t i tu tes
Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, and Denial of Accreditation. T h e
key element is whether the students completing the programs at this i n s t i t u t i o n
will be effective beg inning  classroom teachers/educators in c o n t e m p o r a r y
schools .


13. You are not required to solve the problems you find. Your job is to m a k e
professional judgments about the standards. The section of the report o n
Observations for Institutional Considerations can be a place to put ideas
generated from the interviews, concerns that do not fit elsewhere in the r e p o r t ,
and overall assessments that emerged from the visit.


14. A Report Presentation will be conducted with representatives of the i n s t i t u t i o n
to communicate the team's findings and clarify any areas in question.  You
should be prepared to discuss the team's findings and recommendations.  It i s
possible that emotions may be elevated so your comments should be c a r e f u l l y
considered, positive, and professional.  Your team leader will lead the m e e t i n g
and should set the tone for it.


15. Your final tasks before departure include filling out expense forms a n d
evaluation forms.  These are necessary and helpful so your prompt attention t o
these items is appreciated.  Your interview notes will be saved in the u n l i k e l y
event there is an appeal of the recommendation you have made.  Be sure to g i v e
all forms and notes to your team leader before leaving the site.  The team l e a d e r
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will represent you at any hearings, but you are invited to participate if y o u r
personal schedule permits.


16. The Commission on Teacher Credentialing follows state a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
guidelines for reimbursing individuals.  The Commission will purchase a n
airline ticket for you if needed or will pay mileage at state rates.  The a g e n c y
will pay directly for your base hotel bill.  In addition, the Commission will p a y
per diem expenses for meals and incidentals in accordance with state pol icy .
The Consultant assigned to your accreditation team will review the details w i t h
you.  Any expenses beyond ones specified in state regulations will not b e
covered.  If your district requires a substitute for you, the Commission will p a y
for that substitute when billed by the district.


Final Note


The accreditation team's responsibilities and workload may seem o v e r w h e l m i n g
when put into print.  The collective experiences of hundreds of p ro f e s s iona l
educators like you suggest that participation in a COA accreditation visit is one of t h e
best professional development activities you can pursue. Working with fe l low
educators on a matter of signal importance which will improve the profession is a
marvelous way to spend several days. The team approach provides both c a m a r a d e r i e
and support as you make your decisions. The CTC/COA Consultant will be on hand t o
provide additional assistance. You will expand your knowledge base, make n e w
friends, and return to your regular post invigorated by the experience.
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Chapter Seven:
Effective Team Leadership


I n t r o d u c t i o n


The role of a team leader during a COA accreditation visit to an institution o f
postsecondary education is complex and challenging. You are expected to help y o u r
team members make full use of their interview and document review time; c o n d u c t
the pre-visit planning meetings, the Mid-visit Status Report meeting, the Final Team
Report Presentation, and lead all deliberations and writing tasks of the t eam.
Additionally, you serve as the representative of the Committee on Accredi ta t ion ,
conduct your own interviews, and participate in other key activities of the visit.


To function effectively as a team leader, you will need to be completely familiar w i t h
the COA Common Standards and the current COA procedures for accreditation visi ts .
In addition, you must be knowledgeable about facilitating group work and h a n d l i n g
complex decision-making.  The overall effectiveness of the accreditation process a n d
the value it has for California institutions depends, in part, on the preparations y o u
make and the professionalism you bring to this critical task.  The material t h a t
follows has been gathered from the collective experiences of other acc red i t a t i on
team leaders and provides some insights into serving as a COA Team Leader.  T h e
narrative portions give general notions of a team leader's role and the last s e c t i o n
gives a task analysis of a full visit.


A . Building a Professional Team


Since some members of your team may not be as familiar with higher educa t i on
issues and professional preparation programs as others, you will need to ensure t h a t
all team members understand the contextual issues of the particular visit (e.g. ,
institutional cultures and structures, recent changes in leadership, budget o r
enrollment problems), have all jargon explained (e.g., reflective p r a c t i t i o n e r ,
critical theory), and shape the group discussions so that all members h a v e
opportunities to participate fully in making team decisions.  In addition, much o f
your time is spent in close proximity with fellow team members, working on complex
issues, and extends beyond the normal work day. As team leader, you need to set a
positive, professional, and productive tone to ensure that your team w o r k s
harmoniously and effectively within the COA framework for i n s t i t u t i ona l
accred i ta t ion .


The faculty, administration, and staff of the institution being evaluated also r e q u i r e
careful attention and professional consideration.  The actual team visit is t h e
culmination of years and months of work and worry by the institution.  P ro fes s iona l
reputations and positions may be affected by the team's recommendations.  While y o u
cannot allow your team members to be influenced by such considerations, it i s
equally true that you need to help your team acknowledge the legitimacy of t h e
institution's sense of concern and anxiety.  Your role is to provide a model o f
professional demeanor for your team.  Your team must also not impose its view o f
educator preparation on the institution it is accrediting.  The concept of standards o f
program quality clearly encourages institutions to create programs of d i v e r s e
structure and curriculum. Team members must set aside biases and preferences t h a t
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derive from their own professional backgrounds.  They must allow the evidence t o
lead the decision-making.


B. Deciding on the Standards


While much of your role as team leader is to ensure that the team completes i t s
assigned tasks while following COA regulations, the key role is helping the t e a m
members arrive at a defensible decision regarding each of the i n s t i t u t i ona l ly
selected standards and the overall recommendation about the institution.  Since t h i s
is a holistic professional judgment, you will need to conduct your meetings in a
manner that fosters open discussion, attention to the evidence, adherence to t h e
language of the standards, and a balance between the realities of h u m a n
organizations and the need for maintaining standards.  It is useful to think about a
triangulation concept wherein the team obtains information about the s t a n d a r d s
from multiple sources including diverse interviewees and documents.  W h e n
repeated testimony is received from two or more sources or two or more t e a m
members get similar responses from different interviewees, those standards s h o u l d
receive greater attention in later interviews.  In all cases, standards that may b e
judged as not met or met minimally require careful attention and assurance t h a t
sufficient evidence from enough sources and constituencies has been gathered t o
support such a statement.  Standards judged as met should also have s t a t emen t s
attached which identify the evidence used in making the judgment.


It is critical that you be familiar with the institutionally selected s tandards ,
especially the Common Standards, and that you have reviewed the ava i l ab l e
information on the intended meaning of minimally met standards.  As your t e a m
reviews its evidence, you should help them ensure that they have weighed all t h e
evidence. Factual information about elements of intentionality (is the absence of a n
item deliberate or accidental?); institutionalization of activity (was this done just f o r
the COA visit?), recency (how long has this been in place?), and institutional pol i t ics
(is the program affected by larger institutional problems?) are important at a r r i v i n g
at these decisions.  You should use your expertise as a check against your t e am ' s
decisions.  The most difficult decisions will be those where there is evidence on b o t h
sides or where team members are influenced by affective elements.  You will need t o
blend patience with leadership to bring your team to a consensus decis ion.
Remember that the preponderance of the evidence regarding a standard can b e
sufficient for a decision.  The information on making a decision and making a f i n a l
recommendation may be helpful to you and your team as you begin the r e p o r t
writing process.


The process for arriving at a consensus recommendation regarding i n s t i t u t i ona l
accreditation follows the standard decision-making process, it but requires you a n d
the team to operate at a higher level of generality and to account for larger a m o u n t s
of information.  Here, too, the focus should be on matters of quality and e f f ec t i venes s
of the institution and all of its credential programs.  You should seek to lead t h e
entire team through joint discussions about the overall weight of the accumula t ed
evidence, balancing strengths and concerns.  This will require your u n d e r s t a n d i n g
of the three options open to a team under the Accreditation Framework .  The k e y
element is to make clear to the Committee on Accreditation what the team's co l lec t ive
judgment is regarding the overall quality and effectiveness of the institution and a l l
of its credential programs when viewed as a whole.
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C. Report Writing


Your role in the writing of the team report should be that of editor as much a s
author.  That is, as team leader, you need to ensure that the report is a d e f e n s i b l e
document that fairly addresses the standards and provides the Committee o n
Accreditation and the institution with clear evidence for the final r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .
Focusing the team's statements on the combined evidence collected by the t eam,
while avoiding charged language helps all readers in understanding the basis f o r
the decisions on standards, makes clear the basis of the i n s t i t u t i ona l
recommendation, and helps institutions in making corrections if needed.  It is a l so
important to use the section on Observations for Institutional Consideration as a
means of speaking directly to the institution, its programs, and its faculty and as a
means for the team to share the insights they may have developed.  Pieces o f
information gathered that are useful but which do not fit into the report format c a n
be inserted here.


Try to help your team make best use of its time by encouraging plain writing r a t h e r
than artful prose.  Use of action verbs, simple sentences, and focused c o m m e n t a r y
will help the composition process.  You may need to step in during discussions to r e -
focus the debate, override perseveration, or call a break in the action.  Once the d r a f t
document is completed, you may wish to do a light edit to gain clarity a n d
consistency, but you cannot make substantive changes in the language without t e a m
a p p r o v a l .


D. Final Team Report Meeting


Your final responsibility is to chair the final team report presentation. You will h a v e
set, with the CTC/COA Consultant, the time and place of the meeting and discussed a n
agenda for it. Sufficient copies of the team's report will be available for all t e a m
members and institutional representatives. The institutional representatives w i l l
have had time to read your team's report. To help the meeting go well, remember:


1. Set the tone of the meeting as positive as possible and orient it toward i m p r o v i n g
the quality of educator preparation.


2. Thank the institution's faculty and any individuals who have made your s t a y
welcome.


3. Review for the institution the steps your team took to arrive at its d e t e r m i n a t i o n .
Note the number and types of interviews conducted and documents perused.


4. Give a generalized statement about the relative strengths and weaknesses of t h e
institution and its programs and then focus on the i n s t i t u t i ona l
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .


5. If time permits, you may wish to discuss the program standards that are not me t ,
or met minimally.


6. Ask your team members if they have anything to add to your comments or a n y
other statements they might like to make.


7. Solicit questions or concerns from the institution and respond as appropriate.


Since the institution had an opportunity to hear your in-process concerns at t h e
Mid-Visit Status Report, new evidence should not be submitted at this meeting.  T h e
institution may wish to argue with the team's assessment, but if you have based y o u r
decision on the evidence received from faculty, students, graduates, and o t h e r
constituencies, such arguments need not be answered.  It is more likely that t h e r e
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will be questions about potential solutions.  In the unlikely event that your r e p o r t
provokes strong emotions or you are pressed to re-consider, be prepared to r e s p o n d
pleasantly but firmly regarding COA policies on appeals.  Call upon the CTC/COA
Consultant if you need assistance.


E. Team Leader Task Analysis


Your specific duties before, during, and after the team visit are:


Before the Visit:


1. Contact all your team members before the visit to ensure that they h a v e
received all necessary documents;


2. If known, review the proposed interview schedule and note any changes des i red
or concerns expressed. Relay these to the CTC/COA Consultant as soon as possible.


During the Visit - Day One ( afternoon/evening):


1. Conduct the team orientation on the afternoon of the campus visit
which includes:


a . review the proposed interview schedule, note any changes with your t e a m
and tell the campus and consultant;


b . make individual team assignments for entire visit including i n t e r v i e w s ,
site visits, and document reviews. Be certain team members vary t h e i r
assignments to ensure fairness;


c . set up the team meetings during the visit and get agreement o n
transportation arrangements, meals, working times, and o t h e r
housekeeping details;


d. remind team members of professional responsibilities associated with t h i s
task, especially setting aside biases and ensuring confidentiality;


e . provide additional explanations to first-time team members


2. Act as liaison with the CTC/COA Consultant and keep him/her informed as to t h e
team's plans;


3. Review the institution's documents with the team and identify areas of p r o g r a m
strength and weakness on the basis of the standards and possible questions f o r
i n t e r v i e w s ;


4. Identify any requested information that team members may want a n d
communicate it to CTC/COA Consultant; and


5. Review any contextual issues regarding campus or community c i r c u m s t a n c e s
that might impinge on the work of the team and confer with cluster l e a d e r s
regarding initial impressions.


Day Two - First Full Day:


6. Identify key questions for each group to be interviewed in relation to t h e
critical standards and the Self-Study Report.  Be certain that all cluster m e m b e r s
work with all relevant standards at some time during the interview phase.


7. Remind team members to keep detailed notes on who is interviewed and w h a t
documents have been reviewed.
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8. Monitor the work of your cluster leaders and ensure that every c o n s t i t u e n c y
gets interviewed on the first full day.  Confer with your cluster leaders at l u n c h
and again at dinner for areas of concern and/or agreement.


9. In the evening, confer with the entire team regarding common concerns.


Day Three


10. Prepare for and conduct the Mid-Visit Status Report.  Be forthright with t h e
institution about the team's perceptions and concerns. Foster a positive tone f o r
the meeting and ask for clarification and information where needed by y o u r
t eam.


11. Report back to the team on the outcome of the meeting. and alter the i n t e r v i e w
schedules or other data review as needed.


12. Remind team members to keep summary notes on who is interviewed and w h a t
documents have been reviewed.


13. Ensure that all faculty and key staff have been interviewed.


Day Three -  Afternoon/Evening


14. Review COA policy on accreditation recommendations before b e g i n n i n g
dec i s ion -mak ing .


15. Conduct the team report writing session including standard reviews and t h e
accreditation recommendation with rationale using consensus model.


16. Assign writing tasks by team preference, but ensure that a complete d o c u m e n t
is ready by the morning of Day Four;


17. Review the team findings with the CTC/COA Consultant before the report i s
typed;


Day Four - Morning:


18. Continue writing activities with team as needed; prepare for presentation o f
final report.


19. Chair the team meeting to make final recommendation on the acc red i t a t i on
status of the institution.


20. Check final draft of the report.
21. Complete team member evaluation forms and give them to the CTC/COA


Consul tant .


Day Four - Afternoon:


22. Chair the final team report presentation.


After the Visit:


23. Write thank you letters to your team members for their files (recommended, b u t
not required).


24. Make notes on the visit for future reference.
25. Be prepared to present the team report to the Committee on Accreditation w h e n


it is scheduled.
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Chapter Eight:
Data Collection Techniques


I n t r o d u c t i o n


This chapter provides reminders to team members with about useful techniques t o
use in collecting data during an accreditation visit.  Specific elements of the f o r m a l
training program focus on various modes of data collection.  This chapter h i g h l i g h t s
these elements for team members and provides other interested parties with a n
overview of the team member training presented to on this topic.


A . Reading and Analyzing Documents


The initial data collection task that faces team members is the reading and a n a l y z i n g
of the Institutional Self-Study Report.  This is often followed by an examination a n d
review of many institutional documents referenced in the self-study report.  D u r i n g
the course of the accreditation visit, team members are called upon to make c r i t i c a l
judgments about many types of documents, papers, and forms.  There are some
techniques that may assist this critical, but often arduous task.


1.  Highlight Who, What, When, Where


In assuring that the institution or program meets the relevant standards, it i s
important for the reader to identify who initiates, completes, or verifies r e q u i r e d
tasks.  This can lead to asking the right person the correct questions.  Once the k e y
players have been identified, it is important to identify the actual tasks to b e
accomplished according to the claims made by the institution or program in its s e l f -
study report.  If a standard is met through a specific activity, the "what" should b e
noted or underlined in the self-study report so that verification can be done l a t e r .
Additionally, the "when and where" questions should be posed and answers n o t e d
from the self-study report if such issues are important to assuring that a p a r t i c u l a r
standard is met.


2.  D e t e r m i n e  R e l a t i o n s h i p s


After reading through the self-study report, it can be helpful to draw a rough c h a r t
or graph of the program or institution in terms of professional relationships a n d
duties.  Finding or creating an organizational chart can be helpful in learning h o w
the institution or program puts itself together.


3.  Note Key Forms


Most programs operate through a system of forms or documents that show p r o g r e s s
through the program or institution, verification of accomplished knowledge or ski l l ,
or other legal or bureaucratic steps completed.  Becoming familiar with those f o r m s
and seeking them out once on campus can provide high-value data in a short time.
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4 . Look for Formulas


Many institutions and program operate under formulas, which determine s u c h
things as class size, supervisory ratios, admissions, and other standard ope ra t ions .
Finding these in the self-study report and checking on them once on campus can b e
h e l p f u l .


5 . Note Generalizations and Other Vague Language


The responses to the standards should be clear and concise.  If you find language t h a t
is unclear or statements that make claims apparently unsupported, be certain to n o t e
them and ask early about them.  It may merely be unclear language; it can also p o i n t
to possible areas of weakness.


6 . All Claims are Verifiable


If an institution or program makes a claim in its self-study, it must be able to v e r i f y
that claim through documentation or interviews.  You should ask for the e v i d e n c e
noted in the self-study report and if claims are made that are not referenced in some
way, you should ask about them as soon as possible.  Many self-study report, m a k e
reference to specific documents and forms; be certain that a member from y o u r
cluster has checked that these claims are accurate.


7 . Respect Institutional Mission and Goals


Institutions and their programs are permitted to meet not only a variety of s t andards ,
but also meet them in their own way.  There is no one best way of p r e p a r i n g
educators.  Your task is to ensure that the institution or program is meeting t h e
standards is says it is meeting and that the institution or program is providing a
quality educational experience.  The exact means to this common end will, and should ,
vary.  It may not be to your taste; such variances are perfectly permissible.


8 . "Steak, not Sizzle"


Sometimes, documents look well prepared because they are fancy or reflect h i g h
quality presentation skills.  Your task is to look beyond the cover and examine t h e
content.  Lots of "bells and whistles" do not always reflect high quality.


9 . "The Dog that Didn't Bark"


In some cases, omission in the Self-Study Repor t  can reveal a great deal about t h e
institution or program.  As you review documents, ask yourself what is not b e i n g
presented, what is in the background?  Familiarity with the credential area can be a
great help here.  Noted omissions should not lead you to make assumptions a b o u t
institutional or program quality, but they may help sharpen your further r e v i e w s
and help pose some questions.


1 0 . Follow the Candidate


Try to understand what the program looks like from the perspective of a s t u d e n t
entering it.  What activities, what documents, what experiences are provided to t h e
student or asked of the student?  Developing a mini-case study of one m y t h i c a l
student can help make the program more accessible to you.
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B. Interview Techniques


A critical method of obtaining sufficient data to make a determination of i n s t i t u t i ona l
and program quality and effectiveness is through interviewing many people w i t h
direct knowledge of the institution or program.  Sufficient numbers of people f r o m
all the major constituencies related to the institution or program (faculty a n d
administration from the institution, students in the programs, cooperating m a s t e r
teachers and school administrators, graduates of the programs and their emp loye r s ,
and advisory groups to the programs) must be interviewed carefully about t h e i r
perceptions of the institution and its programs in relation to the selected standards o f
quality.  Since your time is limited, honing your interviewing skills to m a k e
maximum use of the time available is very important.  The information that follows i s
intended to help you improve your interviewing and enable you complete your task .
Remember, an interview is simply a "purposeful conversation with two or m o r e
people directed by one in order to get information."


Accreditation review interviews are usually semi-structured.  You do not h a v e
sufficient time for a true, open-ended interview and your groups vary enough i n
background and knowledge level that a structured interview is not appropriate.  You
should have some prepared questions in mind based on your team discussions and t h e
constituency of the person you are interviewing.  Depending on the i n i t i a l
responses, you may vary your follow-up questions significantly.


Interview materials are included in this handbook to aid in the organization o f
interview questions and notes.  All team members are required to keep a detai led
record of interviews with all individuals contacted, materials reviewed, and t h e
findings that result from the process.  The CTC/COA Consultant collects all i n t e r v i e w
materials from you at the end of the visit and retains them in case there is an a p p e a l
to the Committee on Accreditation.


1 . Introduce  Yourse l f


Identify yourself as a member of the Accreditation Team for the Cal i forn ia
Committee on Accreditation and give your name and your own in s t i t u t i ona l
a f f i l i a t ion .


2 . Explain Why You Are Interviewing Each Person


Explain the purpose of the interview and the types of questions you will a s k
(the questions may vary somewhat depending on the constituency you a r e
interviewing).  For instance, when interviewing master teachers, y o u
might tell them, "I am here to ask you some questions about the p r e p a r a t i o n
of student teachers you have worked with from _______
Col lege/Univers i ty ."


3. Reduce Anxiety


Some subjects will be anxious and a few may be reluctant to say much. Do b e
gracious and take a moment to ease into your questions by asking some
general questions. This also helps you understand the proper context f o r
the responses.
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4 . Ask Questions Related to Program Standards


It is important to ask questions that will help the team determine if spec i f i c
standards are met.  Team members should use elements of the standards a n d
'factors to consider' as the basis for  their questions. Focus your q u e s t i o n s
on standards the interviewee is likely to know about. For example ,
questions about Category V are most appropriate for supervising t eachers ,
graduates of the program and their employers, while the p r o g r a m
administrator should be a primary respondent to questions on Category I.


5 . Avoid Questions That Can Be Answered "Yes" or "No"


Some simple factual questions may need to be asked.  However, if you a s k
Yes/No type questions, you generally have provided the i n f o r m a t i o n
rather than requested it.


6 . Pursue Questions Until You Are Sure They Are Answered


Listen to the answer.  If you are not satisfied with the answer, pursue t h e            
matter further.  Most answers will require an elaboration or n e e d
clarification. Ask for specific examples of incidents or situations. Y o u r
follow-up questions should focus on clarifying, amplifying, or v e r i f y i n g
initial responses. Remember that not all interviews will yield the s a m e
amount of information. Some people do have more knowledge of a n
institution or its programs than others.


7 . Relate Interpretative Comments to Specific Standards


Answers are often interpretative rather than factual.  Verify that t h e
answer relates to specific program standards. Avoid accepting h e a r s a y
statements or comments that are overly vague. Remember you will talk t o
people with "axes to grind." Do not allow individuals with personal issues t o
take up your time.


8 . Take Notes


Don't trust your memory.  Make careful notes.  This becomes p a r t i c u l a r l y
important when conflicting responses are received by several t e a m
members. Document the number or responses on a specific item to i d e n t i f y
patterns of evidence on a particular standard.


9 . Cross -Check  Informat ion


It is necessary to get information from a variety of sources, such as m a s t e r
teachers, public school administrators, student teaching supe rv i so r s ,
student teachers and graduates, and employers of graduates and then c r o s s -
check the validity of the information.
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1 0 . Be Aware of Time - Adhere to a Time Schedule


It is up to each team member to control the time allotted for i n t e r v i e w s .
Interviews are generally scheduled for 20 minutes.  Try to keep t h e
interviews within the allotted time frame.


It is important that all team members honor the schedule prepared by t h e
institution.  It usually represents many hours of work.  If there is a need t o
eliminate or re-arrange some interviews, be sure to discuss this with t h e
team leader and the consultant.  In all cases, the cancellation of a n y
interviews needs to be done with caution and discussion with i n s t i t u t i o n
off icials .


1 1 . Do Not Accept Unsupported Conclusions


Be sure that sufficient information is gathered to substantiate a n y
conclusions.  Lines of evidence are critical and should be referenced a n d
substantiated in the team report.


1 2 . Maintain a Professional Perspective


It is important that your skills and experience focus directly on t h e
gathering of data and the analysis of how the program meets the p a r t i c u l a r
standards or guidelines.  Be as objective as possible at all times.


13. Ask a Wrap-up Question


Most interviewees will have thought about this interview in advance a n d
may have issues they want to mention.  Invite them to do so at the end o f
the interview to ensure that you have gotten all the information you can.


1 4 . Use Stimulated Recall


A good technique for improving responses is to use materials like t h e
handbook with interviewees (e.g., students or master teachers) and a s k
questions related to its contents. Another method is to ask the person t o
remember a particular time in the program to sharpen their responses a n d
enable them to be specific.


15. Assure  Conf ident ia l i ty


Be certain that you inform your interviewee that any information s h a r e d
will be kept strictly confidential and that only aggregate data will b e
reported to the institution. This is particularly important with students i n
the program and, often, with program faculty.
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Interview Forms


Lined Form


This form will help you record systematic information about each interview.  You a r e
encouraged to take time before the interview to plan the primary standards y o u
intend to address in the interview.  You should note those standards at the top of t h e
form.  You may also wish to write out specific questions that you plan to ask.  In t h e
left margin of the form, you should code the information according to the number o f
the standard.  This coding, and the accurate recording of information, will help l a t e r
when writing the final report.


Boxed Form


This form will help you record systematic information about each interview.  You a r e
encouraged to take time before the interview to plan the primary standards y o u
intend to address in the interview.  You should note those standards at the top of t h e
form.  You are encouraged to write out specific questions which you plan to a sk .
Throughout your written comments, you should code the information according t o
the number of the standard.  You may do this by writing the code number above y o u r
comments and circling it.  This coding, and the accurate recording of i n f o r m a t i o n ,
will help later when the team is writing the final report.
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
ACCREDITATION TEAM - INTERVIEW FORM


Cluster/Program:                                                                                                            Date:                                                              


Interviewee:                                                                                                    Constituency:                                              


Primary Standards to be Addressed:


STD. # COMMENTS
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
ACCREDITATION TEAM - INTERVIEW FORM


Cluster/Program:                                                                                                         Date:                                         


Interviewee:                                                                                                                  Constituency:                                          


Primary Standards to be Addressed:


Planned Questions:


Comments:
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D. Accreditation Team Report Writing Techniques


Before the team writes its final report, the cluster members must review e a c h
applicable standard and make a decision about whether the preponderance of t h e
collected evidence indicates that the standard is met.  The following i n f o r m a t i o n
provides a reminder for team members about the process for making these complex,
qualitative judgments in a manner that is fair, impartial, and rigorous.


Making Decisions About Standards


Once cluster groups have completed the interview schedule, examined all ava i l ab l e
documents, and amassed as much information as possible, it is time for the complex
process of making sense out of the data and arriving at defensible decisions a b o u t
each standard.  While the Committee on Accreditation has developed statements a b o u t
what constitutes a Standard as Met, Met Minimally: Quantitative Concerns, Met
Minimally: Qualitative Concerns, and Not Met, it is the professional judgment of t h e
cluster members that will determine whether the collected data lead to one of t h o s e
possible categories.  To help cluster members in their deliberations, a few ideas
drawn from the research literature on qualitative data analysis are presented.  These
ideas are by no means an exhaustive list, but such information may be useful to t h e
team as it begins the process of making decisions.


"When we make a generalization, we amass a swarm of particulars and decide w h i c h
particulars are there more often, matter more than others, go together, and so on . "
(Miles & Huberman).


1 . Look for Patterns/Themes


Human beings are pattern-making beings.  We seek connections, create groupings o f
similar things, thereby creating understandable frameworks.  As a team m e m b e r
listening to numerous interviews, reviewing many documents, and talking w i t h
other team members about their interviews and document notes, you will p r o b a b l y
have some patterns or themes in mind.  You need to be certain these are real p a t t e r n s
and that you have accounted for disconfirming evidence. You may want to a s k
questions like:


"What were the most common problems mentioned?"
"What phrases or words were used across most interviews?"


2 . Cluster Responses by Constituency or by Standard.


As you look at each constituency, are there common concerns, strengths, w e a k n e s s e s
mentioned.  You might rank order them by rough frequency to get a measure of t h e
"weight" of such issues.  Alternatively, you might want to look at each Standard to s e e
how responses cluster.
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3 . Use  Metaphor ica l /Analog ica l  Thinking


Some people find creating metaphors to be a useful way to bring general i m p r e s s i o n s
into focus.  This should be done only at the end of the line so as not to cloud later da t a
collection. A possible question is:


"If I had two words to describe this program's attention to Standards 5 and 19, it would
be ___________ and __________."


Hearing metaphors from other team members and talking about them can be h e l p f u l
in coalescing one's thoughts.  Care needs to be taken as all metaphors are false a t
some level of analysis.  Nonetheless, they can help crystallize our sense of a p r o g r a m
or standard.


4 . Build a Logical Chain of Evidence


Team members often find that several constituencies independently report s i m i l a r
observations and reactions .  For example, graduates, employers, and master t e a c h e r s
report poor performance on unit planning abilities.  Suppose that you have v e r i f i e d
those claims through review of the course syllabi which revealed no course or p a r t
of a course that deals with unit planning (an example of confirming evidence).  I n
talking with team members, you acknowledge that some students and g r a d u a t e s
indicated no difficulties with this task and they remember a lecture or d e m o n s t r a t i o n
on such a topic (an example of disconfirming evidence).  The program d o c u m e n t
indicates this competency is dealt with across several courses, but it is difficult t o
find clear evidence that sufficient attention has been paid to this topic.  Facu l ty
interviews reveal that each individual thinks the other is focusing on this topic.


Here is a logical, verifiable relationship.  If unit planning has turned up r e p e a t e d l y
in interviews as a weakness, one would expect to find little attention paid to it in t h e
formal curriculum. That appears to be the case: therefore, the preponderance of y o u r
evidence indicates Standard 12 of the California Standards for the Multiple and S i n g l e
Subject Credential is Met Minimally with Qualitative Concerns.  If their daily l e s s o n
planning skills are not an issue, the team might well agree on Met Minimally w i t h
Quantitative Concerns.  If similar difficulties have arisen on the whole topic o f
planning skills, the decision may be Not Met.


5 . Triangulate and Avoid Bias


If it looks like a duck, walks like a duck, and talks like a duck; it probably is a d u c k
and certainly is not an elephant.  Repeated measures from believable sources c r e a t e s
confidence in your judgment.  You will need to avoid over-weighing testimony f r o m
articulate, informed, and high status respondents.  You will need to avoid " g o i n g
native" and getting wrapped up in the people and institution you are reviewing.  Th is
is often a problem in places with heavy campus politics.  You need to avoid t h e
research effect phenomenon - "The unconscious imposition of the team's values a n d
beliefs" on your data collection and analysis.  It can be helpful to look carefully a t
extreme cases where people with the most at stake reveal contrary data.  This can b e
powerful information if it is not tainted by ulterior motives.  Finally, not all data a r e
equal.  Volunteered information collected from people with low bias but h i g h
knowledge about the program can be weighted more heavily than the opposite.
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6 . Trust Your Hunches


Most team members have been around educational institutions long enough to h a v e
excellent insights and unconscious senses.  While these perceptions alone a r e
insufficient evidence, teams should not ignore them during the data collection p h a s e
or even when making judgments.  Insights can lead to confirming interviews a n d
can help to sharpen the whole analysis process.
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Attachment A:  Sample Team Report
COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION - ACCREDITATION TEAM REPORT


Institution: California State University, Freeway


Dates of Visit: March 7-10, 19__


Accreditation Team
Recommendation: ACCREDITATION WITH SUBSTANTIVE STIPULATIONS


Following are the recommended stipulations:


• That the institution provide evidence of the implementation of a
comprehensive program evaluation system involving program
participants, graduates, employers and local practitioners.  The system
must demonstrate the potential for assuring continuous program
improvement and must be applied to all credential program areas.


• That the institution provide evidence that each program within the
College of Education receives an equitable allocation of resources i n
relation to the student population it is required to serve.  The resources
must enable each program to effectively operate in terms of coordination,
recruitment, advisement, program development and instruction.


• That the institution provide evidence of substantive process (including an
action plan and timeline) toward implementation of the necessary
infrastrucutre and the purchase of hardware and software to provide
appropriate faculty and student access to electronic sources of data.  


• That the institution provide evidence of a comprehensive system of
selection, training, and evaluation of the field supervisors/cooperating
teachers who supervise in all credential areas.  The training should
include information about the credential program for which supervision
is given, such as program philosophy and design, and how the courses i n
the program relate to the field work.


Rationale:
The unamimous recommendation of the accreditation team for ACCREDITATION
WITH SUBSTANTIVE STIPULATIONS was based on a thorough review of the self
study documentation presented to the team, additional information in the form of
exhibits, extensive interviews with campus and field-based personnel, and
additional information requested from administrators during the visit.  The team
felt it obtained sufficient and consistent information that led to a high degree of
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confidence in making overall and programmatic judgments about the College of
Education operation.  The recommendation of the team was based on the following:


Common        Sta       ndards  :  Three of the standards were judged to have been met, four of
the standards were judged to have been met minimally with qualitative concerns
and one of the standards was judged as being not met.  These judgments were based
on the fact that an effective, comprehensive system of program evaluation, that
informs program revision and development, does not exist.  In addition, there is
very minimal access to technology within the College of Education.  There are some
excellent examples of technology supporting instruction, but these examples are
minimal.  There is a less than effective system for the training and evaluation of
field supervisors, a practice that does not assure that course work and student
teaching are well connected and consistent for the professional education student.
A final concern was that the Reading/Language Arts specialist program is not tightly
organized and delivered.  This specialist program is closely associated with the well-
organized advanced degree in Education, but as a program leading to a specialist
credential, is lacking in leadership, organization, and clear attention to program
standards.


Program        Standards   :  Generally, students who complete professional programs i n
Education are judged by professionals in the field to be well prepared to practice.
However, there are some inconsistencies in the quality of preparation.  These
inconsistencies are related to both areas assessed under the Common Standards as
well as the program standards.  There were some specific program standards that
were not fully met in some credential areas.  These specific standards are identified
in the report along with a rationale for the judgment of the team.  Specifically,
attention needs to be given to assessing and assuring the appropriateness of resource
allocations across program areas and the adequacy of coverage given to all specific
program standards as well as the development of a means to control redundancy of
content within specific program areas.  In addition to program content concerns,
there appeared to be inconsistency of advisement practices leading to some students
being confused about requirements and means of reaching their goal of obtaining a
license in their particular areas of focus.  


The College of Education has experienced considerable challenge recently i n
attempting to effectively deal with the expanding need for new professionals i n
almost all programmatic areas.  Class size reduction in California has placed heavy
demands on the COE and has stretched and spread thin the college’s resources.  The
COE is making many efforts to meet the range of demand from the field, but will
need to carefully consider how extensively those demands can be met without
negatively impacting the quality of programs delivered.  As reflected in the report,
there are numerous examples of excellence in program design and delivery.  The
need in the institution is to maintain consistent excellence across all program areas
in order to assure confidence that all students who complete programs at the
institution provide effective services to learners in the public and private schools of
California.
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Team Leader: Public School Superintendent


Common Standards Cluster:


CSU Dean of Education


School District Assistant Superintendent


Associate Dean of Education, CSU Campus


Basic Credential Cluster:
High School Classroom Teacher


Bi-lingual Faculty Member


Middle School Teacher


Private College, Elementary Program Coordinator


Reading/Language Arts Faculty Member


Specialist Credential Cluster:
County Office Special Education Administrator


CSU Special Education Program Coordinator


Public School Special Education Teacher


Low-Incidence Special Education Faculty Member


Services Credential I Cluster:
CSU Administration Program Director


University of California Pupil Personnel Services Faculty


Public School Superintendent


Public School Social Worker


Services Credential II Cluster:
Clinical Rehabilitative Services Faculty Member


School Librarian
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School Nurse
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DOCUMENTS REVIEWED


University Catalog
Institutional Self Study
Course Syllabi
Candidate Files
Fieldwork Handbooks
Follow-up Survey Results
Needs Analysis Results
Information Booklets
Field Experience Notebooks
Schedule of Classes
Advisement Documents
Faculty Vitae
Governance Document
Student Handbooks


INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED


Team
Leader


Common
Stand.
Cluster


Basic
Cred.


Cluster


Specialist
Cred.


Cluster


Services
Cred. I
Cluster


Services
Cred. II
Cluster TOTAL


Program Faculty 30 58 18 20 19 145
Institutional
Administration 4 14 12 2 8 6 46


Candidates 50 242 177 60 72 601


Graduates 11 46 19 67 17 160
Employers of
Graduates 8 21 10 30 13 82
Supervising
Practitioners 15 29 24 18 13 99


Advisors 6 17 10 14 4 51
School
Administrators 9 22 16 40 1 88
Credential
Analyst 1 (1) (1) (1) 1
Advisory
Committee 11 26 3 33 23 96


TOTAL           1369
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COMMON STANDARDS


Standard 1 Education Leadership Standard Met
During the past three years the College of Education at California State University,
Freeway has developed, through a series of Faculty Forums and retreats, a new
mission and  has defined more explicitly a Conceptual Framework for the College of
Education.  Through the leadership of the dean, the governance structure of the
college has been reorganized to ensure appropriate consultation and accountability.
The Faculty Governance Council represents cross-divisional precincts (including
one composed of temporary faculty) who recommend policy to the dean.  A high
level of trust and collegiality exists among the faculty of the College of Education, a
relationship that also extends to units and faculty in other colleges on campus.


Numerous standing committees within the college and within the university
governance structure allow for shared governance at all levels.  The Dean’s
Advisory Council to the COE is an effective mechanism to communicate
information and discuss critical issues and policy with the other deans interested i n
teacher preparation.  The provost has also established two new initiatives that have
been well received by the professional community in the region.  The K-12 Advisory
Council chaired by the provost and composed of COE faculty and personnel from
school districts in the region has been formed to identify priorities in teacher
education and to help advance the quality of professional preparation.  The Office of
School-University Partnerships for Educational Renewal has been created to assist
K-12 schools, other institutions of higher education, communities, and the private
sector in the region to improve the quality of education in this metropolitan area.
These are notable and innovative units that exemplify interest in and support for
teacher and other school personnel preparation at the highest levels of the
university and academic affairs.


The more traditional units of university governance, including the curriculum
committees and the All University Teacher Education Committee (AUTEC) operate
within a highly credible framework of rigorous and collaborative review of
proposals and policy.  The graduate dean also maintains careful oversight of the
graduate admissions process and communicates directly with advanced degree
program directors.


Strengths
The leadership of the education unit and the university and the College of
Education faculty deserve commendation for the extensive outreach to schools and
school districts in the region through professional development schools, the
collaborative, internship programs, and many other partnership and collaborative
projects.


The high level of collegiality and shared governance within the College of
Education and the measure of trust extended to other units in the university are
exceptional.
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The Multicultural Committee exhibits a passion for the founding theme of the
unit’s Conceptual Framework and has assumed a significant leadership role i n
faculty professional development and multiculturalism in the curriculum.


Concerns
The Knowledge Base and the Conceptual Framework developed by the College of
Education are not consistently represented, often not even as a complement to the
separate program missions, throughout the program descriptions and the course
syllabi of the educational unit.  The concern extends particularly to the single subject
program and programs outside the College of Education, with the exception of the
School Nurse Health Services Credential program.


The inattention to the Reading Specialist Credential program is especially
significant, especially given the current climate in California.


In terms of coherent relationships between the COE and each of its programs there is
lack of collaboration between the Pupil Personnel Services counseling program and
the other Pupil Personnel Services programs.  There is also a lack of collaboration
between the Pupil Personnel Services program and Educational Administration
program.


Standard 2 Resources Standard Met Minimally with 
Qualitative Concerns


Sufficient resources have not been consistently allocated for the effective operation
of each credential program in the COE.  From the evidence presented, it seems the
College of Education has been disadvantaged by exceeding its targeted enrollments.
The elimination of the “orange book” formula funding for the CSU system and the
shift to institutional allocation of general funding based upon target enrollments
means that the university must establish clear priorities to sustain the quality of
academic programs.  Although the College of Education has secured an
augmentation of funding this year restricted specifically to teacher preparation, this
increase is not permanent and does not address major deficiencies in resources.


Library resources appear equitably distributed but have been almost heroically
“stretched” over the past year to maintain adequate journal collections for faculty;
yet the book and multi-media collections serving credential students in all programs
have declined.  Maintaining currency in collections has become possible only with
inter-institutional consortium arrangements to share materials.


Funding for travel and professional development is limited although the university
and the College of Education offer competitive funding through seed-money grants,
lottery funds, and innovative initiatives.  The college has successfully augmented
resources through indirect cost recovery from grants and the active efforts of the
college development officer.
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Inadequacies of facilities and numerous shared office space assignments are
apparent in Founder’s Hall which houses the College of Education; however, the
most acute lack of resources was found in access to basic telecommunications and
electronic technologies for both faculty and students.  Founder’s Hall is not projected
to be hard-wired for almost two years.  Access to the internet and to e-mail is not
available to faculty from their offices now or in the foreseeable future.  Although a
unit technology plan does exist and needs have been identified, there is no action
plan and timeline for addressing these needs.


Strengths
None noted.


Concerns
No allocation has been made for a Reading Specialist Program Coordinator
function.


Increasing faculty/student ratios and extensive demands on faculty time for
university and community service or coordination/supervision activities at school
sites raises a concern about faculty burn-out—and an equal concern that the
institution provide a “critical mass” of full-time faculty to offer the breadth and
depth of expertise to support an effective program of instruction, advisement, and
supervised field experience in all credential programs.


Full-time faculty positions and staff support as a personnel resource were found to
be inadequate in the Clinical Rehabilitation Services Credential program.


Standard 3 Faculty Standard Met Minimally with 
Qualitative Concerns


Both faculty and student interviews indicated that the wide use of part-time faculty
created articulation and coordination issues including redundancy of course content
in some instances, and supervision was over dependent on part time faculty.


There are insufficient supervisors with PPS credentials in the PPS Social Work
program, and the ratio of part time to full time faculty in the PPS Counselor and
Social Work programs is very high.


It is also evident from interviews and documentation that the faculty are highly
qualified.  All full time faculty hold doctorate degrees.  All of the 96 part-time faculty
hold doctorate or masters and or possess special qualification and experience related
to their appointment.  They demonstrate strong personal commitment in their
sensitivity to the ethics of diversity and their efforts to address related issues.  The
diversity of the faculty itself is reflective of the commitment of the faculty, the
college and the university.  University sponsored multi-cultural workshops and
workbook support the efforts of the staff.  
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Strong faculty involvement in community and university activities strengthens
their ability to prepare students for the education profession.  Many collaborative
activities with community and grant programs also provide opportunities for
professional development.  Funds for professional development from the regular
state budget are limited.  However, professional development funds are available
through a variety of other sources such as university-wide faculty development
grants and grants from public and private sources.  The College of Education faculty
has obtained 2.3 million dollars in external funding during the past year.


A comprehensive evaluation process is utilized for all levels of faculty, full and
part-time, and student evaluation of courses and faculty is gathered through the
student opinion survey administered at the end of each semester.


Strengths
Practitioners from the schools co-teach some courses with university faculty in the
single subject science program and university faculty members teach courses on
school sites with modeling in classrooms in the partner programs.  Both approaches
increase the strength and credibility of the course content.


The faculty’s efforts and success in obtaining collaborative grants and partnership
projects is commended.


Concerns
No additional concerns noted.


Standard 4 Evaluation Standard Not Met
The College of Education, including programs offered outside the college, do not
regularly involve program participants, graduates, employers, and local
practitioners in evaluation of the quality of credential programs.  The evidence
found was not systematically collected across all programs with any regularity or
consistency.  The evidence found and requested was insufficient to meet this
standard.  The available evaluation data were not found to be regularly used by
faculty to improve the quality of programs.


Some opportunities were provided for professional practitioners to become
involved in the evaluation process, but these tended to be informal activities with
advisory councils or informal exchanges of information with field supervisors.


Several interviews with school administrators evidenced approval of the K-12
Advisory Council and an active interest in participating in program development
with the College of Education.


Strengths
None noted.


Concerns
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Program evaluations were inconsistently conducted and results not regularly used
for program improvement in the Clinical Rehabilitation Services Credential
program and the Pupil Personnel Services Credential  program.


No evaluations had been done in the Reading Specialist Credential program.


Program evaluations from field practitioners have not been put in place in the
Educational Specialist Deaf and Hard of Hearing credential program.


Standard 5 Admission Standard Met
In order to meet the tremendous demand for teachers due to class size reduction,
California State University, Freeway has worked intensively with local school
districts to recruit and admit teacher candidates, particularly teacher candidates that
can meet the needs of the region’s linguistically and culturally diverse student
population. The university engages in a wide range of efforts to recruit under-
represented groups.  These efforts include paraprofessional career ladder programs,
the Under-represented Teacher Identification Program (UTIP), Student Outreach
and Recruitment (SOAR), internship programs, and a high school teaching
academy.  There is consistent communication with local community colleges and
articulated agreements for transfer of students.  Faculty members support the UTIP
efforts by mentoring individual students.


Students entering the basic credential programs must be in the upper half of their
graduating class in their major, submit a written philosophy statement and letters of
recommendation.  Students must complete an approved subject matter preparation
program or pass a subject matter test authorized by the state of California.  Each
student must also complete an early field experience prior to admission.


Strengths
The University and the College of Education are commended for their many efforts
to recruit teacher candidates from under-represented groups and to attract
candidates to programs that will prepare them to serve students with special needs.


Concerns
None noted.


Standard 6 Advice and Assistance Standard Met Minimally with 
Qualitative Concerns


Information regarding programs and credential requirements is provided in written
format and group orientations for most programs.  However, interviews with
students indicated that the effectiveness of the advisement process is uneven.  Many
students indicated that they were unclear or confused at one or more stages in their
programs or between components of programs, and some indicated that they had
difficulty finding an adviser or finding out who had been assigned to advise them.
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Students reported that they sometimes rely on other students or the departmental
secretary for information (which is sometimes incorrect).


The Student Resource Center assists currently enrolled students and prospective
undergraduates regarding degree requirements and academic policies.  However,
most advisement is handled through the programs by the faculty and program
advisors.  Program information is available through the faculty advisors and group
orientation sessions.


Many students praised the accessibility of faculty as well as faculty and college efforts
to address student concerns.  Many avenues of assistance are provided for students
including a Faculty Mentor Program, the Educational Opportunity Program(EOP),
the Disability Resource Center(DRC) and a number of student loan and financial
assistance programs.  A career planning and placement counselor is assigned to the
College of  Education to assist professional education students and graduates, and an
Education Career Fair is held each spring.


Strengths
The Disability Resource Center is commended for its assistance to students with a
wide range of handicaps.


Many students commented that faculty members were very accessible and
responsive.  They did not always know who their faculty adviser was or that they
should go to a faculty member.  However, once contact was initiated they found that
their problems and questions were addressed.


Concerns
A faculty member was not assigned responsibility for the Reading/Language Arts
Specialist credential program this year although some advisement was done at the
same time as the group orientation to the Master of Arts in Education program i n
Language and Literacy for First and Second Language Learners.


Articulation between subject matter advisers and teacher education advisers in the
single subject program does not always occur.  Although qualified members of the
institution staff are assigned and available to advise candidates about academic
requirements, interviews with students have revealed that, unlike faculty in the
secondary education program, some content area advisors provide inadequate
and/or inappropriate advising information.


Students in the BCLAD/Spanish Multiple-Subject program were confused about
their requirements and options.


Information on the PPS Counseling program is not readily available to potential
candidates.  There is not a systematic method for informing students about the
program, its requirements and criteria for its successful completion.
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Standard 7 School Collaboration Standard Met
The faculty and administration in the College of Education and the University are to
be commended for the extent of their collaborative efforts with the region’s school
districts and county offices.  Consonant with their mission they are meeting critical
regional needs through their internships, concurrent special education multi-
subject credential partnerships, master of arts programs and professional
development school programs.


The University participates with many school districts to place students for field
experience, student teaching and internships.  These collaborations also include
offering courses at school sites, sometimes taught or co-taught by school district
personnel as adjunct faculty.  These efforts strengthen the curriculum, provide real-
life experiences for credential candidates and offer renewal and professional
development opportunities for the staffs of the partner schools.  They also support
the College and University effort to recruit under-represented groups into the
education professions.


The College of Education faculty have sought and achieved funding from a broad
spectrum of public and private funding sources through their partnership efforts
with Districts, county offices and the California Department of Education.  These
efforts have been supported by the University through the newly established Office
of School University Partnerships and the President’ K-12 Advisory Committee.


Collaborative support for new teachers is provided by the Beginning Teacher
Support and Assessment (BTSA) projects.


Additional Strengths
The Clinical Rehabilitation Services program has secured many grants to enhance
its programs in schools.  The Pupil Personnel Services and Educational
Administration programs demonstrate strong collaboration with local education
agencies.


Concerns
None noted.


Standard 8 Field Supervisors Standard Met Minimally with 
Qualitative Concerns


Inconsistencies are found in the selection, training, and orientation to program
expectations for evaluation of student outcomes across credential programs in the
education unit.  Several programs have prepared comprehensive handbooks, but
not all field supervisors have or use them.


Some field supervisors were found not to have the credential the supervised
candidate is seeking to obtain, for example the CLAD emphasis or the CLAD
certificate.
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Field supervision stipends are paid inconsistently.  Field supervisors report different
amounts or no stipend received at all, questioning where the stipend was sent.
There was a lack of clarity about the stipend as a reimbursement for services given.


Field supervisors acknowledged with appreciation the Colloquia recognizing their
professional contribution at the end of each semester.  They also signified the
importance of the Director’s Award for Exceptional Service honoring a field
supervisor.  In many interviews field supervisors testified to the highly valued
relationships they had established with university faculty and the credential
programs at the institution.


Strengths
The Pupil Personnel Services and the Educational Administration Services
Credential programs have strong school relationships and consistency of
supervision.


The internship credential programs and professional development school cohort
programs provide mentors and the additional support for highly effective field
supervision.


The Clinical Rehabilitation Services and the School Nurse Health Services
Credential programs have strong supervision and school placements.


The Teacher-in-Residence mathematics program is an innovative collaboration
model for teacher preparation and supervision.


The new MA degree program in Teacher Leadership designed for mentor teachers to
improve supervision is an innovative approach to professional development.


Concerns
Orientation to the Conceptual Framework, the credential program philosophy and
design, and providing an explanation of how courses in the program relate to field
experiences needs to occur more consistently.


Phase I university supervisors are not communicating well with Phase II university
supervisors.


The Clinical Rehabilitation Services Credential program part-time clinical
supervisors need more systematic training and evaluation of their performance.  
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Multiple Subject CLAD/BCLAD Emphasis (Spanish),
 Credential Programs, Including Internship


Findings on Standards:
After review of the institutional report, supporting documentation, the completion
of interviews of candidates, graduates, faculty, employers, and supervising
practitioners, the team determined that all program standards are fully met for the
Multiple Subject Programs except for the following:


Standards 1 and 12 which are minimally met with qualitative concerns.


Standard         1    :  Minimally met with qualitative concerns.  - Inconsistent level of
institutional attention to the needs of each credential emphasis.


Finding:  In the Spanish BCLAD program, all major responsibilities, including
coordination, recruitment, advisement, retention, program development and
instruction rest with one person.


Standard          12    :  Minimally met with qualitative concerns. - Several areas of
preparation for student teaching responsibilities were inadequate or incomplete.


Finding:  
Many Multiple Subject CLAD students reported on the high level of redundancy
and repetition of theories in the foundation courses.  Most felt that these courses are
lacking the practical application of these theories. Many reported the need to have
more knowledge and skills developed in the areas of classroom management and
student evaluation.


In the Multiple Subject Spanish BCLAD program, the Culture Component is
currently not an integral part of the student preparation.  Program candidates are
being assessed for competency in this area upon exiting the program but are not
provided needed academic preparation.


Despite the fact that technology was one of the identified focused areas of the College
of Education, a majority of the Multiple Subject Credential program student teachers
and graduates lacked application skills to integrate technology into their curriculum.


Strengths:
• The quality of the program is greatly enhanced due to strong collaboration and


partnerships with local school districts as exemplified through PDS -
Professional Development Schools and other collaborative projects.


• The various credential pathways which included the Integrated Options and
the Internship programs provided flexibility and employment opportunities
that supported the diverse needs of teacher candidates.
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• Many school district personnel commented positively on the high level of
professionalism of programs’ candidates and graduates.  


• Careful selection and effective criteria in the admission policy of the internship
programs resulted in high success rate of program candidates.


• School personnel and program candidates commented on the high level of
commitment and accessibility of university supervisors.


• Many program candidates reported on the high level of content expertise and
effective instructional ability of program faculty.


• Multiple Subject CLAD Program candidates reported on the high level of
readiness to assume teaching responsibilities in classrooms with culturally and
linguistically diverse student populations.


• Several innovations such as;  (1) The portfolio/authentic self-assessment
sessions involving peers, cooperative teachers, faculty members,  (2) The
School-University partnership in which university faculty model lessons for
program candidates, and  (3) the faculty associates professional development
address the need for reform and improvement in teacher education.


Concerns:
No additional concerns noted.


Single Subject, Single Subject CLAD Emphasis


Findings on Standards
After review of the institutional report and supporting documentation and
completion of interviews of candidates, graduates, school administration, faculty,
supervising practitioners, employers, and advisory committee members, the team
determined that all program standards are met.


Strengths
The team found that the single subject credential program is well-focused and does
an excellent job of preparing reflective practitioners to work in today's diverse
classrooms. The program's supportive administration, faculty and staff insure that it
is connected and responsive to the communities it serves, and places equal
emphasis on professional preparation and academic preparation for its candidates.


Some the program's notable strengths include:
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• Effective leadership which brings together both full and part-time faculty
from different departments across the campus, thus reinforcing the necessity
that teacher education is an all-university function.


• Faculty commitment to the College of Education's mission as evidenced i n
their course content and pedagogy.


• Strong partnerships with surrounding districts as exemplified by Center High
School (a teacher preparation magnet), the teacher on leave program i n
science, and the proposed internship program.


• A well-balanced overall curriculum with strong attention to integrating
theory and practice, and insuring pedagogical content area knowledge for all
of its candidates.


Validation of the program's strength is evidenced in comments from master
teachers and members of the Advisory Board that candidates are well prepared prior
to student teaching and preference of graduates of the program in the marketplace.


Concerns
The team identified the following concerns:


• Curriculum concerns: Insufficient treatment of the topics of classroom
management and discipline, inadequate and/or inappropriate training in the
use of subject-specific technology, sufficient infusion of CLAD principles and
methodology in some methods courses taught in content areas, and finally
overlapping redundancy across the entire program curriculum.


• A need for greater coordination between the faculty in the secondary
education program and the faculty in the content areas.


• Consistent in the Common Standards section of the report, Standard 4, a lack
of insufficient program evaluation by graduates.


Reading/Language Arts Specialist


Findings on Standards
After review of the institutional report, limited supporting documentation, and
interviews with students and two faculty members, the team determined that only a
small remnant of a program exists and that there is not enough data available to
evaluate the program in relation to the CTC standards.


Strengths
• The institutional report and syllabi described a cohesive program.  However,


the team found that the program described was not in place.
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• The faculty listed as connected to the program are considered highly qualified
in their field.  Potential exists for developing a strong Reading Specialist
program.


Concerns
Even though the institution prepared a report on the program, the team discovered
during the visit that:


• The program had no designated, funded coordinator.


• There was no evidence that resources were allocated to the program.


• No interviews with students, candidates, graduates or employers were
scheduled. When visits to classes listed as part of the program were made, it
was not clear if the students enrolled in the class were matriculated students
in the program or simply students taking the class as part of some other
requirement.


• Student files for this program were combined with the Master of Arts,
Language Arts records.  The program has no separate identity.


• Although a new brochure describing the program existed, no informational
packets for enrolling candidates, as would be expected for a credential
program, could be found.


• There was no evidence of formative or summative evaluation, as discussed
in Common Standard #4.


Preliminary Level I Education Specialist Credential Programs


Concurrent Multiple Subject-Mild/Moderate (LH) and Multiple Subject-
Moderate/Severe Disabilities (SH), Mild/Moderate Disabilities, Resource Specialist
Certificate, Moderate/Severe Disabilities, including Internships, Deaf and Hard-of-
Hearing, and Early Childhood Special Education


Findings on Standards:  
After review of the program, supporting documentation and completion of
interviews with candidates, graduates, faculty, employers, and supervisors, the team
determined that all the program standards for Concurrent Multiple Subject
Mild/Moderate (LH), Multiple Subject Moderate/Severe (SH), Resource Specialist
Certificate, Mild/Moderate Disabilities, Moderate/Severe Disabilities, including
Internships, Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing, Early Childhood Special Education are met.


Concurrent Multiple Subject Mild/Moderate (LH)
Concurrent Multiple Subject Moderate Severe (SH)
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Strengths:  
All interviewed candidates and graduates expressed satisfaction with the quality of
instruction and professional commitment of faculty.  Themes of collaboration,
multiculturalism, and the use of technology is evident throughout the program.
The candidates and graduates especially noted the use of cohorts and courses held at
the middle school.


Concerns:
None noted.


Mild/Moderate Disabilities
Resource Specialist Certificate
Strengths:
Candidates and graduates are very satisfied with the training of master teachers and
supervisors.  The candidates and graduates also acknowledged the knowledge of the
faculty in the program.  In addition, they greatly appreciate the sensitivity of the
faculty to the working candidate.  New full-time and part-time faculty expressed
satisfaction with the quality of the support provided to them by the program.


Concerns:
Because of the number of students in the program, many candidates expressed
frustration with the difficulty in seeing advisors and receiving advice in a timely
manner.


Moderate/Severe Disabilities
Strengths:
Candidates and graduates report that the faculty is a significant strength of the
program.  The faculty make themselves available to the students.  It is also noted
that the course content is current in information.  There exists a full continuum of
curriculum which is research based.  District administrators report that they hire
California State University Freeway graduates first before turning to other
institutions of higher education.


Concerns:
There are no full time faculty currently in the Moderate/ Severe program.
Candidate files are not consistent in information.  There is limited documentation
regarding student practica, internship and student teaching. Selection of master
teachers is not based on a specific process, as noted in Common Standard #8.


Deaf and Hard of Hearing
Strengths
The current Interim Director of the program has not only continued the high
quality of the program but has developed excellent district and county office
relationships that expand program options for candidates.  The faculty is
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conveniently available to candidates and provide effective resolution of student
needs.  The continuum of coursework, supported by a practicum, is complete and
well organized across all developmental levels encompassing a spectrum of
methodologies for the deaf and hard of hearing.  The program is flexible in meeting
the needs of 'distance students'.


Concerns
Candidates reported that advisement for coursework taken out of the specialist area
is difficult for them to obtain, as noted in Common Standard #6.


The specialist credential standards are not consistently available to candidates and
field supervisors.  


Early Childhood Special Education
Strengths:
Candidates, graduates, and local employers expressed satisfaction with the current
Program Coordinator, including her availability and support to the candidates.
Graduates and candidates alike appreciate all of the “hands-on” experiences
provided by this program.  The cultural diversity class was noted as particularly
invaluable.  Several candidates stated that the Early Childhood Special Education
instructors are very knowledgeable, and that California State University, Freeway is
flexible enough to meet their individual needs.  School administrators are pleased
with the student teachers assigned to them, and the programs’ graduates that they
have hired.


Concerns:
None noted


Preliminary Administrative Services Credential (including Internship) and
Professional Administrative Services Credential


Findings on Standards:
After the review of the institutional report and supporting documentation and the
completion of interviews with candidates, graduate, faculty, employers, mentors,
advisory committee members and field supervisors, the team determined that all
program standards are met for the Preliminary Administrative Credential, the
Preliminary Administrative Credential with the Internship, and Professional
Administrative Services Credential.  The Administrative Services programs
demonstrated on-going program development, addressed the new CTC program
standards, responded to the identified needs of candidates, and developed strong
partnerships with local school districts to serve students in diverse settings.  The
programs have continued to serve both on-campus and Salinas area candidates with
comparable program curriculum and delivery.  Candidates move through the
programs bridging theory and practice with action research, relevant field
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experiences, professional development, and portfolios that reflect on and evidence
learning.  


Strengths:
The faculty demonstrate a sincere effort to give attention to the program.  Students,
employers, mentors, and field supervisor report that student success is in a great
part reflective of the faculty roles as professional educators.  Fieldwork experiences
reflect careful planning and coordinating oversight that provide candidates with
realistic, supportive and professional learning opportunities.  Collaborations with
districts through specially funded program and on-going professional relationships
is an acknowledged program asset.  The professional level program was cited by
students as clearly beneficial to their professional development where a variety of
program components are woven together into coherent learning experiences.


Concerns:
In the areas of legal, fiscal, and meeting the needs of all students (EDAD 307 and 308)
where the knowledge base is rapidly changing there is a need to keep the curriculum
current through objectives, learning activities, and resources. There is a concern that
faculty resources are potentially spread too thin over two fieldwork intensive
programs, with class offering at distant locations, and a commitment of faculty to
have significant interaction with school districts leadership.


Pupil Personnel Services Credential Programs:  School Counseling,
including Internship, and Specialization in Child Welfare and Attendance


Findings on Standards:
After review of the institutional report and the supporting documentation, and the
completion of interviews of candidates, employers, full and part-time faculty, local
educational agencies and community partnership leaders, the team determined the
Pupil Personnel Services Program with specialization in School Counseling meets
all applicable program standards.  The team also finds that the Advanced
authorization in Child Welfare and Attendance services meets all applicable
standards.  


Strengths
The team commends the faculty and program administration for the development
of an integrated curriculum which strongly promotes cultural competence of
graduates by systematically infusing cultural diversity throughout the program.  A
further strength of the program is the flexibility of access to course offerings by
means of distance learning, flexible scheduling of courses and readily accessible
faculty.  


The faculty is also commended for the extraordinary efforts made to collaborate with
the local educational agencies and community-based organizations, thereby enabling
students to experience an excellent application of theory and practice throughout the
program.  
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The faculty are also commended for their commitment to developing and
maintaining a high quality program, despite the lack of sufficient full time faculty to
absorb the load.  


Concerns
None noted.


Pupil Personnel Services:  School Social Work and Specialization in Child
Welfare and Attendance


Findings on Standards:
After the review of the institutional report and supporting documentation and the
completion of interviews with candidates, graduate, faculty, employers, and field
supervisors, the team determined that all program standards are met for the Pupil
Personnel Service in School Social Work and the Child Welfare and Attendance
Specialization.


Strengths:
Particularly strong components of the program are:


• A strong Program Design, Rationale and Coordination of the Master of Social
Work, Pupil Personnel Services credential was evident.


• The Curriculum and corresponding syllabus revealed a strong systemic
theoretical framework which contained evidence of a trans-cultural awareness
and practice.


• Support by the Field Faculty Director and Liaison via scheduled coordinated
evaluations of the students in placement, along with training and availability
was acknowledged and substantiated via verbal reports and evaluations.


• Field Placement Supervision was reported as ongoing and consistent.


• MSW, PPSC candidates consistently reported on the high quality of faculty and
course content within their specified course work.


• As the MSW program will be undergoing their own accreditation next year the
organization of material available for review: Application Brochure, Student
Handbook, Supervisors Handbook, Syllabus, Faculty Vitae, School Social
Worker Survival Handbook was up to date and well presented.


Concerns
• The apparent lack of collaboration with the College of Education,


Administration credential, School Counseling and School Nursing was of
concern to the accreditation team as collaboration within schools was
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emphasized in course outlines, acknowledged as vital skills necessary to
candidates and graduates, and were identified as marketable skills sought after
by employers.  The modeling of this collaboration was missing at the university
level among the programs previously identified.


Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language, Speech, and
Hearing and Special Class Authorization


Findings on Standards
All standards for the Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential in Language,
Speech, and Hearing and the Special Class Authorization are met with the exception
of Standard 14, Qualifications and Responsibilities of Supervisors and Selection of
Field Sites.  This is minimally met with qualitative concerns.  According to the
standard, "each field-based supervisor is (a) certified and experienced in the area of
the credential; (b) trained in supervision; (c) oriented to the supervisory role; (d)
appropriately evaluated and recognized by the institution; and (e) provides a model
consistent with best practice."  Although part-time clinical supervisors in the
university clinic reportedly receive some degree of orientation and training and are
evaluated by the program, some do not always provide a model consistent with best
practice.  Although the quality of supervision by full-time faculty or master
clinicians at school sites is generally high, supervision by part-time clinical
supervisors is somewhat uneven in terms of positive methods of supervision.


Strengths
As previously stated, the greatest strength of the program is commitment to the
recruitment and retention of minority students.  There are systematic attempts to
recruit minority students to undergraduate and graduate programs.  Admissions
criteria incorporate clinical as well as academic criteria, a combination which is
effective in identifying the strengths and potential of minority students.  Students
who are in academic difficulty are given ample warning and assistance to help them
meet program requirements.  Bi-lingual students are placed with bi-lingual
supervisors whenever possible.  Finally, new sections of classes are often opened
when one section is completely filled.


A second strength of the program is its outstanding grant activity.  There are several
different grant projects which fund additional training, tuition, stipends and/or
books for students.  One grant providing training for Asian students may be the only
one of its kind in the United States.  Many of these grants involve partnerships with
schools or other community associations.  


A third strength is the dedication and skills of its full-time faculty.  The full-time
faculty members are generally viewed as knowledgeable and competent teachers
who teach and mentor numerous students each year.  Furthermore, their distance
training programs serve students in diverse locations.
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A fourth strength of the program is its effective use of master clinicians at culturally
diverse school sites to supervise student clinicians.  Master clinicians and students
are matched by personality and location, have concerns promptly addressed and
resolved by the campus coordinator, and generally praise the practicum highly.


A fifth strength is the program's attempt to incorporate technology into courses and
clinical practice.  Coursework is being developed for the Internet, students are taught
to use Powerpoint for presentations in some courses, and a speech lab is being used
for clinical work.


A final strength of the program is its product: speech-language pathologists.
Employers and master clinicians in the schools report that the students are generally
well-trained and professional.  Students in the program are especially noted for their
ability to work effectively with families, teachers, and other professionals.


Concerns:
As identified in Standard 8 of the Common Standards, Field Supervisors, the
overriding concern for this program is a lack of tenure track faculty.  The problem
has been exacerbated by growing enrollments over the last few years.  At the present
time, full-time faculty are hard pressed to provide sufficient advisement and
mentoring for students and coordination of part-time instructors and clinical
supervisors in the university clinic.  Students report that there is a lack of continuity
in coursework when part-time and full-time faculty members teach the same
courses.  Master clinicians at school sites also note that students sometimes lack
practical experience with specific therapy techniques when part-time faculty
members teach important courses.


A second concern in undergraduate and graduate practica is students' desire for
more mentoring, modeling, and specific feedback.  Students sometimes have
difficulty linking theory to practice without assistance and appreciate exposure to
practical therapy techniques.


A third concern is more space and equipment for the speech science laboratory.  This
is a technologically sophisticated faculty who express frustration because equipment
is unused because of space limitations.
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Health Services (School Nurse) Credential


Findings on Standards
The  findings and recommendations are based on data gathered from the program
report, review of supporting documentation and interview with faculty, candidates
graduates, employers, supervisors, and an advisory committee member.  It is the
finding that all program standards for the Health Services Credential are met.


Strengths
• The School Nurse Credentialing Program coordinator is serving the diverse


needs of the candidates with much dedication and enthusiasm. The program is
currently mentoring a Ph.D. student to support the coordinator in order to
provide continuity of the program in the absence of the coordinator.


• A strong input and feedback system from an advisory council consisting of the
school nursing professionals from the community.  The advisory council assists
by consulting on the changes and enhancement reflecting the curriculum to
address best practices in school nursing and school health.


• The program coordinator encourages and mentors candidates through the
process of research and publication to professional journals.


• The program is integrated into the graduate program of the School of Nursing
and is coordinated by a full-time tenured faculty member.


• There is a sound theoretical basis relevant to the contemporary issues of school
health and clinical objectives. The clinical objectives are strong.


• There is a strong preceptor and field supervision program with clear preceptor,
program coordinator, and candidate exceptions of roles and responsibilities.


• A strong personalized and multifaceted approach to recruitment consistently
results in a culturally diverse candidate population that reflects the needs and
population of the school community.


• Candidates, graduates and preceptors interviewed reported on the high quality of
the faculty.  They spoke to the innovation availability and accommodation of the
special needs of the candidates.


Concerns
• Evaluations were done immediately prior to the accreditation visit.  The


evaluations of the program needs to occur on and ongoing basis.


• Many students expressed a frustration with the sequencing of graduate courses.
Not being in proper syncronization could mean postponing completion by a year
and at times more.
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• The program coordinator is allocated 3 WTU’s (20%) for the school nurse
credentialing program.  In addition to 12 WTU’s for teaching assignments.  Not
additional time was given to prepare for the accreditation site visit.   


Library Media Teacher Program


Findings on Standards
All standards are fully met.  The findings are based on data gathered from the
program report, review of supporting documentation, and interviews with faculty,
candidates, graduates, employers, advisors, and advisory committee members.
Candidates received the skills and knowledge base to be well-trained library media
teachers who can serve California's multicultural, multilingual student population.


Strengths
• The Library Media Teacher Credential Program Coordinator provided


visionary leadership for the program.  The program design, coordination, and
quality control is exemplary.  The curriculum is up-to-date and effective.


• The use of technology to deliver instruction to students can serve as a model to
other departments on the California State University, Freeway campus and to
other state/national universities.  Students have access to the following
"electronic tools:"  course listservs, email access to faculty, web sites (which
contain the course outlines, office hours, assignments, and text of reading
materials), computer labs, electronic "reserve room" materials, and other
electronic information.


• Under the leadership of the Graduate School Dean, School of Library and
Information Science Director, and Library Media Teacher Credential Program
Coordinator, a model distance learning program via interactive TV and courses
on the Internet, is used to meet the statewide need for qualified school library
media teachers.


• The mix of full-time and adjunct faculty adds to the strength of the program.
Candidates and graduates interviewed praised the knowledge and quality of the
faculty.


• The school's efforts on behalf of diversity is outstanding.  Over 25% of the
students are minority and the library program ranks second in the county i n
percentage of minority enrollment.


• The advisement and exit screening for candidates is handled consistently and
professionally.


• The school has been proactive in grant writing.  One $3 million grant from
Pacific Bell enabled it to infuse technology into the curriculum and to use a
technologically advanced delivery system.
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Concerns
None noted.
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Professional Comments


(These comments and observations from the team are   only    for the use of t h e
institution.  They are to be considered as consultative advice from team members ,
but are not binding on the institution.  They are    n o t  considered as a part of t h e
accreditation recommendation of the team.)


Common Standards
None noted.


Multiple Subjects
None noted.


Single Subjects
Many of the concerns in the Single Subject section of the report arose from
numerous comments from current candidates, graduates of the program, master
teachers, and employers. A further concern raised by these same constituencies is
that the composition of the secondary education faculty does not reflect the diversity
of the community served. Long-range goals and strategies need to be developed to
rectify this problem.


Reading/Language Arts Specialist
The team feels that the program has two options:


1. Develop and implement the program described in the institutional report,
devoting to it personnel and resources commensurate to other credential
programs on campus.


2. Cancel the program immediately.


Education Specialist Credential Programs
Mild /Moderate Disabilities - It is recommended that the districts identify support
personnel and/or mentors  for emergency permit holders.


Moderate/Severe Disabilities - The Mild/Moderate program has an excellent
organizational structure which could be adopted easily by other department
programs.  Master teacher training and inservice should be coordinated across all
programs in the division and involved stakeholders in the field.


Deaf and Hard of Hearing - Program evaluation which is not consistently in place, as
noted in Common Standard #4, needs to be designed and implemented in all
aspects of the program.


Early Childhood Special Education - Some county administrators would like more
time to consult with the Program Coordinator and be more involved with the
program.
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Administrative Services
The team sees an opportunity for the service credential area departments,
Educational Administration, Counseling, Social Work, and Nursing to model
professional collaboration that candidates will experience in school sites. W e
encourage you to explore the possibility of shared learning experiences in common
curriculum areas (i.e. legal, special services, and family systems).


Students are aware of they availability of the university career placement and job
searching services to provide a wider exposure to opportunities.


Students suggested that the more technology tools be integrated into appropriate
courses (i.e. accounting, data bases management, statistical packages, attendance, and
master scheduling).


Pupil Personnel Services:  School Counseling
The team recommends that faculty consider appropriate distribution of field work
assignments to junior and part-time faculty, and develop an informational
handbook outlining the rich variety of internship placement options.  Fieldwork
site supervisors should also be provided with orientation materials related to
supervision of student fieldwork placements.  


Students commented on the desired benefits of developing authentic assessment
alternatives, including the use of portfolio assessment.  


Pupil Personnel Services:  School Social Work
• MSW candidates who were interested in pursuing the PPS credential and Field


Supervisors voiced concerns that students were not always informed as to the
value of the PPS or the timelines needed.  Highlighting the PPSC in the
Application Brochure, at the Orientation for incoming MSW students would
be recommended.


• Placement sites were many however, concern was expressed by commuters that
their transportation needs were overlooked for the convenience of the field
liaison driving distance.


• Examining the number of PPS credentials and qualified field supervisors is
recommended so as to maintain the integrity of the program and provide the
necessary level of supervision to the PPS placed students.


• It is recommended that the school of Social Work explore options available to
students, undeclared as PPSC, or graduates to be able to seek the PPS  credential.


Pupil Personnel Services and Adminstrative Services Programs
The team is concerned that students in both, Educational Administration and Pupil
Personnel Services, with specializations in both School Counseling and School
Social Work, are not provided with opportunities to learn collaborative practice
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between the two professions, thereby increasing the effectiveness of program
services to students in the schools.  


Clinical Rehabilitative Services Credential
It is strongly recommended that additional tenure track faculty be hired to share the
responsibilities of a large and growing program.  Some of the issues of program
continuity, student advisement, and part-time clinical supervision may be resolved
by the addition of more full-time faculty.


It is strongly recommended that part-time clinical supervisors be given closer
training, supervision, and evaluation by the full-time faculty.  This could include
more extensive training in clinical supervision procedures, including positive ways
of presenting feedback to students and confidentiality.  In addition, it is strongly
recommended that part-time clinical supervisors be given frequent feedback on
their supervision, opportunities to improve their skills, and evaluation at the end
of each semester by their students.  


It is strongly recommended that more space be given to the speech science lab to
more effectively utilize technology in clinical practice.  


Health Services
• A model of collaboration between education and school health professionals


could be facilitated by exchanging presenter’s from the education department to
speak on issues pertinent to both disciplines.  This collaboration would serve i n
fostering a better understanding of a school nurses role and how it reflects the
academic, social and personal needs of all children and youth.


• The program might consider developing and implementing teleconference
courses to reach a wider geographic area especially under-served rural areas.
These courses could also be expanded to provide continuing education units.


• Group meetings in the community could be held for the preceptors on a regular
basis.  These meetings could assist in continually enhancing clinical objectives i n
a systematic way.


• Candidate would benefit from having courses offered in the summer.


Library Media Teacher
• Offer one children's literature class instead of the current two classes, Resources


for Children, Ages 0-6 on picture books and Resources for Children, Ages 7-12.
Early literacy in grades K-3 is critical and candidates wishing to be elementary
school librarians should only be required to take one children's literature class.


• Continue to collaborate with the College of Education.  The role of the library
media center and credentialed library media teacher in the instructional
program should be covered in school administration classes and methodology







Accreditation Handbook Attachment A 102


classes.  The College of Education might use the library school faculty and
expertise in the use of technology.


• Serious consideration should be given to the proposal to establish a model
library media center in the Warren Library.  The collection would include
access to electronic resources, e.g., ERIC; computer software; new children's and
young adult literature, and K-8 California adopted textbooks.


• Continue to strengthen a formalized system for data collection and advisory
feedback from employers, graduates, and the community.


• There should be systemic support for distance learning within the CSU system.
An infrastructure, organization, and "rewards" system for cross campus
programs need to be established.
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Attachment B:  Team Report Development
Forms


COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING


CLUSTER SUMMARY REPORT/TRACKING SHEET


I n s t i t u t i o n :


Cluster: Common Standards


Dates of Visit: 


Cluster Leader:


Cluster Member:


Cluster Member:


DATA SOURCES                      


INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED DOCUMENTS REVIEWED


Program Faculty Catalog


Institutional Administration Institutional Self Study


Candidates Course Syllabi


Graduates Candidate Files


Employers of Graduates Fieldwork Handbook


Supervising Practit ioners Follow-up Survey Results


Advisors Needs Analysis Results


School Administrators Information Booklet


Credential Analyst Field Experience Notebook


Advisory Committee Schedule of Classes


Advisement Documents


Faculty Vitae


Other (Name)
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Common Standards


Meets
t h e


Meets the Standard
Minimally


Does not
Meet the


STANDARD


Standard Quali tat ive
Concerns


Quanti ta t ive
Concerns


Standard


1 . Education Leadership


2 . Resources


3 . Facu l ty


4 . Evaluation


5 . Admiss ions


6 . Advice and Assistance


7 . School Collaboration


8 . District Field Supervisors


COMMENTS
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING


CLUSTER SUMMARY REPORT/TRACKING SHEET


I n s t i t u t i o n :


Program: Multiple Subject Program - CLAD/BCLAD Emphasis
S p a n i s h


Dates of Visit: 


Cluster Leader:


Cluster Member:


Cluster Member:


Cluster Member:


DATA SOURCES                      


INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED DOCUMENTS REVIEWED


Program Faculty Catalog


Institutional Administration Institutional Self Study


Candidates Course Syllabi


Graduates Candidate Files


Employers of Graduates Fieldwork Handbook


Supervising Practit ioners Follow-up Survey Results


Advisors Needs Analysis Results


School Administrators Information Booklet


Credential Analyst Field Experience Notebook


Advisory Committee Schedule of Classes


Advisement Documents


Faculty Vitae


Other (Name)
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PROGRAM STANDARDS


Category I - Program Design and Curriculum


Meets
t h e


Meets the Standard
Minimally


Does not
Meet the


STANDARD


Standard Quali tat ive
Concerns


Quanti ta t ive
Concerns


Standard


1 . Program Design, Rationale and
Coordination


2 . Development of Professional
Perspect ives


3 . a. Orientation to Human Development


b. Equity


4 . Reading, Writing and Related
Language Instruction in English


5 . Preparation for Multi-Cultural
Education


6 . Preparation for Student Teaching
Responsibi l i t ies


COMMENTS


Category II - Field Experiences


Meets
t h e


Meets the Standard
Minimally


Does not
Meet the


STANDARD


Standard Quali tat ive
Concerns


Quanti ta t ive
Concerns


Standard


7 . Field Experience Prior to Student
Teaching


8 . Advancement to Daily Student
Teaching Responsibilities


9 . Guidance, Assistance and Feedback


1 0 . Readiness for Diverse
Responsibi l i t ies


COMMENTS







Accreditation Handbook Attachment B 101


Category III - Candidate Competence and Performance


Meets
t h e


Meets the Standard
Minimally


Does not
Meet the


STANDARD


Standard Quali tat ive
Concerns


Quanti ta t ive
Concerns


Standard


1 1 . Student Rapport and Classroom
Environment


1 2 . Curricular and Instructional
Planning Skills


1 3 . Diverse and Appropriate Teaching


1 4 . Student Motivation, Involvement and
Conduct


1 5 . Presentation Skills


1 6 . Student Diagnosis, Achievement and
Evaluation


1 7 . Cognitive Outcomes of Teaching


1 8 . Affective Outcomes of Teaching


1 9 . Capacity to Teach Diverse Students


2 0 . Professional Obligations


20 .5 . Use of Computer-Based Technology in
the Classroom


2 1 . Determination of Candidate
Competence


COMMENTS
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Attachment C:  Evaluation Forms
COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION


INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION OF THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS


Directions: Please use this form to evaluate the experience of your institution with the
accreditation process.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


         This evaluation represents a consensus of unit faculty and          
administrators involved in the team visit.


         This evaluation represents the views of the person completing the form           
only, and may not reflect the perceptions or opinions of other faculty        


or admin is t ra to rs .


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative your experience with each topic.  Circle your response for
each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Pre-Visit Preparations


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Usefulness of the overview sessions with the
CTC/COA consultant.


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Usefulness of the materials provided by the COA
for institutional preparations.


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Consultant review of Preliminary Report
(preconditions, options, special characteristics)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Informal review of the Institutional Self-Study
Report by the consultant.


4 3 2 1 0 5 Helpfulness of instructions given for scheduling
interviews.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Usefulness of advance information given to the
institution about team members.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Assistance of CTC/COA staff in helping
institution understand the accreditation process.


4 3 2 1 0 8 . Overall assistance provided by the consultant in
helping institution prepare for the visit.


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Evaluation of the Accreditation Visit


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Appropriateness of the size of the Accreditation
Team.


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Appropriateness of the constituency
representation on the Team.


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Helpfulness of the Mid-Visit Status Report to
identify information needed by the team.


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Final Team Report provided a comprehensive
summary of the Accreditation Team findings.


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Exit Interview provided a clear understanding of
the Team Report and recommendations.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Usefulness of the Team Report.
4 3 2 1 0 7 . Overall benefit of the accreditation process to


the faculty or the institution.


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


What suggestions do you have for improving any aspect of the COA Accreditation
Process?


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


Please return completed forms to:
COA Lead Consultant


Commission on Teacher Credentialing
1812 9th Street


Sacramento,  CA  95814-7000
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION OF THE


ACCREDITATION TEAM LEADER


Directions: Please use this form to evaluate the team leader.  The information provided
on this form is for the internal use of the COA only, thus it will be
kept confidential.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


         This evaluation represents a consensus of the unit faculty and           
administrators involved in the accreditation visit.


         This evaluation represents the views of the person completing the form           
only, and may not reflect the perceptions or opinions of other faculty        


or admin is t ra to rs .


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the peformance of the team leader.  Circle your response for
each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Team Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF TEAM LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a team leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION OF


ACCREDITATION CLUSTER LEADER AND CLUSTER MEMBERS


Directions: Please use this form to rate each cluster leader and member evaluating your
institution.  The information provided on this form is for the internal
use of the COA only, thus it will be kept confidential.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Cluster Name:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


         This evaluation represents a consensus of all program faculty and           
administrators involved with the cluster.


         This evaluation represents the views of the person completing the form           
only, and may not reflect the perceptions or opinions of other faculty        


or admin is t ra to rs .


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the peformance of each cluster member.  Circle your
response for each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Cluster Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                              


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
ACCREDITATION TEAM MEMBER


EVALUATION OF THE ACCREDITATION PROCESS


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                     


Cluster:                                                                                                                                                                                                 


Dates:                                                                                           


On how many COA accreditation teams have you served?                                             


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the accreditation process.  Circle your response for each
item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent
3 = Strong
2 = Adequate
1 = Weak or Not Done
0 = Unable to Judge


Pre-Visitation Preparation and Orientation


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Materials and instructions from the Committee
on Accreditation were received early enough.


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Usefulness of the COA materials (Team Training
Manual, Standards, Sample Forms, etc.) for
understanding your responsibilities.


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Program documents and materials from the
institution were received early enough.


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Usefulness of materials sent by the institution
for understanding of the programs.


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Helpfulness of the orientation activities held the
first afternoon and evening.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Extent to which you feel that you were
sufficiently prepared for the evaluation using the
accreditation process.


Performance of the CTC/COA Consultant(s)


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Assistance of the consultant(s) in preparing you
for the accreditation visit.


4 3 2 1 0 8 . Helpfulness of the consultant(s) during the
accreditation visit.


4 3 2 1 0 9 . Accessibility of the consultant(s) during the
accreditation visit.


4 3 2 1 0 10. Extent to which the consultant(s) helped the visit
to go smoothly.
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Evaluation of Accreditation Visit


4 3 2 1 0 11. Organization of the schedule (interviews,
materials, logistics) for the visit.


4 3 2 1 0 12. Sufficiency of the number of interviews to
respond to all constituency areas.


4 3 2 1 0 13. Sufficient information was available so that
team/cluster could determine if standards were
met.


4 3 2 1 0 14. Sufficiency of time for the team/cluster to
cover all standards during the process.


4 3 2 1 0 15. Enough members on the accreditation team to
sufficiently cover all programs.


4 3 2 1 0 16. Extent to which you feel that the total team
conducted a thorough review.


4 3 2 1 0 17. Sufficiency of the exit interview to report on the
team's findings.


4 3 2 1 0 18. Conclusions in the team report were supported
by specific evidence and detailed findings.


4 3 2 1 0 19. Format and content of the team report were
sufficient to guide the institution.


Overall Rating


4 3 2 1 0 20. Overall, how do rate the COA accreditation
v is i t?


General Comments about the accreditation visit, the accreditation model, o r                                                                                                                      
suggestions for improvement.                                            
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
TEAM LEADER EVALUATION OF


ACCREDITATION CLUSTER LEADER AND CLUSTER MEMBERS


Directions: Please use this form to evaluate each cluster leader and cluster member.  The
information provided on this form is for the internal use of the COA
only, thus it will be kept confidential.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


Cluster Name:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the peformance of the cluster leader and each cluster
member.  Circle your response for each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Cluster Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                              


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALING
CLUSTER LEADER EVALUATION OF


ACCREDITATION TEAM LEADER AND CLUSTER MEMBERS


Directions: Please use this form to evaluate the team leader and each cluster member.  The
information provided on this form is for the internal use of the COA
only, thus it will be kept confidential.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


Cluster Name:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the peformance of the team leader and each cluster member.
Circle your response for each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Team Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership Skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF TEAM LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a team leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


Cluster Member:                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
MEMBER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster member on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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COMMITTEE ON ACCREDITATION
CLUSTER MEMBER EVALUATION OF


ACCREDITATION TEAM LEADER/CLUSTER LEADER


Directions: Please use this form to evaluate the team leader and your cluster leader.  The
information provided on this form is for the internal use of the COA
only, thus it will be kept confidential.


Institution:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           


Dates of Visit:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                


Person Completing Form:                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


Cluster:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         


EVALUATION
Please rate the following items relative to the peformance of the team leader and your cluster leader.
Circle your response for each item.
Rating Scale                   
4 = Excellent 2 = Adequate 0 = Unable to Judge
3 = Strong 1 = Weak


Team Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of Credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership Skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF TEAM LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a team leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Cluster Leader:                                                                                                                                                                                                                              


4 3 2 1 0 1 . Thoroughness (Worked carefully to obtain
complete understanding of programs.)


4 3 2 1 0 2 . Fairness (Objective, unbiased, etc.)


4 3 2 1 0 3 . Interpersonal skills (Able to communicate
clearly, tactful, diplomatic, cordial.)


4 3 2 1 0 4 . Questioning skills (Ablilty to elicit information.)


4 3 2 1 0 5 . Knowledge of credential areas.


4 3 2 1 0 6 . Understanding of the COA Accreditation Process.


4 3 2 1 0 7 . Leadership Skills.


4 3 2 1 0 OVERALL EVALUATION OF CLUSTER
LEADER


Would you recommend this person for service as a cluster leader on future COA Accreditation
Teams?


Yes           No                              


Comments:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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Attachment D:  Common Standards


Common Standards


(The Common Standards deal with aspects of program quality that a r e
the same for all credential  programs.  The inst itution responds to e a c h
Common Standard by providing pertinent information,  i n c l u d i n g
information about individual programs.  For each Common S t a n d a r d ,
questions are included which will assist team members during t r a i n i n g
and cont inuing accreditat ion reviews.  The questions can also be u s e d
by inst i tut ions as they reflect upon the quality of their programs a n d
for assistance in the preparation proposals for initial accreditat ion o f
programs and self-study reports for cont inuing accreditat ion.   I n c l u d e d
with the Common Standards are particular common standards i s s u e s
which must be addressed for internship  programs.  Those are found i n
italics.  Common standards issues which must be addressed for M u l t i p l e
and Single Subject Emphasis programs follow each Common Standard.)


Committee on Accreditation


Adopted May 3, 1993


(Revised June 5, 1998)


(Revised October 15, 2000)
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Common Standards


Standard 1


Education Leadership


The institution (faculty, dean/director and inst i tut ional  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n )
articulates and supports a vision for the preparation of p r o f e s s i o n a l
educators.  All profess ional  preparation programs are o r g a n i z e d ,
governed,  and coordinated with the active involvement  of c r e d e n t i a l
program faculty.  Inst i tut ional  leadership fosters cohes iveness  i n
management;  delegates respons ib i l i ty  and authority a p p r o p r i a t e l y ;
resolves each profess ional  preparation program’s administrat ive  n e e d s
as promptly as feasible; and represents the interests of each program i n
the institution, the education profession, and the school community.


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .  


• How clear is the leadership's vision for the preparation of educators?  How
well does this vision shape the design and delivery of each c r e d e n t i a l
program?  What evidence is there that the leadership of the i n s t i t u t i o n
supports the goals and purposes of each program?


• How well does the leadership of the institution develop a unified sense o f
teamwork among the administrators of sub-units, including c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s ?


• How clear are the lines of authority and responsibility for the management o f
each credential program?  In what manner are program coo rd ina to r s
involved in appropriate decision-making bodies within the institution?


• How prompt is the leadership of the institution in addressing and r e s o l v i n g
problems in credential programs that are amenable to a d m i n i s t r a t i v e
so lu t ions?


• How frequently and openly does the institutional leadership confer with t h e
faculties who teach credential candidates and supervise their f i e ld
e x p e r i e n c e s ?


• To what extent is institutional leadership seen as an advocate for the c r e d e n t i a l
programs within the institution, the education profession as a whole, and t h e
local school community?
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I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


For an internship program:  Each participating school district works with t h e
institution to give appropriate attention to the effective operation of the p r o g r a m .
Because interns function as employees of the school district, it is important  that  t h e
school district ensure that the program is operating in a manner to further t h e
educational goals of the district.  The employing school district supports the goals a n d
purposes of the program and assures the college or university that the appropr ia t e
support for the intern is available in the district.
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Standard 2


R e s o u r c e s


Sufficient  resources are cons is tent ly  allocated for the e f f e c t i v e
operation of each credential  preparation program, to enable it to b e
effect ive in coordination,  admission, advising, curriculum, i n s t r u c t i o n ,
and field experiences.  Library and media resources, computer f a c i l i t i e s ,
and support personnel, among others, are adequate.


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• How adequate are personnel resources (including sufficient numbers of f u l l
and part-time positions for instructional faculty, field supervisors and s u p p o r t
personnel) to staff each credential program and maintain its effectiveness?


• How well does the institution provide a critical mass of faculty resources t o
provide breadth and depth of expertise to support an effective program o f
instruction and supervised field experience in each credential area?  Do
credential candidates have sufficient opportunity for contact with f a c u l t y
m e m b e r s ?


• To what extent do faculty, staff, and candidates have access to a p p r o p r i a t e
buildings, classrooms, offices, study areas, furniture, equipment, l i b r a r y
services, computers, media, and instructional materials?  Are these r e s o u r c e s
sufficient and adequate?


• To what extent do faculty, staff, and candidates have equitable and a p p r o p r i a t e
access to computer-based technology, information and network resources f o r
teaching and learning?


• To what extent do faculty, staff, and candidates have adequate t e c h n i c a l
support services for maintenance and training to support instructional goals?


I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


For an internship program:  Each participating school district works with t h e
institution to provide sufficient resources to fulfill the needs of the p r o g r a m .
Because interns function as employees of the school district, it is important that t h e
school district provide sufficient resources, in addition to intern salaries, to a s sure
the success of the program.  The employing school district provides access to t h e
resources to  allow the intern to perform successfully in his or her position.
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Standard 3


F a c u l t y


Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach all courses a n d
supervise all field experiences in each credential  preparation p r o g r a m .
Faculty reflect and are knowledgeable  about cultural,  ethnic, a n d
gender diversity.   The inst itution provides support for f a c u l t y
development,  and recognizes  and rewards outstanding teaching.   T h e
inst itution regularly evaluates the performance of course i n s t r u c t o r s
and field supervisors ,  and retains in credential  programs only t h o s e
individuals who are consistently effective.


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• How effectively does the institution ensure that each credential p r o g r a m
course and field experience is assigned to a faculty member who has a n
appropriate background of advanced study and professional experience t h a t
are directly related to his/her assignment(s) in the program?


• How does the institution develop and utilize recruitment policies and goals t o
ensure the equitable hiring of faculty in credential preparation programs?


• How does the institution ensure that all faculty members and field s u p e r v i s o r s
have current knowledge of schools and classrooms that reflect the c u l t u r a l
diversity of society?


• How well does the institution follow equitable procedures for the iden t i f i ca t ion
of effective and ineffective course instructors and field supervisors?


• What procedures are in place to remove ineffective course instructors a n d
field supervisors from their assignments in credential preparation p r o g r a m s ?
How consistently are the procedures applied?


• How does the institution recognize excellence as a teacher, supervisor, a n d / o r
advisor in appointing, promoting and recognizing faculty members?


• How does the institution ensure that all faculty members (full time and p a r t
time) have access to adequate resources for their professional deve lopment ,
including resources to support research, curriculum study and p r o g r a m
d e v e l o p m e n t ?
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Standard 4


Eva luat ion


The institution regularly involves program partic ipants ,  graduates, a n d
local pract i t ioners  in a comprehens ive  evaluation of the quality o f
courses and field experiences ,  which leads to substantive i m p r o v e m e n t s
in each credential  preparation program, as needed.  M e a n i n g f u l
opportunit ies  are provided for profess ional  pract i t ioners  and d i v e r s e
community members to become involved in program d e s i g n ,
development and evaluation activit ies .


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• To what extent is the evaluation system based upon criteria that are related t o
the design, rationale, goals and objectives of each program, and to t h e
competence and performance criteria that are used to assess candidates in t h e
p r o g r a m s ?


• How does the institution collect information about each program's s t r e n g t h s ,
weaknesses and needed improvements from all participants in the p r o g r a m ,
including course instructors, university and district supervisors, t h e
employers of recent graduates, and each cohort of candidates during t h e i r
enrollment and following their program completion?  How c o m p r e h e n s i v e l y
and frequently is information compiled?


• In what manner is evaluation information used to make qualitative dec is ions
about credential preparation programs?


• As improvements in programs are considered, to what degree are they based
on the results of program evaluation, the implications of new knowledge a b o u t
teaching and schooling as it relates to each credential area, and the iden t i f i ed
needs of schools and districts in the local service region?


• In what ways are meaningful and substantive opportunities provided f o r
professional practitioners in multiple credential areas and persons w h o
represent the diversity of the community to be involved in p r o g r a m
evaluation and development activities?
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I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


For an internship program:  The system of program evaluation and d e v e l o p m e n t
includes representatives of the participating district(s), and representatives o f
persons who hold the affected credential from the participating district(s).  Because
interns perform the duties of fully certificated holders of the credential, it i s
important  that representatives of these certificated employees, along with d is t r ic t
representatives, participate fully in the development and evaluation of t h e
internship program.  The ongoing evaluation and development system i n c l u d e s
substantive involvement from the institution, participating school districts, a n d
representatives (the certificated exclusive representatives, if applicable) of h o l d e r s
of the affected credential.
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Standard 5


A d m i s s i o n


In each profess ional  preparation program, candidates are admitted o n
the basis of wel l -def ined admission criteria and procedures ( i n c l u d i n g
all Commission-adopted admission requirements )  that utilize m u l t i p l e
measures.  The admission of students from a diverse population i s
encouraged.   The institution determines that candidates meet h i g h
academic standards, as evidenced by appropriate measures of a c a d e m i c
achievement ,  and demonstrate strong potential for profess ional  s u c c e s s
in schools, as evidenced by appropriate measures of p e r s o n a l
characterist ics  and prior experience.


Commission-Adopted Credential  Program Admission Requirements


Multiple and Single Subject Credential Programs - As a g r o u p ,                                                                                        
candidates admitted into the program each year have attained t h e
median or higher in an appropriate comparison population on one o r
more indicators of academic achievement  selected by the i n s t i t u t i o n .
Each individual has personal qualities and preprofess ional  e x p e r i e n c e s
that suggest a strong potential for profess ional  success a n d
effectiveness as a teacher.  


• For BCLAD  Emphasis Programs, BCLAD candidates must be a s s e s s e d
for language eligibility for entry into the program.


• For Middle Level Emphasis Programs, candidates must have a c a d e m i c
preparation in two or more subjects at a level equivalent  to a
supplementary  authorizat ion that may be joined in a c o r e
c u r r i c u l u m .


All In ternship  Programs - Each in ternsh ip  candidate has had p r i o r                                          
experiences and personal qualifications to enable candidates to p e r f o r m
at the level of r e spons ib i l i t y  required of an intern.   Because i n t e r n s
perform the duties of fully cer t i f ica ted  holders of the credent ial  p r i o r
to the complet ion of a prepara t ion  program, it is important  that t h e y
have had prior exper iences  which would adequately  prepare them f o r
the actual r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of the posit ion.  When a p p l i c a n t ' s
qual i f i ca t ions  are evaluated,  the program's admission cri teria s h a l l
consider re levant  exper ience  and background to account for t h e
increased  responsib i l i t ies  of  in terns .


General Advanced Credential Program Admission Requirements  - As a                                                                                                          
group, candidates admitted into the program each year have attained a
level of academic qual i f icat ions ,  using one or more i n d i c a t o r s ,
equivalent  to or higher than candidates admitted to other p o s t -
baccalaureate programs offered by the inst i tution.   Each individual h a s
personal qualities and prior experiences  that suggest a strong p o t e n t i a l
for profess ional  success and e f fec t iveness  in the specialist  or s e r v i c e
a r e a .
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Library Media Teacher Credential Program Admission Requirements  -                                                                                                                  
Candidates admitted into the program have met requirements  that a r e
comparable to those of other advanced programs at the inst i tution a n d
have demonstrated profess ional  qualities and experiences  that i n d i c a t e
a strong potential for profess ional  success and e f fec t iveness  as a
library media teacher.


Health Serv ices /Schoo l  Nurse Credential Programs A d m i s s i o n                                                                                                                      
Requirements  - As a group, candidates admitted into the program e a c h                       
year have attained a level of academic qualifications, using one or m o r e
indicators, equivalent or higher than candidates admitted to other p o s t -
baccalaureate  programs offered by the inst i tution.   Each a d m i t t e d
candidate holds valid l icensure as a registered nurse in California a n d
the appropriate academic degree as determined by the inst i tution.   E a c h
individual has personal attributes and profess ional  skills that suggest a
strong potential for profess ional  success and e f fec t iveness  as a s c h o o l
n u r s e .


Prel iminary Administrat ive  Services Credential Programs - As a g r o u p ,                                                                                               
candidates admitted into the program each year have attained a level o f
academic qual i f icat ions ,  using one or more indicators,  equivalent  to o r
higher than candidates admitted to other post -bacca laureate  p r o g r a m s
offered by the institution.  Each individual has a record of p r o f e s s i o n a l
accompl i shment  demonstrat ing leadership potential,  and e x h i b i t s
consistent adherence to moral and ethical standards of behavior.  


Profess ional  Administrat ive  Services Credential Programs - C a n d i d a t e s                                                                                                
are admitted into the program in a timely way, once it has b e e n
determined that they have successful ly  completed academic p r o g r a m s
for the Prel iminary Administrat ive  Services Credential that have b e e n
approved by the Committee on Accreditat ion,  or have completed t h e
equivalent  at an out-of-state inst itution,  and are employed by a l o c a l
educational agency in an administrative position.  


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• To what extent are the admission criteria and procedures clearly described a n d
available to prospective candidates for credentials?


• What are the multiple measures used by the institution to define the academic
achievement and professional potential of credential candidates?


• For the basic teaching credential programs, does the institution define a n
appropriate comparison group?  Does each admitted candidate have a n
undergraduate GPA that is above the median GPA for the comparison group?
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• For advanced credential programs, does each admitted candidate meet t h e
institutional standards for graduate study?


• How does the institution determine and evaluate each applicant's p e r s o n a l
qualities and preprofessional qualifications, (including entry level c o m p u t e r
skills) for example, personal interviews with candidates, written evaluation o f
candidates' prior experiences with children and youth, and prior l e a d e r s h i p
ac t iv i t ies?  


• What alternative criteria and procedures are used to encourage admission o f
candidates from underrepresented groups?


• To what extent do the institution's recruitment and admissions policies a n d
practices reflect a commitment to achieve a balanced representation of t h e
population by gender, race, ethnicity and disability and to e n c o u r a g e
admission of candidates from the institution's service area?


• How do the admissions criteria consider the candidates' sensitivity to ( a n d
interest in) the needs of children and youth, with special consideration f o r
sensitivity to those from diverse ethnic, cultural and socio-economic
b a c k g r o u n d s ?
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Standard 6


Advice and Assistance


Qualified members of the institution's staff are assigned and available t o
advise candidates about their academic, profess ional  and p e r s o n a l
development,  as the need arises, and to assist in their p r o f e s s i o n a l
placement.   Adequate information is readily available to guide e a c h
candidate’s attainment of all program and credential requirements .   T h e
institution assists candidates who need special assistance, and retains i n
each program only those candidates who are suited for entry o r
advancement in the education profession.


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• How does the institution ensure that student services, including academic
advisement, professional assessment, personal counseling and c a r e e r
placement services are provided by qualified individuals who are a s s i g n e d
those responsibilities?


• Are student services provided equitably and made available when t h e
candidates need them?


• In what manner does the institution provide (a) advice regarding the r ea l i t i e s
and opportunities for entry into different areas of professional service and ( b )
assistance for candidates in the pursuit of employment upon completion o f
their programs?


• What special opportunities are provided for candidates who need spec ia l
assistance?  How are candidates provided with information about t h e
availability of special assistance?


• How does the institution review each candidate's competence at des igna ted
checkpoints, inform the candidates of their status, provide opportunities f o r
corrective learning, and only then dismiss those who are determined to b e
unsuited for professional service?


• How are the requirements for each credential program and information a b o u t
available services made accessible to prospective and current candidates?


• How well does the institution ensure that each candidate is informed i n
writing early in his/her program about the program's p r e r e q u i s i t e s ,
coursework requirements, field experience requirements, and the spec i f i c
deadlines for making satisfactory progress in the program?  How a r e
candidates informed about the legal requirements for state certification?   How
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are they also informed about the individuals who are available to p r o v i d e
services to them?


• In what manner is each candidate informed about institutional grievance a n d
appeal procedures?


I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


For an internship program:  Faculty from the institution develop an individual p l a n
for the mentoring support and professional development of each intern while in t h e
program.  Because interns perform the duties of fully certificated holders of t h e
credential, it is important that they have support in the performance of their t a sks
and the planning for their professional development.  This support should be s i m i l a r
to that which is provided for new teachers hired by the district.  Specifically, t h e y
should have an individual plan for professional developmentand the support of o n e
or more mentor teachers.  The individual  plan for support and pro fe s s iona l
development is developed for each intern in consultation with the intern and t h e
employing school district..  The individual plan includes the provision for m e n t o r i n g
e x p e r i e n c e s .
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Standard 7


School Collaboration


For each credential  preparation program, the inst i tution c o l l a b o r a t e s
with local school personnel  in select ing suitable school sites a n d
effect ive cl inical  personnel  for guiding candidates through a p l a n n e d
sequence of f i e l d w o r k / c l i n i c a l  experiences  that is based on a w e l l
deve loped  rat ionale .


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• For each credential preparation program, to what extent does an effective a n d
ongoing system of communication and collaboration exist between t h e
institution and local districts and school sites where candidates are placed f o r
their field experiences?


• To what extent does the institution, in consultation with local a d m i n i s t r a t o r s
and teachers, have clear, explicit criteria for the selection of schools a n d
district field experience supervisors?  How effectively does the institution s e e k
to place candidates in self-renewing schools in which the curriculum and t h e
staff develop continually?


• To what extent is there a description of the fieldwork/clinical e x p e r i e n c e
options that are available and how those options correspond to t h e
organizational structure and academic requirements of each c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m ?


• How does the institution ensure that each credential candidate's f i e l d / c l i n i c a l
experiences are planned collaboratively, involving the candidate, s choo l
district personnel and institutional personnel?


• To what extent does the institution provide opportunities for candidates to b e
placed in schools where computer-based technology is used to s u p p o r t
teaching and learning?


• How thoroughly does the institution periodically review the suitability a n d
quality of all field placement sites?  


• To what extent does the institution review each candidate's f i e l d w o r k / c l i n i c a l
placement to ensure that candidates are assigned to appropriate s i tes
s u p e r v i s o r s ?


• How well developed is the institution's plan and rationale for the sequence o f
field experiences in each credential program?
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I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


For an internship program:  The very nature of an internship program r e q u i r e s
collaboration at every stage of the program.  This includes the selection of d is t r ic t
supervisors of interns, placement of interns in teaching positions and shaping a n d
evaluation of the internship assignments.
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Standard 8


District Field Supervisors


Each district-employed field experience supervisor is careful ly s e l e c t e d ,
trained in supervis ion,  oriented to the supervisory role, and c e r t i f i e d
and experienced in either teaching the subject(s)  of the class o r
performing the services authorized by the credential .   District s u p e r v i -
sors and supervisory activit ies are appropriate ly  evaluated, r e c o g n i z e d
and rewarded by the institution.


Questions to Consider


The fol lowing quest ions are designed to assist accredi ta t ion  t e a m
members during training and cont inuing  accredi ta t ion  reviews.   T h e y
may also assist ins t i tu t ions  in prepar ing  proposals for i n i t i a l
accredi ta t ion  of programs and sel f -s tudy reports for c o n t i n u i n g
a c c r e d i t a t i o n .


• How does the institution ensure that each candidate's field experiences a r e
supervised by district personnel who have state certification, academic
preparation and successful experience in the credential area?  How do t h e y
determine that they have remained current with changes in the p r o f e s s i o n
and the student population?


• How thoroughly and promptly does the institution provide for the e f f e c t i v e
role-orientation and supervisory training of each district field e x p e r i e n c e
s u p e r v i s o r .


• To what extent does each district field experience supervisor demonstrate sk i l l s
in observation and coaching techniques and in ways of successfully f o s t e r i n g
learning in adults?


• How are fieldwork/clinical experiences evaluated collaboratively, i n v o l v i n g
the candidate, school district personnel and institutional personnel?


• To what extent does the institution recognize and reward district f i e ld
experience supervisors for their services, through letters of recognition o r
incentives, such as tuition credits, conference attendance allowances, o r
instructional materials?


I n t e r n s h i p  P r o g r a m s


Each intern receives support from one or more certificated person(s) who a r e
assigned at the same school, at least one of whom is experienced in the c u r r i c u l a r
area(s) of the intern's assignment.    Each person who supports one or more i n t e r n s
is trained in support techniques, oriented to the support role and appropr ia t e l y
evaluated, recognized and rewarded by the institution and/or the district.  S u p p o r t
personnel are particularly important because interns do not have the benefit of t h e
assistance of a cooperating (supervisory) teacher as a student teacher would have.
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This Accreditation  Framework  was prepared by the Accreditation Advisory Council a n d
the Professional Services Division of the Commission on Teacher Creden t i a l i ng
pursuant to Senate Bill 148 by Senator Marian Bergeson (Chapter 1455, Statutes of 1988).
On May 7, 1993, the Commission adopted the Accredi tat ion  Framework  for s u b s e q u e n t
implementation under Senate Bill 655 (Bergeson, Chapter 426, Statutes of 1993), w h i c h
became effective on January 1, 1994.  The text of Senate Bill 655 is in Appendix 1.


Introduction to the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation


This Framework addresses the accreditation of colleges and universities that p r e p a r e
teachers and other educators for professional state certification in Cal i fornia .
Accreditation is an assurance of quality in the preparation of professional educators ,
and is therefore important to the Commission, the education profession, the g e n e r a l
public, and the accredited institutions.  This Introduction to the Framework  de sc r ibes
the context for accreditation of educator preparation in California, and a r t i cu l a t e s
several principles for a new accreditation system in the field of educator p r e p a r a t i o n .
Consistent with these principles, specific accreditation policies are in Sections One
through Eight and Appendices One through Three of the F r a m e w o r k .


California Students in the 21st Century ●●●


In the next century, California citizens will confront new challenges and oppor tun i t i e s .
An increasingly complex and competitive economy will demand that indiv iduals ,
institutions and corporations respond productively to new technologies and r e s o u r c e s
for obtaining and interpreting information, making sound decisions, and using ideas
effectively.  Mastering specific job skills and learning traditional information will n o t
suffice because the "half-life" of skills and information is becoming increasingly short.


Californians must also be prepared to succeed in an increasingly diverse culture.  Soon
the adult population of the state will reflect that of the schools -- no cultural group w i l l
constitute a majority.  Ethnic, language and gender groups are establishing new e c o n o -
mic roles and productive relationships in California.  Learning to see the world t h r o u g h
diverse perspectives and to communicate in multiple languages will be i n c r e a s i n g l y
important for the personal and financial success of future students.
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In the schools, studies of language, literature and the arts, history and the socia l
sciences, mathematics and the natural sciences must respond to contemporary r ea l i t i e s
to keep pace with social and technological changes.  Future writers, scientists, a r t i s t s ,
historians and other leaders must invent and use new paradigms that will enable a l l
Californians to prosper in a changing environment.  These and other future c h a l l e n g e s
confront the students who attend California schools.  To enable all students to meet t h e s e
challenges and attend excellent schools, California must ensure the qualifications o f
professional educators who serve in the schools.


California Schools in the 21st Century ●●●


To become productive, active, healthy citizens, students need to interact with c o m p e t e n t
and caring educators in every school.  In the early years, learners’ motivations a n d
interests must be encouraged and fulfilled by dynamic, responsive teachers who a r e
well prepared in the broad curriculum of early education, and who present that c u r r i -
culum in developmentally appropriate ways.  Young students’ needs will become m o r e
diverse in the future, so their teachers must be assisted by effective school leaders a n d
specialists who are specifically prepared to develop the children’s educational, l i n g u i s -
tic and personal capabilities before their early needs become critical problems.


As students enter middle childhood and early adolescence, their physical and emot iona l
needs demand active, hands-on instruction in school environments that e m p h a s i z e
social responsibility and personal accountability.  As youngsters advance in t h e i r
studies, their teachers must have increasing depth of knowledge and competence in t h e
subjects of their basic education.  To make sense of contemporary life, students need t h e
support of integrated teams of teachers, counselors, psychologists, social workers a n d
other specialists.  Learning to find and use information and ideas requires assistance b y
professional librarians in the schools.  Successful passage through the critical middle
years also requires the firm, thoughtful guidance of school leaders who understand t h e
growth and education of early adolescents.


Whether they proceed to postsecondary education or immediately to the world of w o r k ,
high school students must become thoughtful learners of the full range of academic
subjects:  English, other languages, history, the arts and humanities, mathematics, t h e
sciences and physical education.  These advanced learners must have access to s u b j e c t
matter specialists who are effective at teaching the core disciplines.  They must b e
assisted effectively by qualified health specialists, guidance counselors, i n f o r m a t i o n
technologists, school psychologists, and attendance officers.  The managers of complex
high schools must be particularly effective as planners, communicators, and leaders.


When the new century begins, professional educators will continue to be the p r i m a r y
catalysts for student learning.  The complex needs of individual learners cannot be m e t
fully if educators function individually.  Increasingly, the success of education w i l l
depend on the preparation and ability of individual educators to serve as p r o d u c t i v e
members of professional teams that will be responsible for the educational and p e r s o n a l
progress of groups of students.
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Educator Preparation for the 21st Century ●●●


The future needs of students and schools have important implications for e d u c a t o r
preparation.  Professional educators need to bring many important qualities into s choo l
learning environments.  They should be well educated in the core curriculum and t h e
essential skills of writing, reading and reasoning.  Educators should also be persons w h o
embrace core values such as honesty, respect for diversity, commitment to socia l
justice, and openness to change.


Core values and knowledge will be essential but not su f f i c i en t  in the increasingly d i -
verse and complex schools of the future.  With increasing student variability, c h a n g i n g
social conditions in our communities, and new developments in many disciplines o f
knowledge, it is no longer possible for generalists in education to serve all the l eg i t i -
mate purposes of education effectively.  Individual educators should have i n c r e a s i n g l y
specialized abilities along with the talent and commitment to serve collaboratively w i t h
other professionals.


Prospective educators therefore need basic general education followed by special ized
professional studies, supervised practica and preparation to serve in diverse se t t ings .
Future classroom teachers need an integrated curriculum of content studies; analyses o f
teaching, learning and human development; and increasing responsibilities for t h e
instruction of students.  Other prospective educators need specialized studies and p r a c -
tica in school administration, career counseling, language development, p sycho log ica l
assessment, information science, school health and several related fields.


These essential components of educator preparation cannot simply be inc luded  in e a c h
professional’s education; each element should be characterized by excellent t e a c h i n g ,
disciplined research, productive dialogue and a spirit of inquiry and inves t iga t ion .
Preprofessional experiences in the schools should be carefully planned, supervised a n d
assessed by qualified institutional personnel in relation to realistic expectations r e l a t e d
to the competence of entry-level professionals.  As prospective educators acquire t h e i r
own postsecondary education, they must interact with competent, caring role models a s
well as committed students with diverse professional goals.  Both the curriculum and t h e
institutional environment of educator preparation should be educat ive  in the h i g h e s t
s ense .


Professional Accreditation and Certification ●●●


Professional accreditation is the process of ascertaining and verifying that, at e a c h
college and university that prepares individuals for state certification, s u f f i c i e n t
quality characterizes that preparation.  State certification is the process of a s c e r t a i n i n g
and verifying the qualifications of each future member of a profession like educa t ion .
These two processes -- professional accreditation and state certification -- have d i s t inc t
objectives but they serve a common set of overarching purposes.  It is critical, t h e r e -
fore, that accreditation and certification function as an integrated sys tem  for t h e
purposes that are outlined below.
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In education, the first purpose of a professional accreditation and certification s y s t e m
is to assure the public, the students and the profession that future educators have access
to excellence in content education, specialized preparation and professional practica i n
education, and that these components of educator preparation are oriented to the e d u c a -
tional needs of future elementary and secondary students.  Assuring excellence i n
educator preparation is the distinctive objective of accreditat ion  in this sys tem.
Ensuring that each licensed educator has completed accredited preparation is t h e
distinctive function of cert i f icat ion.   By integrating accreditation with ce r t i f i ca t ion ,
policymakers can also ensure that educator preparation will be responsive to t h e
critical dynamic needs of elementary and secondary schools.


A second essential function of an accreditation-certification system is to ensure t h a t
future educators have actually acquired abilities and perspectives that are essential f o r
fulfilling specified professional responsibilities such as teaching or other services i n
schools.  To ensure that professional credentials provide such assurances, cer t i f i ca t ion
decisions should be based on valid assessments of accepted standards of competence f o r
entry-level service as professional educators.  Accredi tat ion  also contributes to t h e s e
assurances by ascertaining and verifying that each candidate’s growing competence i s
assessed and confirmed by an accredited institution.  An integrated acc red i t a t i on -
certification system provides the strongest possible assurance that professional c r e d e n -
tials are awarded to individuals who have earned them on the basis of their competence.


A third critical purpose of accreditation and certification is to verify that each e d u c a -
tor’s specialized preparation and attainments are appropriate for the assignment o f
particular responsibilities in schools, and that these responsibilities are related to h i s
or her preparation and expertise in the profession.  Assuring the appropriateness o f
specialized preparation for future responsibilities is a distinctive objective of accredi ta-
t ion  in the system.  Verifying that each educator’s responsibilities are based on a c t u a l
preparation and expertise is a function of certification.  An integrated system of a c c r e -
ditation and certification maximizes the prospect that assigned duties will be c o n s i s t e n t
with prior preparation and competence as an educator.


Finally, the fourth goal of an accreditation-certification system is to contribute t o
broader efforts to enhance the personal stature and professional standing of t e a c h e r s
and other educators as members of a profession that has a strong base of special ized
knowledge and a demonstrated record of accomplishment in elementary and s e c o n d a r y
schools.  Related to this important goal, an objective of accreditat ion  in education is t o
foster improvements in the design, content and delivery of professional curricula a n d
practica, and in the selection, guidance, supervision and assessment of candidates.  A
related objective of cer t i f ica t ion  is to provide reliable information about the co l lec t ive
knowledge, competence and accomplishments of professional educators.  F u n c t i o n i n g
together, accreditation and certification have greater capacity to enhance the s t a t u r e
of education as a profession in the eyes of students, parents and other citizens.


The overall effectiveness of education in California depends, in part, on the sys temic
cohesiveness of educator preparation, accreditation, assessment and ce r t i f i ca t ion .
Attempts to disassemble the components of this system may serve the interests of some
of its participants, but the effective education of elementary and secondary s tuden t s
requires that they be integrally linked.  This linkage with the certification system i s
one of seven essential attributes of an accreditation system for educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions in California.
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Key Attributes of Accreditation in a Certification System ●●●


Prior to reviewing accreditation policies originally proposed by the Advisory Council ,
the Commission decided that an accreditation system in education should have s e v e n
essential attributes, which were published in a preliminary report entitled Educator
Preparation for California 2000:  Background Information for a New Accred i ta t ion
Framework (November, 1991).  The seven essential attributes of an accreditation s y s t e m
are summarized below.  In drafting the accreditation policies in this Framework , t h e
Accreditation Advisory Council and the Commission’s professional staff sought to i n c o r -
porate these attributes in a new accreditation system for California educators.


First Attribute of Accreditation:  Orientation to Educational Quality.   Accre-
ditation policy should focus primarily on the educational qual i ty  of e d u c a t o r
preparation in colleges and universities.  Accreditation s tandards  should describe l eve l s
of quality that are deemed to be acceptable by the body that has statutory r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
for accreditation standards, which is the Commission.  Standards should not focus o n
purely technical or operational aspects of educator preparation, but should e n a b l e
trained reviewers with professional expertise to find out whether educator p r e p a r a t i o n
in an institution is characterized by acceptable levels of quality.1


Accreditation rev iews  should also be oriented to issues of quality.  During a review, t h e
judges need to obtain evidence that relates to the educational quality of p r e p a r a t i o n
programs and policies within the institution.  Through experience, expertise a n d
training, the reviewers must be skilled at discerning the important from the u n i m p o r -
tant in educator preparation.


The resul ts  of accreditation reviews should also bear on issues of quality in the e d u c a -
tion of educators.  The findings and recommendations of accreditation reviewers s h o u l d
focus on important matters of quality.  Accreditation decisions should hinge on f i n d i n g s
that are educationally significant and clearly related to quality-oriented standards.


Second Attribute:  The Professional Character of Accreditation.  Professional
educators should hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of p r o f e s -
sional education.  Professionals should be involved intensively in the entire a cc r ed i t a -
tion process.  They should create accreditation standards, conduct accreditation r ev i ews ,
and make accreditation decisions.  Participants in these aspects of accreditation s h o u l d
have experience, expertise and training that are appropriate for their specific roles i n
accreditation.  In each step of accreditation, decisions should emerge from consu l t a t i ve
procedures, and should reflect the consensus of the professional participants.


The general public has a compelling interest in accreditation decisions that are part o f
the public education system in California.  So do professionals whose work is judged b y
the accreditation system, or whose future success depends o n  its results and e f f e c t i v e -
ness.  The expertise and experience of the accreditors should be credible to the g e n e r a l
public a n d  the education profession in California.


1 In addition to quality standards, accreditation systems often include requirements for compliance, which are usually
more technically focused than the standards.  Often called “preconditions,” these compliance requirements are appro-
priate secondary elements of an accreditation system.







Educator Preparation for California 2000


Page 6


Third Attribute:  Breadth and F l e x i b i l i t y .  For institutions to be effective in a
dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the c h a n g i n g
needs of prospective educators.  In a society as diverse as California, universities a n d
colleges must also be highly varied in their missions and philosophies.  Accred i ta t ion
should not force institutions to conform to prescribed patterns unless these c o n v e n -
tions have a firm basis in principles of educational quality and equity.


Accreditation standards should be drawn so different institutions can meet them in a
variety of acceptable ways.  There are  acceptable and unacceptable forms of e d u c a t o r
preparation; accreditation should differentiate between them.  There are also m u l t i p l e
ways  of educating prospective educators acceptably; accreditation should not favor a n y
of these over the others.


Accreditation standards should relate to broad domains of educator preparation, not t o
specific practices or procedures.  They should describe levels of qual i ty  without s t i pu l a -
ting h o w  institutions are to comply.  Explanations of the standards should clarify t h e i r
meaning without making the standards restrictive.  The expertise and training o f
accreditation reviewers should, moreover, emphasize the importance of p r e s e r v i n g
institutional diversity and creativity.


Fourth Attribute:  Intensity in A c c r e d i t a t i o n .  Accreditation should focus w i t h
intensity  on key aspects of educational quality.  The process should allow and e n c o u r a g e
divergence among programs and institutions, and should also be exacting in a s s e m b l i n g
key information about critical aspects of educational quality.  The scope  of acc red i t a t i on
should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review process s h o u l d
be sufficient to yield reliable judgments and conclusions by the reviewers.


Accreditation standards should encompass the critical dimensions of educator p r e p a r a -
tion.  In order to recommend an institution for accreditation, experienced p ro fe s s iona l
reviewers should be satisfied that the institution provides a comprehensive array o f
excellent learning opportunities for future educators.  The reviewers should not have a
gnawing concern that ‘something is missing here.’


Accreditation decisions should be based on information that is sufficient in breadth a n d
depth for the results to be credible and dependable.  Regarding each broad s t anda rd ,
accreditation reviewers need to fully understand the educationally important aspects o f
educator preparation at the institution.  If an accreditation system relies on i n f o r m a -
tion that is too superficial or incomplete to serve as a basis for sound decisions, its l a c k
of reliability will foster mistrust in the institutions and contempt in the profession.


Intensity in accreditation (Attribute 4) is consistent with a focus on quality (A t t r i bu t e
1), involvement of professionals (Attribute 2), and breadth and flexibility (Attribute 3) .
To find out if broad, quality-oriented standards are met, and to make reliable j u d g m e n t s
and sound recommendations, reviewers need to assemble a considerable body of da t a
that is col lec t ive ly  significant.  It is not necessary that each item of compiled i n f o r -
mation be critically important on its own.
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Fifth Attribute:  Integrat ion with the Certif ication S y s t e m .  As noted e a r l i e r ,
accreditation and certification should function in ways that are systemically c o h e r e n t ,
in order to ensure the appropriateness of specialized preparation for the f u t u r e
responsibilities of professional educators.


There would be no reason to require future educators to earn credentials, or to p u r s u e
excellent preparation, if their subsequent professional responsibilities in schools w e r e
'out-of-sync' with their preparation.  There would also be little reason to include a n
accreditation process in the certification system if the preparation and expertise t h a t
accreditation verifies were not directly linked to the authorizations of credentials.


For these reasons, accreditation decisions about postsecondary institutions s h o u l d
parallel the kinds of decisions to be made about individual educators in the c e r t i f i c a t i o n
system.  Accreditation decisions should be as specialized and specific as the a u t h o r i z a -
tions of credentials because the latter are based, in part, on specialized preparation i n
accredited institutions.  To the extent that the credential structure differentiates a m o n g
distinct professional roles and responsibilities, these distinctions must be based, in p a r t ,
on an accreditation system that has a parallel structure.


Sixth Attribute:  Contributions of Accreditat ion to Improved P r e p a r a t i o n .
Accreditation standards, reviews and decisions should contribute to improvements i n
the preparation of educators.  The quality of an institution’s policies, practices a n d
outcomes should improve as its faculty, administrators and students strive to m e e t
accreditation standards.  The institution’s offerings should also benefit from the q u a l i t y
orientation of an accreditation review.  When these effects of accreditation fall s h o r t ,
however, specific accreditation decisions should also provoke needed improvements i n
educator preparation institutions.


For improvements to occur, accreditation reviews must identify and describe w e a k -
nesses in the quality of an institution’s offerings.  Rather than viewing acc red i t a t i on
reviews as troublesome or intimidating forms of interference, institutions s h o u l d
expect substantive benefits from an intensive, professional, quality-oriented p rocess .
Over time, the Commission should reexamine its accreditation policies to a s c e r t a i n
whether substantive improvements are actual bi-products of those policies.


Seventh Attribute:  Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness .  An accreditation s y s t e m
should fulfill its purposes efficiently and cost-effectively.  Review procedures, dec i s ion
processes and reporting relationships should be streamlined and economica l .
Participants’ roles should be clearly defined, and communications should be efficient.


There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, a s s e m b l i n g
information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy o f
data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute o f
accreditation, but efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditors to f u l f i l l
their responsibilities to the public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which a r e
borne by institutions, individual accreditors and the accrediting body, should be r e -
viewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key purposes of accreditation.
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A New Structure for Professional Accreditation ●●●


This policy framework by the Commission on Teacher Credentialing emphasizes t h e
professional character of accreditation in education.  Professionals have a r e s p o n s i b i l i -
ty to hold their peers accountable for established standards.  Before adopting t h i s
Framework,  the Commission relied on practitioners and other experts to create t h e
standards for evaluating educator preparation in each teaching and specialty area.  F o r
several years, professional educators also engaged in local program reviews on b e h a l f
of the Commission.  The most far-reaching change created by this Framework  is t h e
empowerment of professionals to make accreditation decisions.


Consistent with the need for professionalism at all levels of accreditation, the Commis-
sion is implementing this F r a m e w o r k  by creating a small body of leading educators w h o
bring extensive professional expertise to bear on accreditation decisions.  T h e
Committee on Accreditation consists of experienced, highly-respected p ro fes s iona l s
who can determine the accreditation of postsecondary institutions without reference t o
organizational perspectives because they do not  represent specific o rgan iza t ions ,
institutions or constituencies.


As defined in Section 2 of this Framework  (pp. 11-13), the Committee on Accreditation i s
expected to bring its extensive expertise to bear on professional judgments r e g a r d i n g
quality issues and concerns in the field of educator preparation.  The Committee m a k e s
accreditation decisions consistent with the Commission's accreditation standards a n d
other policies.  The Committee also informs and advises the Commission on policy i s sues
that relate to academic content and purposes, and on the maintenance of exce l l en t
college and university programs for prospective educators throughout the State.
Delegation of these significant professional responsibilities to the Committee on A c c r e -
ditation effectively establishes a new organizational structure for the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California.
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Accreditation Policies


Sections 1 through 8 of the Framework  are based on California Education Code Sect ions
44370 through 44374, which are in Appendix 1.


Section 1
Authority and Responsibilities of the
Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Pertaining to the accreditation of educator preparation, the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bilities of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing include the following.


A . Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies ▲▲▲


1 . Adopt and Modify the Accredi ta t ion  F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission h a s
the authority and responsibility to adopt an Accreditation Framework,  “ w h i c h
sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation in California” (Education Code Section 44372-a).  T h e
present document is the adopted Accreditation Framework.   The Commission
may modify the Framework  in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework .
Modifications occur in public meetings after the Commission considers r e l e v a n t
information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, institutions, a c c r e d i -
tation team members, the Commission’s staff, and other concerned indiv iduals .
The Commission determines when a policy modification takes effect.


2 . Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation.  Pursuant t o
Education Code Section 44372-b, the Commission has the authority and r e s p o n s i -
bility to establish and modify standards for educator preparation in California.


B. Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Decisions ▲▲▲


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of I n s t i t u t i o n s .   In accordance with Education Code
Sections 44227-a and 44372-c and Section 4 of this Framework , the Commission
determines the eligibility of an institution that applies for initial a cc red i t a t i on
and that has not previously prepared educators for state certification i n
California.  The Commission accredits institutions that meet the criteria t h a t
have been adopted for that purpose by the Commission.  Institutional a cc r ed i t a -
tion by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an institution to s u b m i t
specific program proposals to the Committee on Accreditation.
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2 . Hear and Resolve Accreditat ion A p p e a l s .   The Commission hears a p p e a l s
of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that acc red i t a t i on
procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to t h e
policies of the Commission or the procedural guidelines of the Committee o n
Accreditation” (Education Code Section 44374-e).  The Commission resolves e a c h
appeal, and the Executive Director communicates the Commission’s decision t o
the Committee on Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected i n s t i t u -
t i on .


C. Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation ▲▲▲


1 . Establish a Nominating P a n e l .   In collaboration with the Accred i ta t ion
Advisory Council and subsequently with the Committee on Accreditation, t h e
Commission establishes a Nominating Panel to solicit and screen n o m i n a t i o n s
and recommend educators to serve on the Committee on Accreditation.


2 . Appoint the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Pursuant to Education Code
44372-d and Section 2 of this Framework,  the Commission appoints members a n d
alternate members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.  T h e
Commission selects the Committee members and alternate members f r o m
nominees submitted by the Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that t h e
Committee on Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced in i t s
composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular ins t i tu t ions ,
organizations or constituencies.


3 . Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it i d e n t i -
fies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the Commission's staff, or o t h e r
concerned individuals or organizations.  At its discretion, the Commission m a y
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee on Accreditation f o r
examination and response.


4 . Review Annual Reports by the Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews Annual Accreditation Reports  submitted by the Committee
on Accreditation.  Annual Reports  include standard information about t h e
dimensions and results of the accreditation process.  Annual Reports  may a lso
identify the Committee’s issues and concerns, but these may be presented to t h e
Commission separately from the Annual Reports.


D. Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System ▲▲▲


1 . Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditat ion O p e r a t i o n s .   T h e
Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation operations t o
implement this Accreditation Framework.   Consistent with the Commission’s
general practice, staff assignments to accreditation operations are made by t h e
Executive Director, in accordance with state budgets, laws and regulations.
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2 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and P r a c t i c e s .   The Commission shares responsibility with the Committee o n
Accreditation for the design and implementation of a c o m p r e h e n s i v e
evaluation of accreditation policies and the selection of an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, pursuant to Section 8 of this Accreditation Framework.


3 . Review and Sponsor Legislation Related to A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   T h e
Commission reviews legislative proposals to amend the Education Code related t o
the accreditation of educator preparation institutions.  As the need arises, t h e
Commission sponsors legislation related to accreditation, after considering t h e
advice of the Commission's professional staff, the Committee on Accredi ta t ion ,
educational institutions and professional organizations.


Section 2
Functions and Appointment of


the Committee on Accreditation


The functions, membership and appointment of the Committee on Accreditation are s e t
forth in Education Code Section 44373 and this section.


A . Functions of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . C o m p a r a b i l i t y  of Standards.  In accordance with Section 3 of this Frame-
w o r k , the Committee determines whether standards submitted by i n s t i t u t i ons
under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or Option 5
(Alternative Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level of p r o g r a m
quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1
(California Program Standards).  If the Committee determines that the p roposed
standards are collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a
whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on Accred i ta t ion
may approve the proposed standards as Program Standards in California.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   The Committee reviews proposals f o r
the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions that have b e e n
determined eligible by the Commission.  New programs of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
may be submitted under Options One, Two, Four or Five in Section 3.  If t h e
Committee determines that a program meets all applicable standards, t h e
Committee grants initial accreditation to the program.


3 . C o n t i n u i n g  Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the r e c o m m e n d a -
tions of accreditation teams and the responses of institutions, the Committee
makes decisions about the continuing accreditation of educator p r e p a r a t i o n
institutions and programs, consistent with Section 6 of this Framework .
Pertaining to each institution, the Committee makes one of three decisions:
Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.
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4 . Accreditat ion P r o c e d u r e s .   Consistent with the terms of Section 6, t h e
Committee recommends appropriate guidelines for self-study reports and o t h e r
accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared by institutions.  The Com-
mittee also adopts guidelines for accreditation team reports, which e m p h a s i z e
the use of narrative, qualitative explanations of team recommendations.  T h e
Committee may provide additional guidance to institutions, teams and t h e
Executive Director regarding accreditation visit procedures.  The p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee are published by the Commission as a n
Accreditation Handbook.


5 . Monitor the Accreditat ion S y s t e m .   The Committee monitors t h e
performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated
with the accreditation system.


6 . Annual Reports, Recommendat ions  and Responses.   The Committee
presents Annual Accreditation Reports  to the Commission.  Annual R e p o r t s
include standard information about the dimensions and results of t h e
accreditation process.  The Committee also advises the Commission about p o l i c y
changes to improve the quality and integrity of the accreditation process.


7 . Meet in Public Sessions.  The Committee conducts its business and makes i t s
decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as provided by statute.


8 . J o i n t l y  Sponsor an External Evaluation of Accreditat ion P o l i c i e s
and Practices.   The Committee shares responsibility with the Commission f o r
the design and implementation of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and the selection of an external evaluator to conduct the eva lua t ion ,
pursuant to Section 8 of the Framework .


B. Membership of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Membership C o m p o s i t i o n .   The Committee consists of twelve members.  Six
members are from postsecondary education institutions, and six are ce r t i f i ca t ed
professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices of educa t i on
in California.  Selection of members is based on the breadth of their e x p e r i e n c e ,
the diversity of their perspectives, and "their distinguished records o f
accomplishment in education" (Education Code Section 44373-a).  All m e m b e r s
serve as members-at-large.  No member serves on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization, institution, or constituency.  To the maximum e x t e n t
possible, Committee membership is balanced according to ethnicity, g e n d e r ,
and geographic regions.  The Committee includes members from e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary schools, and from public and private postsecondary ins t i tu t ions .
The elementary and secondary school members include at least one ce r t i f i ca t ed
administrator, one teacher, and one role specialist.  The postsecondary m e m b e r s
include at least one administrator and one faculty member, both of whom m u s t
be involved in professional teacher education programs.
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2 . Membership C r i t e r i a .    The criteria for membership on the Committee a r e :
evidence of achievement in the education profession; recognized p ro fe s s iona l
or scholarly contributions in the field of education; recognition of exce l l ence
by peers; experience with and sensitivity to issues of human d ivers i ty ;
distinguished service in the field of educator preparation; knowledge of i s sues
related to the preparation and licensing of education professionals; length o f
professional service; and possession of appropriate educational degrees a n d
professional credentials.


C. Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation ▼▼▼


1 . Nominating Panel.  A Nominating Panel of six distinguished members of t h e
education profession in California identifies and nominates individuals to s e r v e
on the Committee on Accreditation.  The Nominating Panel is comprised of t h r e e
college and university members and three elementary and secondary schoo l
members.  The Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council must r e a c h
consensus on the members of the initial Nominating Panel.  Subsequently, t h e
Commission and the Committee on Accreditation will reach consensus on n e w
members of the Nominating Panel.  The terms of Nominating Panel m e m b e r s
are four years long.  Members of the Panel may not serve more than one term.


2 . Nomination of Committee Members.  To select members for the Committee
on Accreditation, the Nominating Panel solicits nominations from p ro fe s s iona l
organizations, agencies, institutions, and individuals in education.  Each n o m i -
nation must be submitted with the consent of the individual and the n o m i n e e ' s
professional resume.  Self-nominations are not accepted.


3 . Selection of Initial Committee Members.  Based on the m e m b e r s h i p
criteria and the principles of balanced composition set forth in this section, t h e
Nominating Panel recommends for initial appointment twenty-four h i g h l y
qualified nominees who are drawn equally from colleges and u n i v e r s i t i e s
(twelve nominees) and elementary and secondary schools (twelve n o m i n e e s ) .
The Commission appoints the twelve members and six alternate members of t h e
Committee by selecting from the nominations submitted by the Panel.


4 . Terms of Appointment.  The Commission appoints members of the Committee
on Accreditation to three-year terms.  However, the initial appointees i n c l u d e
six members with two-year appointments and six with three-year a p p o i n t -
ments.  A member may be renominated and reappointed to a second term o f
three years.  A member may serve a maximum of two terms on the Committee.


5 . Selection of Subsequent Committee Members.  Prior to the conclusion o f
the Committee members' terms, the Nominating Panel again submits n o m i n a -
tions to the Commission, which must be drawn from individuals who have b e e n
nominated and reviewed.  The Panel submits twice as many nominees as t h e
number of pending vacancies on the Committee.  The Commission fills e a c h
Committee seat and alternate position by selecting from the nominations.


6 . C o m m i t t e e  V a c a n c i e s .   When a seat on the Committee becomes vacant p r i o r
to the conclusion of the member's term, the Executive Director fills the seat f o r
the remainder of the term by appointing a replacement from the list o f
alternate members.
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Section 3
Accreditation Standards


There are two categories of accreditation standards for institutions that prepare p r o f e s -
sional educators in California.  An accredited institution is expected to satisfy t h e
standards in both categories.


Category I. Common Standards relate to aspects of program quality that are t h e
same for all credential programs.  This category includes standards regarding t h e
overall leadership and climate for educator preparation at an institution, as well a s
standards pertaining to quality features that are common to all programs such a s
resources, coordination, admissions and advisement.  An institution responds to e a c h
Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including information a b o u t
individual programs.  The Common Standards are in Appendix 2 of this Framework .


Category II. Program Standards address the quality of program features that a r e
specific to a credential, such as curriculum, field experiences, and knowledge and sk i l l s
to be demonstrated by candidates in the specific credential area.  When institutions p r e -
pare for continuing accreditation reviews, they may consider the following options f o r
program-specific standards.  Different options may be exercised by different c r e d e n t i a l
programs at an institution.  Options that are selected will be the basis for the review o f
specific programs by accreditation teams, and will guide the selection and o r i e n t a t i o n
of team members.  Pertaining to each program, the institution responds to e a c h
standard in the selected option by providing program-specific information for r e v i e w
by the accreditation team.


• Option 1. California Program S t a n d a r d s .   The Commission continues to r e l y
on panels of experts from colleges, universities and schools to develop standards f o r
specific credential programs.  These panels are guided by current research f i n d i n g s
in the field of the credential.  They also consider standards developed by a p p r o p r i a t e
national and statewide professional organizations.  If the national or p ro f e s s iona l
standards are found to be appropriate for California, a panel may recommend t h a t
the Commission adopt them in lieu of developing new standards or revising the Com-
mission's existing standards.  After reviewing the recommendations of a d v i s o r y
panels and other experts, the Commission adopts California Program Standards f o r
the initial and continuing accreditation of credential preparation programs.  T h e
Commission may require that a new set of California Program Standards be met b y
each institution that prepares candidates for a credential.


• Option 2. National or Professional Program Standards.  California i n s t i t u -
tions may propose program standards that have been developed by national or s t a t e
p ro fess iona l  organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee o n
Accreditation with a statement of the institution's reasons for selecting this o p t i o n
and recommending the proposed standards.  If the Committee determines that t h e
recommended standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of professional q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use a s
Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential programs.
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• Option 3. General Program Standards.   General Program Standards have b e e n
adopted by the Commission to constitute Option 3.  These standards are in Appendix 3
of this Framework .  An institution that elects to use this option may ask that t h e
General Program Standards be used for the continuing accreditation of one or m o r e
credential preparation programs at the institution.


• Option 4. Experimental  Program S t a n d a r d s .  For initial accreditation, a n
institution may present a program that meets the Experimental Program S tandards
adopted by the Commission pursuant to Education Code Section 44273.  Expe r imen ta l
programs are designed to examine professional issues or policy questions related t o
the preparation of credential candidates.  For continuing accreditation, i n s t i t u t i ons
that sponsor experimental programs are required to report their findings to t h e
Commission, which disseminates the results to other institutions in California.


• Option 5. Alternative Program Standards .  Pursuant to Education Code Sec t ion
44273, an institution may develop Alternative Standards for initial and c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of a credential program.  If the Committee on Accreditation d e t e r m i n e s
that the proposed standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of program q u a l i t y
comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (Ca l i fo rn ia
Program Standards), the Committee approves the Alternative Standards for use a s
Program Standards by the institution that proposed them.  A program that is s u b s e -
quently accredited on the basis of Alternative Program Standards may legally d e p a r t
from several statutory requirements that govern teacher education programs.


Section 4
Initial Accreditation Policies


This section governs the initial accreditation of institutions and programs.


A . Responsibility for Two Types of Initial Accreditation ■■■


1 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of Inst i tut ions.   A postsecondary educa t i on
institution that has not previously been declared eligible to offer c r e d e n t i a l
preparation programs must submit an application to the Commission for i n i t i a l
professional accreditation.  Institutional accreditation by the Western Associa-
tion of Schools and Colleges (WASC) is required for initial professional a c c r e d i -
tation by the Commission.  The Commission may establish additional p r o c e d u r e s
and criteria for the initial professional accreditation of institutions to p r e p a r e
and recommend candidates for state credentials in education.


2 . I n i t i a l  Accreditat ion of P r o g r a m s .   New credential program proposals b y
institutions that have been determined to be eligible by the Commission m u s t
fulfill preconditions established by state law and the Commission, the Common
Standards, and a set of Program Standards.  Descriptions of new p r o g r a m s
include evidence of involvement in program design and planning by e l e m e n -
tary and secondary school practitioners and members of diverse local c o m m u -
nities.  The Committee on Accreditation decides the initial accreditation of n e w
credential programs at an eligible institution.
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B. Policies for Initial Accreditation of Programs ■■■


1 . Review of New P r o g r a m s .  Prior to being presented to the Committee f o r
action, new programs proposed by eligible institutions are reviewed b y
Commission staff members who have expertise in the credential area.  If t h e
Commission staff does not possess the necessary expertise, the p r o g r a m
proposals are reviewed by external experts selected by the Executive Director .
New programs are reviewed in relation to the Common Standards in Appendix 2
and the selected Program Standards as specified in Section 3 of this Framework .
The Committee considers recommendations by the staff and the e x t e r n a l
reviewers regarding the accreditation of each proposed program.


2 . Institutional Standards.  An institution that selects National or P ro fes s iona l
Program Standards (Option 2) or develops Alternative Program S tandards
(Option 5) submits the standards to the Committee on Accreditation for i n i t i a l
approval prior to developing a program proposal.  The acceptability of t h e
standards is assured before the institution prepares a program proposal.


3 . Experimental  Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation accredits e x p e r i -
mental programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• submission of research questions, hypotheses or objectives related to t h e
selection, preparation or assessment of prospective professional educators;


• submission of a research design applicable to the research ques t ions ,
hypotheses or objectives being investigated; and


• demonstration of the potential effectiveness of the proposed program i n
generally improving the quality of service authorized by the credential.


4 . Alternative Programs. The Committee on Accreditation accredits a l t e r n a t i v e
programs by applying standards adopted by the Commission relating to:


• the overall quality of alternative standards developed by the ins t i tu t ion ,
which must have educational merit generally equivalent or superior t o
standards set by the Commission as Option 1;


• the requirement that extended alternative programs adhere to standards o f
professional competence that exceed those set by the Commission f o r
conventional teacher education programs; and


• a recommendation that alternative programs that lead to Multiple or S i n g l e
Subject Teaching credentials be designed to integrate the delivery of s u b j e c t
matter preparation and pedagogical preparation over the entire period o f
each candidate's initial preparation as a teacher.
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Section 5
Continuing Accreditation Teams


This section governs the continuing accreditation of institutions in California.


A . Structure and Size of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Pool of Trained R e v i e w e r s .   To conduct reviews for the c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation of educator preparation institutions, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of Cal i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-b.  The pool cons i s t s
of approximately 200 persons who are geographically and culturally d ive r se ,
and who represent gender equity.  The Committee on Accreditation e s t ab l i shes
criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new m e m b e r s
to the pool from time to time.


2 . Team S t r u c t u r e .   For an institution being considered for c o n t i n u i n g
accreditation, the Executive Director appoints an accreditation team a n d
designates the team's leader.  To ensure appropriate attention to spec i f i c
programs at the institution, the team leader and the Commission's staff e s t a b l i s h
clusters of reviewers in a team with more than three members.  One cluster o f
team members has primary responsibility for reviewing the Common
Standards.  Other clusters are responsible for reviewing groups of c r e d e n t i a l
programs, and may provide information to the cluster that reviews the Common
Standards.  The size of clusters ranges from one to five members, depending o n
the level of effort required for each set of assignments.


3 . Team Size and E x p e r t i s e .   Normally, an accreditation team has from two t o
fifteen members.  Programs are clustered together, where appropriate, to k e e p
team size manageable, but needed expertise is included on each team.  T h e
range of credential programs at an institution is reflected in the expertise o f
the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one correspondence b e t w e e n
credential programs and reviewer specializations.  Student enrollments i n
programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the numbers of special ized
programs offered by an institution may lead to a team with more than f i f t e e n
members .1   At least one member of each institution's team has a depth o f
expertise in the multicultural, diversity and language acquisition needs o f
California classrooms.  The size of a team and the clustering of programs a r e
determined jointly by the dean or director of each unit that is responsible f o r
credential programs; the Commission's staff consultant; and the team l e a d e r
appointed for the review; all of whom sign a team size agreement.


1 Student enrollment is a factor because the team must complete a sufficient sample of interviews in order to make
valid, reliable judgments about issues of quality.  Complexity may be a factor if an institution operates diverse
programs, or if programs are offered at geographically dispersed locations or in colleges outside the education unit.
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B. Organization and Expertise of Accreditation Teams ●●●


1 . Team Leader.  The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as t h e
leader of an institution's review team for continuing accreditation.  T h e
leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning t h e
review, participate in team size and composition decisions, and p r o v i d e
leadership in team training, orientation and support during the acc red i t a t i on
review.  The team leader and the Commission's staff consultant are j o i n t l y
responsible for management of the review.


2 . Cluster L e a d e r s .   The team leader and staff consultant select a member o f
each cluster to serve as cluster leader, whose role is to help in organizing a n d
managing the cluster's activities during the review.


3 . Common Standards Cluster.  The Common Standards are reviewed by a
cluster of reviewers, including members who are able to make judgments a b o u t
the education unit.  This cluster may include a dean, associate dean, u n i v e r s i t y
unit director (when a smaller institution has a department rather than a schoo l
of education) and/or a superintendent of a school district or county office o f
educa t ion .


4 . Program C l u s t e r s .   Team members with appropriate experience a n d
qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about c r e d e n t i a l
programs.  Reviewers assigned to a cluster should have sufficient expertise t o
make sound judgments about programs in the cluster.


5 . Team A s s i g n m e n t s .   Team members are trained in reviewing the Common
Standards and/or the selected Program Standards.  A single cluster of r e v i e w e r s
is not normally given primary responsibility for reviewing the Common S t a n -
dards and Program Standards in the same review.


6 . Team C o n t i n u i t y .  When possible and when appropriate to the programs a t
one or more institutions to be visited, members of previously successful t e a m s
are kept together for the purpose of reviewing more than one institution.


7 . New R e v i e w e r s .   For the most part, an accreditation team consists o f
experienced reviewers.  A team need not include an inexperienced member, b u t
new reviewers are appointed to accreditation teams after their training, w h e n
a p p r o p r i a t e .


8 . Conflict of Interest.   Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of i n t e r e s t
involving accreditation team members and the institution being reviewed.  No
member of a team shall have ties to the institution, such as current or p a s t
enrollment there, programmatic collaboration, past or present employment, o r
spousal connections.
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C. Training and Orientation of Accreditation Teams ●●●


Prior to participation in an accreditation review, team members, cluster leaders a n d
team leaders participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.


1 . Team T r a i n i n g .   To ensure that accreditation reviews examine issues o f
quality in preparation, team members participate in an intensive t h r e e - d a y
training program, which focuses on team skills, interview t e c h n i q u e s ,
accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of standards.  I n
adopting an Accreditation Handbook, the Committee on Accreditation will a t t e n d
to appropriate differentiation in the training of new and returning t e a m
members, cluster leaders and team leaders.


2 . Team Orientation.   On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation s i t e
visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the i n s t i t u t i ona l
self-study report, review their prior training as team members, and t h o r o u g h l y
plan the team activities for the accreditation review under the team leader a n d
cluster leaders.


Section 6
Continuing Accreditation Policies


The policies in this section govern the Committee's procedural guidelines regarding t h e
continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions.


A . Accreditation Handbook ●●●


1 . Standards and Related Questions.  The Accreditation Handbook  will i n c l u d e
the Common Standards in Appendix 2 and the Program Standards for Options 1
through 5, as well as questions related to each standard.  These questions w i l l
correspond to the Commission's adopted Factors to Consider, and will be de s igned
to assist institutions in preparing self-study reports as well as team m e m b e r s
during training and reviews.


2 . Guidelines for Inst i tut ional  Self-Study R e p o r t s .   The Committee o n
Accreditation will recommend a format for the institutional self-study r e p o r t
and other materials such as faculty vitae and course syllabi to be submitted b y
each institution.  The Committee will also provide guidelines for o r g a n i z i n g
exhibits and ways of facilitating the preparation, organization, and p r e s e n t a -
tion of materials that relate to the Common and Program Standards.
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B. Preparation for Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Preliminary Report.   No less than twelve months before the scheduled vis i t ,
institutional officials prepare a Preliminary Repor t  to be submitted to the t e a m
leader and the Commission staff consultant.  This brief report describes t h e
institutional mission and includes information about institutional d e m o g r a -
phics, special emphasis programs, and other unique features of the ins t i tu t ion .
The Preliminary Repor t  is designed to help the Commission consultant and t h e
team leader (in discussion with the dean or director) determine the type, s ize
and complexity of the programs to be reviewed and the structure, size a n d
expertise of the review team to be selected.  The Preliminary Repor t  i nc ludes ,
among other things, the following two components.


• Response to P r e c o n d i t i o n s .   In the Preliminary Report ,  the i n s t i t u t i o n
includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by state l aws
and the Commission.


• Indication of Selected O p t i o n s .   In its Preliminary Report ,  t h e
institution indicates the options it has selected for each credential p r o g r a m
in the accreditation review.


2 . Institutional Self-Study Report.   No less than 60 weekdays before the vis i t ,
the institution mails sufficient copies of its Ins t i tu t iona l  Self-Study Repor t  t o
the team leader and the Commission staff consultant, who distributes copies o f
the report to each accreditation team member.  In responding to e a c h
applicable standard, the self-study report should emphasize q u a l i t y
considerations, educational rationales, and thoughtful program analyses.


C. Conduct of Continuing Accreditation Reviews ●●●


1 . Accreditat ion C y c l e .   The interval of time between accreditation reviews a t
an institution normally is five to seven years.


2 . Collection of I n f o r m a t i o n .  The accreditation team gathers i n f o r m a t i o n
about the quality of the education unit and credential programs at the i n s t i t u -
tion from a variety of sources, including written documents and i n t e r v i e w s
with institutional administrators, program faculty, enrolled candidates, f i e ld
supervisors, recent graduates, employers of graduates, and program advisors .
Data collection procedures are governed by the Accreditation Handbook.


3 . Procedural S a f e g u a r d s .   The accreditation team provides ample o p p o r t u n i -
ties during the review for representatives of the institution (a) to be i n f o r m e d
about areas where the standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) t o
supply additional information pertaining to those standards.  These o p p o r t u n i -
ties include, at a minimum, a meeting at approximately mid-visit b e t w e e n
representatives of the team and the institution's credential programs, a f t e r
which additional written information or interviews are utilized by the team i n
reaching its conclusions.
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4 . Specialized Credential Program Team .  If the accreditation t e a m
determines that the team lacks sufficient time and/or expertise to make s o u n d
recommendations for a particular program, the leader may call for a special ized
credential program team to be named to resolve the uncertainty before t h e
accreditation team's final report and recommendation is submitted to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.


5 . Exit Interview and R e p o r t .   The accreditation team conducts an ex i t
interview with representatives of the institution, at which time the t e a m
presents its findings and recommendations in the form of a draft report to t h e
Committee on Accreditation.  If a specialized credential program team has b e e n
called for, the accreditation status recommendation is not reported during t h e
exit interview.


D. Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions ●●●


1 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team Reports.  Accreditation teams make their reports a n d
recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.  Accreditation t e a m
reports indicate whether each applicable standard is met, include s u m m a r y
findings and a recommendation to the Committee, and may include educa t iona l
recommendations for consideration by the institution.


2 . A c c r e d i t a t i o n  Team R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   An accreditation t e a m
recommends Accreditation, or Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial o f
Accreditation.  The team makes its recommendation based on the overall q u a l i t y
of the education unit and the credential programs at the institution.  The t e a m
does not recommend separate accreditation decisions for each program.  T h e
team may recommend Accreditation even though the unit failed to meet one o r
two standards in Appendix 2.  Alternatively, a team may recommend Accred i ta -
tion with Stipulations, which may (if adopted by the Committee) require t h e
institution to fulfill all standards within a specified time not to exceed one y e a r .
Stipulations may (if adopted) require the discontinuation of severely d e f i c i e n t
programs at the institution.


3 . Accreditat ion D e c i s i o n s .   After reviewing the recommendation of a n
accreditation team and an appropriate response from the institution ( s e e
below), the Committee on Accreditation makes a decision about the acc red i t a t i on
of educator preparation at the institution, including a decision about the s t a tus
of each credential program.  The Committee makes one of three dec is ions
pertaining to each institution:  Accreditation, Accreditation with St ipulat ions ,
or Denial of Accreditation.  The Committee's Annual Accreditation R e p o r t s
summarize these decisions.


4 . Accreditat ion with S t i p u l a t i o n s .   The Committee on Accreditation a l lows
an institution up to one calendar year to fulfill all standards or to d i s c o n t i n u e
deficient program(s).  The Committee also determines how the in s t i t u t ion ' s
response to adopted stipulations is to be reviewed.  The Committee may require a
second visit for this purpose.  Failure to satisfy all stipulations results in t h e
denial of accreditation to the entire institution.  Upon the request of a n
institution, an additional period to remedy severe deficiencies may be g r a n t e d
by the Committee on Accreditation if the Committee determines that ( a )
substantial progress has been made and/or (b) special circumstances desc r ibed
by the institution justify a delay.
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E. Institutional Responses and Appeals ●●●


1 . Response to Committee on A c c r e d i t a t i o n .   Within twenty weekdays a f t e r
an accreditation visit, the institution may submit evidence to the Committee o n
Accreditation that the team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily o r
capriciously or contrary to the policies of this Framework  or the p r o c e d u r a l
guidelines of the Committee.  (Information related to the quality of a p r o g r a m
or the education unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation t e a m
may not be considered by the Committee.)  The Committee may use this e v i d e n c e
to make a different decision than was recommended by the team.  If t h e
Committee makes such a decision, the leader of the team may file a dissent w i t h
the Commission.  If the Committee decides that an incorrect judgment was m a d e
by a team or cluster, and that the result leaves some doubt about the mos t
appropriate decision to be made, the Committee may assign a new team to v i s i t
the institution and provide a recommendation on its accreditation.


2 . Appeal to the Commission.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-e, a n
institution has the right to appeal to the Commission a decision by t h e
Committee on Accreditation to deny accreditation or accredit with s t ipula t ions .
Such an appeal must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures by t h e
team or decisions by the Committee were arbitrary, capricious, unfair, o r
contrary to the policies in this Framework  or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.  Information related to the quality of a program or the educa t i on
unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation team may not b e
considered by the Commission.  The Commission resolves each appeal p u r s u a n t
to Education Code Section 44372-f.


F. Concerns about Credential Program Quality ●●●


When one or more complaints about a credential program indicate that the q u a l i t y
of the program may be in serious jeopardy, the Executive Director of t h e
Commission may investigate the basis for the concerns, provide t e c h n i c a l
assistance to the institution, or refer the concerns to the Committee o n
Accreditation for consideration of possible action.
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Section 7
National Accreditation


This section governs articulation between national and state accreditation.


A . National Accreditation of an Education Unit ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit ( school ,
college or department of education) by a national accrediting body will subs t i tu te
for state accreditation under the Common Standards provided that the Committee o n
Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the national accrediting e n t i t y
fulfills the following conditions.


1. The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards that h a v e
been adopted by the Commission.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews.


3. Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and i n c l u d e
elementary and secondary school practitioners and postsecondary educa t i on
members; a minimum of one voting member of each team is from California.


4. For continuing national and state accreditation in California, the n a t i o n a l
entity agrees to appoint a team that is equivalent in size and structure to a n
initial accreditation review team.


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


B. Merged State-National Accreditation Teams and Reviews ▲▲▲


When the above conditions are met for accreditation of an education unit by a
national accreditation body, an institution may apply for a merged team and v i s i t
for state and national accreditation under the Common Standards and the a p p l i c a b l e
Program Standards.  In a merged visit, a single accreditation team serves the s t a t e
and national accrediting bodies.  The following policies apply.


1. The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state acc red i t a t i on
procedures and one appointed by the national accrediting body.


2. The Common Standards and groups of programs are reviewed by a p p r o p r i a t e
clusters of reviewers selected by the team co-leaders and the Commission's s t a f f
consultant.  The cluster of members to review the Common Standards i n c l u d e s
members appointed by the national body and at least one California m e m b e r
selected according to state accreditation procedures.  Clusters of members t o
review the applicable Program Standards are selected according to Section 5 o f
this F r a m e w o r k .
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3. The merged team for state and national accreditation represents ethnic a n d
gender diversity.


4. The team submits a single report regarding all Common Standards and P r o g r a m
Standards to the Committee on Accreditation and the national accrediting body.


C. National Accreditation of a Credential Program ▲▲▲


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of a credential program by a
national accrediting entity will substitute for state review of the program p rov ided
that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the n a t i o n a l
accreditation entity satisfies the following conditions.


1. The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California Program S tandards
for the specific credential under Option 1, or the standards used by the n a t i o n a l
entity are determined by the Committee to be equivalent to those adopted by t h e
Commission under Option 1.


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes an on-site review o f
the credential program.


3. The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity.


4. The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members and e l e m e n t a r y
and secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one voting member is f r o m
Cal i fornia .


5. The period of accreditation is consistent with a five-year to seven-year cyc le ,
or is compatible with the accreditation cycle established by the state.


Section 8
Evaluation and Modification of the Framework


This section governs the evaluation and modification of the Accreditation Framework .


A . Evaluation of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . Evaluation Design.   The Commission and the Committee on Accreditation a r e
jointly responsible, in consultation with educational institutions a n d
organizations, for the design of a comprehensive evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and for the selection of an i n d e p e n d e n t
evaluator to conduct the evaluation.
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2 . Formative and Summative Evaluation.   The evaluation design will i n c l u d e
formative components to produce early and ongoing information a n d
suggestions about the Accreditation Framework  and its implementation.  T h e
design will also include summative components.  The evaluation will include a n
appropriate sample of institutions and accreditation options, and will be based
on comprehensive information collected over a period of time that assures t h a t
the major features of the accreditation process have been well tested.  It i s
expected that the formative and summative evaluation will be conducted over a
four-year time span, beginning when the first institution is reviewed i n
accordance with this F r a m e w o r k .


3 . Evaluation Report and R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   A comprehensive e v a l u a t i o n
report and recommendations will be presented to the Commission and t h e
Committee on Accreditation for their consideration.  Among other policy issues,
the evaluator will recommend whether Option 3 (General Program S tandards )
should serve, in addition to Option 1 (California Program Standards), as a bas i s
for determining the comparability of standards under Options 2 or 5.


B. Modification of the Accredi tat ion Framework ▼▼▼


1 . General Provisions Regarding M o d i f i c a t i o n s .   The Commission w i l l
consult with the Committee on Accreditation and educational institutions a n d
organizations regarding any proposed modifications of the Framework .
Modifications will occur in public meetings of the Commission, after t h e
Commission has considered relevant information provided by the Committee o n
Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, accreditation team members, t h e
Commission's professional staff, and other concerned individuals.  T h e
Commission will determine the date when a policy modification is effective.


2 . Ref inements  and Clarif ications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission
may modify the Accreditation Framework  to refine or clarify its contents, a s
needed.  The Commission retains its authority to reconsider and modify t h e
Program Standards for Options 1, 4 and 5 as the need arises.


3 . Signif icant  Modifications of the F r a m e w o r k .   The Commission w i l l
maintain without significant modifications the F r a m e w o r k ' s  major features a n d
options, including the Common Standards, and Option 3 (General P r o g r a m
Standards), until the summative evaluation is completed or until there i s
compelling evidence that a significant modification is warranted.  The d e t e r -
mination of compelling evidence and the warranted significant modi f ica t ion
will be made by the Commission with the concurrence of the Committee o n
Accreditation and the Chancellor of the California State University, t h e
President of the University of California, and the President of the Association o f
Independent California Colleges and Universities.
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Appendix 1
California Laws on Accreditation of Educator Preparation


Text of Senate Bill 655
Senator Marian Bergeson


Chapter 426 of Statutes of 1993
Effective January 1, 1994


Article 10
Accreditation in Educator Preparation


Education Code Section 4 4 3 7 0 .   Legislative P u r p o s e .   The Legislature finds a n d
declares that the competence and performance of professional educators depends i n
part on the quality of their academic and professional preparation.  The Leg i s l a tu re
recognizes that standards of quality in collegiate preparation complement standards o f
candidate competence and performance, and that general standards and c r i t e r i a
regarding the overall quality of a candidate's preparation are as essential as t h e
assessment of the candidate's competence and performance.


Section 44371.  Accreditation System and Framework. ◆◆◆


( a ) The system for accreditation of educator preparation shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Concentrate on the overall quality of educator preparation in c r e d e n t i a l
p r o g r a m s .


( 2 ) Hold professional elementary, secondary, and postsecondary educa to r s
responsible for quality in the preparation of professional practitioners.


( 3 ) Contribute to improvements in educator preparation and recognize exce l -
lence in preparation programs and institutions.


( 4 ) Replace the prior system of program approval, as established by the T e a c h e r
Preparation and Licensing Act of 1970.


( 5 ) Be governed by an Accreditation Framework that sets forth the policies o f
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding the accreditation o f
educator preparation.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall do all of the following:


( 1 ) Establish broad, flexible policies and standards for accreditation of e d u c a t o r
p r e p a r a t i o n .


( 2 ) Define the accreditation responsibilities, authority, and roles of the Commis-
sion on Teacher Credentialing and the Committee on Accreditation.


( 3 ) Establish an accreditation system that is efficient and cost-effective.


( 4 ) Require that accreditation decisions be based on sufficient reliable e v i d e n c e
about the quality of educator preparation.
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Section 44372.   Accreditation Responsibilities of the Commission. ◆◆◆


The powers and duties of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing regarding t h e
accreditation system shall include the following:


( a ) Adopt and implement an Accreditation Framework, which sets forth the policies o f
the Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in California.


( b ) Establish and modify credential-specific standards, experimental program s t a n -
dards, and alternative program standards, as defined in the adopted Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) Rule on the eligibility of an applicant for accreditation when the applying i n s t i -
tution has not previously prepared educators for state certification in Cal i fornia ,
pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 44227.


( d ) Appoint and reappoint the members of the Committee on Accreditation, i n
accordance with Section 44373, by selecting among nominees submitted by a p a n e l
of distinguished educators.


( e ) Review periodic accreditation reports by the Committee on Accreditation, a n d
refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee for its examination a n d
r e s p o n s e .


( f ) Hear and resolve appeals of accreditation decisions, pursuant to subdivision (e) o f
Section 44374.


( g ) Allocate resources annually for implementation of the accreditation system.


( h ) With the Committee on Accreditation, jointly design an evaluation of acc red i t a t i on
policies and their implementation, and jointly select an external evaluator t o
conduct the evaluation, in accordance with Section 8 of the Accreditation F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( i ) Modify the Accreditation Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the F r a m e -
work that was in effect on June 30, 1993.


( j ) Inform and advise the Legislature regarding statutory issues related to acc r ed i t a -
tion, and submit legislative recommendations, after considering the advice of t h e
Committee on Accreditation, education institutions and professional organizations.
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Education Code Section 44373.  Committee on Accreditation. ◆◆◆


( a ) There is hereby established the Committee on Accreditation consisting of 12
members selected for their distinguished records of accomplishment in educa t ion .
Six members shall be from postsecondary education institutions, and six shall b e
certificated professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices o f
education in California.  No member shall serve on the Committee as a r e p r e s e n -
tative of any organization or institution.  Membership shall be, to the m a x i m u m
extent possible, balanced in terms of ethnicity, gender, and geographic r e g i o n s .
The Committee shall include members from elementary and secondary schools ,
and members from public and private institutions of postsecondary education.


( b ) The terms of Committee members shall be in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework.  Appointment of the initial Committee members shall be f r o m
nominees submitted by a panel of distinguished educators, who are named by a
consensus of the Commission and the Accreditation Advisory Council, pursuant t o
Section 44371, as that section read on December 31, 1993.  Appointment of s u b s e -
quent Committee members shall be from nominees submitted by a d i s t i ngu i shed
panel named by a consensus of the Commission and the Committee on Accred i -
tation.  For each Committee position to be filled by the Commission, the panel s h a l l
submit two highly qualified nominees.


( c ) The Committee shall do, but shall not be limited to doing, all of the following:


( 1 ) Make decisions about the accreditation of educators preparation.  The Com-
mittee's decision making process shall be in accordance with the Accred i -
tation Framework.


( 2 ) Make decisions about the initial accreditation of new programs of e d u c a t o r
preparation in accordance with procedures established by the Committee.


( 3 ) Determine the comparability of standards submitted by applicants w i t h
those adopted by the Commission, in accordance with the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( 4 ) Adopt guidelines for accreditation reviews, and monitor the performance o f
accreditation teams and other aspects of the accreditation system.


( 5 ) Present an annual accreditation report to the Commission and respond t o
accreditation issues and concerns referred to the Committee by the Commis-
s ion .
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Section 44374.  Accreditation Standards and Procedures. ◆◆◆


( a ) The Accreditation Framework shall include common standards that relate t o
aspects of program quality that are the same for all credential programs.  T h e
Framework shall also include multiple options for program standards.


( b ) The Accreditation Framework shall include provisions regarding w e l l - t r a i n e d
accreditation teams whose members shall be drawn from a pool of Ca l i forn ia
college and university faculty members and administrators, elementary a n d
secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, and local s choo l
board members.  For each accreditation visit there shall be one team, whose size,
composition, and expertise shall be constituted according to the Accred i ta t ion
Framework .


( c ) An accreditation team shall present its report and recommendations to t h e
Committee on Accreditation in accordance with the Accreditation Framework.  T h e
Committee shall consider the accreditation team report and recommendations, a n d
shall also consider evidence, which may be submitted by the institution, that t h e
team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to t h e
policies of the Accreditation Framework or the procedural guidelines of t h e
Committee.


( d ) The Committee on Accreditation shall make a single decision to accredit, t o
accredit with stipulations, or to deny accreditation to an institution's c r e d e n t i a l
programs, pursuant to Section 44373 and the Accreditation Framework.


( e ) An institution has the right to appeal to the Commission if the procedures o r
decisions of an accreditation team or the Committee on Accreditation a r e
arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Commission or t h e
procedural guidelines of the Committee.  An institution also has the right t o
recommend changes in the accreditation policies of the Commission, which s h a l l
be considered by the Commission in consultation with the Executive Director a n d
the Committee on Accreditation.


( f ) At the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit or a spec i f i c
program by a national accrediting body shall substitute for state acc red i t a t i on
provided that the national accrediting body has satisfied the applicable cond i t ions
set forth in the Accreditation Framework.
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Appendix 2
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


Common Standards1


( 1 ) E d u c a t i o n  L e a d e r s h i p .   The education unit has effective leadership that a r t i -
culates a vision for the preparation of professional educators, fosters c o h e s i v e n e s s
in unit management; delegates responsibility and authority a p p r o p r i a t e l y ;
resolves each credential program’s administrative needs as promptly as feas ib le ;
consults with credential program faculty; and represents their interests in t h e
institution, the education profession, and the school community.


( 2 ) R e s o u r c e s .   Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for the e f f e c t i v e
operation of each credential preparation program, to enable it to be effective i n
coordination, admission, advising, curriculum, instruction, and field ex p e r i e n c e s .
Library and media resources, computer facilities, and support personnel, a m o n g
others, are adequate.


( 3 ) F a c u l t y .   Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach all courses a n d
supervise all field experiences in each credential preparation program.  Facu l ty
reflect and are knowledgeable about cultural, ethnic, and gender diversity.  T h e
institution provides support for faculty development, and recognizes and r e w a r d s
outstanding teaching.  The institution regularly evaluates the performance o f
course instructors and field supervisors, and retains in credential programs o n l y
those individuals who are consistently effective.


( 4 ) E v a l u a t i o n .   The institution regularly involves program participants, g radua tes ,
and local practitioners in a comprehensive evaluation of the quality of courses a n d
field experiences, which leads to substantive improvements in each c r e d e n t i a l
preparation program, as needed.  Meaningful opportunities are provided f o r
professional practitioners and diverse community members to become involved i n
program design, development and evaluation activities.


( 5 ) A d m i s s i o n s .   In each credential preparation program, qualified candidates a r e
admitted on the basis of well-defined admission criteria and procedures that u t i l ize
multiple measures and encourage the admission of students from u n d e r -
represented groups through alternative criteria and procedures.  The i n s t i t u t i o n
determines that each admitted candidate has appropriate personal cha rac t e r i s t i c s ,
including sensitivity to California's diverse population, effective c o m m u n i c a t i o n
skills and other basic skills, and prior experiences that suggest a strong p o t e n t i a l
for professional effectiveness.  Each candidate admitted to basic teaching c r e d e n -
tial programs (including emphasis credentials) has attained an u n d e r g r a d u a t e
grade point average (GPA) that is above the median GPA for a comparable p o p u l a -
tion of students at the institution.  Each candidate admitted to advanced c r e d e n t i a l
programs meets institutional standards for graduate study.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the Common Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the Common Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 6 ) Advice and Assistance.  Qualified members of the institution's staff are a s s i g n e d
and available to advise candidates about their academic, professional and p e r s o n a l
development, as the need arises, and to assist in their professional p l a c e m e n t .
Adequate information is readily available to guide each candidate’s attainment o f
all program and credential requirements.  The institution assists candidates w h o
need special assistance, and retains in each program only those candidates who a r e
suited for entry or advancement in the education profession.


( 7 ) School Collaboration.   For each credential preparation program, the i n s t i t u t i o n
collaborates with local school personnel in selecting suitable school sites a n d
effective clinical personnel for guiding candidates through a planned sequence o f
fieldwork/clinical experiences that is based on a well developed rationale.


( 8 ) Field S u p e r v i s o r s .   Each field experience supervisor is carefully selected,
trained in supervision, oriented to the supervisory role, and certified a n d
experienced in either teaching the subject(s) of the class or performing t h e
services authorized by the credential.  Supervisors and supervisory activities a r e
appropriately evaluated, recognized and rewarded by the institution.


Appendix 3
◆◆◆ ◆◆◆


General Program Standards for Option 31


For each program that is reviewed on the basis of the following General P r o g r a m
Standards, the Commission expects the accreditation team and the Committee o n
Accreditation to judge, in relation to each standard, whether the program is s u f f i c i e n t l y
responsive to the contemporary needs of the diverse students in California schools.


( 1 ) Knowledge Base for the C u r r i c u l u m .   Each credential program offers a
cohesive curriculum that is based on a coherent rationale and derived f r o m
current and established research findings, exemplary professional practice, a n d
recognized national or state professional guidelines.  A knowledge base i s
explicated and accompanied by a rationale that demonstrates the academic f o u n d a -
tions of the program curriculum and its responsiveness to the needs of Cal i fornia ' s
diverse students.  The program faculty articulates clear expectations for the p r o -
fessional competence and performance of program graduates.


( 2 ) Professional  Practices.   Each credential program provides adequate o p p o r t u n i -
ties for candidates to learn knowledge of a variety of professional methodologies
and skill at exemplary professional practices prior to assuming daily t e a c h i n g
responsibilities or other supervised field activities in the program.


1 Once the Committee on Accreditation completes the Accreditation Handbook, the General Program Standards will be
included in it.  Modification of the General Program Standards will continue to be subject to the provisions of Section 8 of
the Accreditation Framework.
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( 3 ) Principles  of E q u i t y .   In each credential program, candidates l e a r n
principles of educational equity and analyze the implementation of t h o s e
principles in curriculum content and educational practices.


( 4 ) Preparation for D i v e r s i t y .   Each credential program engages candidates i n
studies of diverse cultures and intensive cross-cultural experiences.  In e a c h
pro-gram, candidates examine successful approaches to the education o f
culturally and linguistically diverse students, and principles of first and s e c o n d
language acquisition and development.  Candidates for basic teaching c r e d e n t i a l s
learn and implement effective strategies to foster the development of E n g l i s h
language skills, including reading, among all students, including speakers o f
primary languages other than English.


( 5 ) Studies of Development.   In each credential program, candidates are o r i e n t e d
to common traits and individual differences that characterize several periods o f
child and adolescent development.


( 6 ) Profess ional  P e r s p e c t i v e .   In each credential program, candidates deve lop
professional perspectives by examining essential knowledge bases, i n c l u d i n g
concepts drawn from the historical, philosophical, social, cultural and p s y c h o l o -
gical traditions of education, as well as research findings and best p r a c t i c e s
appropriate to the credential specialization.


( 7 ) Early Field E x p e r i e n c e s .   Each credential preparation program prov ides ,
prior to advancing a candidate to the intensive fieldwork or clinical phase of t h e
program, one or more supervised field-based experience(s) that, (a) p r o v i d e
opportunities to interrelate theory and practice, (b) prepare the candidate f o r
daily teaching or other appropriate professional responsibilities, and (c) e n a b l e
the clinical faculty to determine when the candidate is ready for daily s u p e r v i s e d
professional responsibilities.


( 8 ) Daily Profess ional  R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program advances t o
training in daily supervised professional responsibilities only those cand ida tes
who are deemed ready for such experiences and who have demonstrated s u f f i -
cient proficiency at basic academic skills and mastery of subject matter content.


( 9 ) Field A s s i s t a n c e .   In each credential program, candidates in the field r e c e i v e
timely guidance, assistance and feedback from field supervisors and faculty i n
relation to each professional competence expectation of the program.


( 1 0 ) Diverse Students and R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .   Each credential program e n s u r e s
that each candidate (a) is effective in teaching or providing appropriate s e r v i c e s
to students of diverse ages, abilities, cultures and ethnicities, and (b) a s sumes
other responsibilities of full-time educators.  Each candidate must have at l eas t
one substantive public school professional experience that includes direct i n t e r -
action with diverse students.


( 1 1 ) Verif icat ion of C o m p e t e n c e .   In each program the institution r e c o m m e n d s
each candidate for a credential only after verifying validly and reliably t h e
candidate's demonstrated competence in relation to each professional expec ta t ion
of the program.  The institution retains thorough documentation to verify e a c h
candidate's attainment of the program’s stated expectations.
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California Context

		Accountability

		Standards

		SB 2042 (1998)



Creation of multiple, standards-based routes into teaching

Alignment of teacher preparation standards with State adopted academic content and performance standards for students

Embedding a teaching performance assessment in the teacher preparation program prior to earning a preliminary teaching credential

Requiring new teachers to complete a two-year induction program during the first two years of teaching as a requirement for the professional teaching credential







Revision/Implementation Timeline





		When		What

		January 2004		Stakeholder meetings to discuss  review of the Accreditation system 

		June 2004		Commission adopted a review process including all stakeholder groups.  Work Group begins to meet.

		October 2005		Recommendations from the COA and Work Group presented to Commission 	

		June 2006		Report to the Commission on issues related to national accreditation and recommendations 

		Fall 2006		Commission action adopting initial recommendations 

		2007-2008		Implementation of revised system: site visits for all institutions, program assessments and biennial reports































Accreditation Review Process

		Accreditation Study Work Group 		Committee on Accreditation 		Commission 		Legislature 

		Representative group of stakeholders 		Twelve educators appointed by the Commission 		Fifteen individuals appointed to set policy “to ensure that those who educate the children of this state are academically and professionally prepared.” 		Elected officials 

























Accreditation Review Process Responsibilities

		Accreditation Study Work Group 		Committee on Accreditation 		Commission 		Legislature 

		Review the current accreditation system, best practices in accreditation, the current policy and budget in California and recommend revisions to the Committee on Accreditation. 		Review the recommendations from the work group.  Decide which recommendations and options to recommend to the Commission for adoption. 		Review the recommendations from the Committee on Accreditation.  Consider all policy implications and stakeholder input. Adopt a revised Accreditation Framework that will define the revised Accreditation System. 		If necessary, consider statutory changes to the Education Code. 

























Recommendations

*1: Purposes of accreditation system

		Accountability-public and profession

		Adherence to Standards

		High quality preparation for educators

		On-going program improvement











*2: Roles and Responsibilities of the Commission and the Committee on Accreditation: Maintain the current roles and responsibilities of the Commission and the Committee on Accreditation but improve the communication between COA and the Commission.  

*3:  Accreditation as an On-Going Activity: Modify the system to reflect the fact that accreditation is an on-going activity. Accreditation should be viewed as an on-going cycle of activities focused on accountability, meeting the standards, and data-driven decision making.  The prior accreditation report and continuing data reports should be considered in the accreditation system









*4: Accreditation Cycle and Activities: 



*4a: Revise the accreditation cycle from a single site visit once every 6 years, to a series of accreditation activities over the course of a 7 years

*4b: Revise the cycle from a  3-4 day comprehensive site visit conducted every six years to a system that includes annual data collection by the institution or program sponsor;

*4c: Require program sponsors to submit biennial reports to the COA;

*4d: Retain and revise the review of documents submitted by all credential programs in the 4th year of the 7 year cycle;

*4e: Retain and revise a site visit in the 6th year of the 7 year cycle focusing on Common Standards and where needed, program standards; 

*4f: Use the 7th year in the cycle for required follow up.









Accreditation Activities across the Cycle

		Institution or Program Sponsor		Submit to CTC		CTC and COA

		Year 1		Data Gathering  & Analysis 		Data Report 
Year 6, 7 & 1 		Review report 

		Year 2		Data Gathering  & Analysis 

		Year 3		Data Gathering  & Analysis
Prepare program document updates		Data Report Years 2 & 3 		Review report 

		Year 4		Submit Program Document (s)
Data Gathering  & Analysis 		Program Documents* 		Review Program  Document (s) 































		Institution or Program Sponsor		Submit to CTC		CTC and COA

		Year 5		Data Gathering  & Analysis 
Prepare Common Standards self-study for site visit 		Data Reports Years 4 & 5 		Preliminary Program Assessment questions for sponsor 

		Year 6		Data Gathering  & Analysis
Complete preparations for site visit
Host site visit 		Common Standards Self-Study 		Conduct Site Visit 

		Year 7		Data Gathering  & Analysis
Follow-up to site visit if necessary 		Site visit response, if needed		Follow-up to site visit, if necessary 































*5: Unit Accreditation and Program Approval: Develop a revised system that addresses unit accreditation but enhances program review. 



*6: Establish consistency in the system by including all Credential and Certificate Programs in the Accreditation Process: Adopt the general principle that all programs that lead to a credential or certificate in California should be reviewed on a periodic basis and that the review process should be implemented in a manner that recognizes program differences but maintains comparable rigor across program types.









*7: Program Standard Options: Provide three program standard options:  1) California Program Standards; 2) National or Professional Program Standards; or 3) Alternate Program Standards.  If national standards are used, comparability must be established and programs must address the California specific standards in addition to the national standards.  

*8:  Accreditation Decisions-Program Findings: Modify the accreditation system to more clearly show individual program findings. 

*9: Accreditation Decisions-Unit Findings: Revise the Unit Accreditation Findings to allow for the finding of full accreditation with required follow up.









*10: Selection of COA Members: Modify the selection process to reduce costs, prevent large turnover of COA members in the same year, and streamline the nominating panel process.

11: National Unit Accreditation: Continue national unit accreditation options as defined in the California Education Code and the Accreditation Framework

12: National Program Accreditation: Clarify that all California programs must participate in the California accreditation process.  California supports national program accreditation when the national program review can be coordinated with the California process.  

13: Evaluation of the Accreditation System:  Revise Section 8 of the Accreditation Framework to define an ongoing data collection process regarding the efficacy of the accreditation system.  Define how modifications will be made in the future and when stakeholder input is required.







Implementation Issues

14: Training -- Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR): The COA should review and revise the content and process for BIR training to reflect the revised Framework

15: Selection of the Review Teams: The COA should review and revise the guidelines for review team composition to reflect the revised Framework.  

16: Selection of Interviews and Site Visits: The COA should review and revise the guidelines for selection of site visits and interviews to reflect the revised Framework.  

17: Data Collection: Each institution submits a biennial web-based report particularly focused on a candidate competence standard.  For the initial cycles, this area will be candidate competence and related assessments.  Periodically, the Commission can designate a different standard area to be the focus for the next designated time period, with appropriate advance notice to programs.  These reports are used by the next site review team. 







Accreditation Cohorts





		Red		Orange		Yellow		Green		Blue		Indigo		Violet

		07-08		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep		Site 
Visit		Bien
Rep

		08-09		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep		Site 
Visit		SV Rep		Bien
Rep

		09-10		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep		Site 
Visit		SV Rep		Bien
Rep		Bien
Rep

		10-11		Bien
Rep		Site 
Visit		SV Rep		Bien
Rep		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess

		11-12		Site 
Visit		SV Rep		Bien
Rep		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep

		12-13		SV Rep		Bien
Rep		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep		Site 
Visit

		13-14		Bien
Rep		Bien
Rep		Pgm Assess		Bien
Rep		Site Visit		SV Rep













































Accreditation Activities

		Ongoing Data Gathering & Analysis (Annually)

		Biennial Report  (Years 1, 3, & 5)

		Program Assessment (Year 4)

		Site Visit (Year 6)

		Follow Up (Year 7)









Biennial Reports

		Focus on candidate outcomes

		Each program sponsor will submit a report for each approved program that is offered that includes aggregated data, analysis, and program modification

		Two sections of the report:  A—for each program (see above) and B—for overall trends and action plan submitted by the Dean.









Biennial Reports

		Submitted in years 1, 3 and 5

		CTC staff will review the reports

		06-07 is the Pilot Year 

		Want involvement from all credential preparation programs, not just teacher education









Teaching Performance Assessment

   an assessment that requires candidates to demonstrate through their performance with K-12 students that they have mastered the knowledge, skills and abilities required of a beginning teacher, as exemplified in the Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs).







Program Assessment

		Each cohort will participate in a thorough review of all approved preparation programs during the 4th year of their cohort’s cycle. On average, 106 programs will be reviewed representing approximately 16 institutions annually.









Program Assessment

		CTC staff will organize and facilitate the Program Assessment which will be two days of dedicated time—meeting together—to complete.

		Two trained reviewers will be looking for the links between the Biennial Report data and how that relates to the programs.  Are changes made in response to candidate competence? How does the program know it is preparing competent educators?









Program Assessment

		Reviewers are looking for congruence of standards, input factors, output data and programmatic changes.





		Program Assessment is a process--a professional dialogue.









Program Assessment

		At this point, there will be 3 parts to the Program Assessment Document.

		Part I:  current program in place and any new/additional information to place program in context.

		Part II:  current course syllabi and updated faculty vitae









Program Assessment

		Part III: assessments used to measure candidate competence, including rubrics, training information and calibration activities.

		Due date:  institutional choice: October or January.  October submissions—at least 2 rounds of dialogue.  January—at least one.









Program Assessment

		Part III: assessments used to measure candidate competence, including rubrics, training information and calibration activities.

		Due date:  institutional choice: October or January.  October submissions—at least 2 rounds of dialogue.  January—at least one.









Program Assessment

		Preliminary Report of Findings to COA by January of following year



	(example:  reports due in either Oct. 07 or Jan. 08—Preliminary Report of Findings to COA, January 2009.

		Results of the Assessment will “focus” the site visit.









Site Visit

		Year 6

		The visit focuses on Common Standards (NCATE unit standards), areas of question from Program Assessment and confirmation of the Preliminary Report of Findings.

		Team of trained Board of Institutional Reviewers. The team will range from 3-8 individuals.









Site Visits

		The team will use the information from both the Biennial Reports and the Program Assessment in addition to the interviews with employers, graduates, candidates and faculty to make a decision regarding each Common Standard.

		CTC staff will attend each review as facilitators.

		Institutions/Program sponsors will receive a draft site visit report at the end of the site visit.









Site Visits

		The visits for 07-08 and 08-09 will be conducted under the current Handbook.  Blue and Green cohorts—no changes from current structure.





		Visits with the revised system begin in 09-10.









Site Visits

		The team will use the information from both the Biennial Reports and the Program Assessment in addition to the interviews with employers, graduates, candidates and faculty to make a decision regarding each Common Standard.

		Two CTC staff will attend each review as facilitators.

		Institutions/Program sponsors will receive a draft site visit report at the end of the site visit.









Evaluation of the System

		Are we practicing what we preach?

		Evaluation will be ongoing and used for decision making.

		Formal and informal evaluation and assessment.

		Reported to Committee on Accreditation and Commission.









Findings and Follow up

		Any issues, concerns, questions or follow-up to the site visit will be reported on in the year following the visit.

		Information from each activity (Biennial Report, Program Assessment and Site Visits) will then be reported at Committee on Accreditation (COA) meetings.

		The COA, in turn, shares findings with the Commission.









Accreditation Powerpoint




  


 
 


 


 


 


Commission on Teacher Credentialing 


Proposed Accreditation Framework 


 
The Commission took action in 2006 to adopt a revised accreditation system.  The revised 


accreditation system focuses on program accountability, data-driven decision making, program 


improvement and candidate outcomes. As part of the revision process, the Committee on 


Accreditation (COA) and the Accreditation Study Work Group (Work Group) reviewed and 


suggested revisions to the Commission who adopted policies that will support the purposes of the 


revised system.   


 


The Accreditation Framework presents the policies that govern the accreditation process.  It also 


includes the Common Standards that were approved by the Commission at its June 2007 meeting.  A 


new feature of the Framework is a glossary, included as Appendix D.  Feedback from stakeholders 


on the clarity of all parts of the Framework is valued, but particular attention to the glossary will 


help to make the accreditation process more accessible to the education community.  Procedures for 


implementation of the policies will be presented in the Accreditation Handbook. 


 


Below is the proposed Accreditation Framework.  The feedback form is included at the end of the 


document, following page 43.  Please submit feedback to the Commission by Thursday, September 


20, 2007.  You may submit feedback through email or fax.  Send your feedback to: 


Teri Ackerman 


tackerman@ctc.ca.gov 


fax:  916-324-8927 


 


Stakeholder feedback will be reviewed and considered by the COA and the Work Group. The final 


Accreditation Framework will be submitted for approval to the Commission at the December 2007 


meeting. 


 


In addition, there is an alternate introduction included on pages 39-42.  Please indicate which 


introduction you prefer! 
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The Accreditation Framework 


Educator Preparation for California  


Introduction 


This Framework addresses the accreditation of colleges, universities and local education agencies that 


prepare teachers and other educators for state certification and professional practice in California 


public schools.  Accreditation is the primary assurance of quality in the preparation of professional 


educators, and as such, is an essential purpose of the Commission.  It provides an important quality 


assurance to the education profession, the general public, and the accredited institutions.  This 


Introduction to the Framework articulates the purposes of the accreditation system in the field of 


educator preparation.   


 


The Purposes of Professional Educator Program Accreditation  


Professional accreditation is the process of ascertaining and verifying the quality of each 


program that prepares individuals for state certification.  In this context, state certification is the 


process of ascertaining and verifying the qualifications of each future member of the education 


profession.  These two processes--professional accreditation and state certification share a 


common overarching objective--ensuring that those who teach and provide education services in 


California’s public school system have the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to be 


effective educators.  Accreditation of educator preparation in California serves to achieve four 


purposes: to ensure accountability, ensure high quality and effective programs, to ensure 


adherence to standards and to support ongoing program improvement. Each purpose is more 


fully articulated below.   


 


A primary purpose of the professional accreditation system is to ensure accountability to 


the public, the students and the education profession that educator preparation programs are 


responsive to the educational needs of current and future students.  Only an accredited educator 


preparation program may recommend a candidate for a license to teach in California. The 


general public has a compelling interest in accreditation decisions that are part of the public 


education system in California.  The expertise and experience of the accreditors should be 


credible to the general public and the education profession in California. 


 


A second purpose of accreditation is to ensure that educator preparation programs are 


high quality and effective and provide education and experiences consistent with the knowledge 


and skills required of an educator serving the needs of the diverse population in the California 


public schools. The Commission has statutory responsibility for adopting accreditation standards 


which describe levels of quality that it deems to be acceptable for quality assurance.  Standards 


should not focus on purely technical or operational aspects of educator preparation, but should 


enable trained reviewers with professional expertise to ascertain whether an educator preparation 


program is characterized by acceptable levels of quality as defined in the standards. 


The Accreditation system is oriented to issues of quality.  During a review, reviewers obtain 


evidence that relates to the educational quality of preparation programs and policies governing 


the programs.  Through experience, expertise and training, the reviewers are skilled at discerning 


the important from the unimportant in educator preparation.  The findings and recommendations 


of accreditation reviewers focus on important matters of quality in the preparation of educators.  
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Accreditation decisions hinge on findings that are evidence-based, educationally significant and 


clearly related to quality-oriented standards. 


 


A third purpose of the accreditation system is to ensure adherence to standards.  The 


standards are designed to ensure that each educator’s preparation is appropriate to the 


requirements of professional service in public schools.  California’s educator preparation 


programs are designed to meet the appropriate Commission approved program standards, which 


are aligned with the state adopted academic content and performance standards for K-12 


students.  Through the accreditation system, sponsors of educator preparation programs must 


provide evidence that their programs meet all standards. 


 


Finally, the fourth purpose of the accreditation system is to support program improvement.   


Accreditation standards, reviews and decisions contribute to improvements in the preparation of 


educators.  The quality of an institution/program sponsor’s policies, practices and outcomes 


improve as its faculty, administrators, and students strive to meet accreditation standards.  The 


institution/program sponsor’s offerings also benefit from the quality orientation of the 


accreditation system.  When these effects of accreditation fall short, however, specific 


accreditation decisions provoke needed improvements. For improvements to occur, the 


accreditation system must identify and describe weaknesses in the quality of an 


institution’s/program sponsor’s offerings in preparing professionals to serve the needs of 


California’s diverse student population.    


 


Key Attributes of Accreditation of California’s Educator Preparation Programs 


The key attributes described below function within the four purposes of accreditation.  These 


attributes pertain to the development of program standards, the initial program approval process, 


and the subsequent reviews and accreditation of educator preparation programs. 


 


First Attribute: The Professional Character of Accreditation.  Professional educators should 


hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of professional education.  


Professionals should be involved intensively in the entire accreditation process.  They should 


create accreditation standards, conduct accreditation reviews, and make accreditation decisions.  


Participants in these aspects of accreditation should have experience, expertise and training that 


are appropriate for their specific roles in accreditation.  In each step of accreditation, decisions 


should emerge from consultative procedures, and should reflect the consensus of the professional 


participants. 


 


Second Attribute: Knowledgeable Participants.  The effectiveness of the accreditation system 


relies on the quality of the decision making at each step in the process.  Quality assurances are 


provided initially through the participation of individuals who possess knowledge, skills and 


broad expertise and who participate in the system in various roles, including policy development, 


policy implementation, program assessment, system support technical management, and 


professional preparation.  In order to fulfill these roles effectively, participants must receive 


appropriate training, evaluation and feedback that enables them to understand the underlying 


principles and purposes of the system as well as how to enact each of these roles effectively in 


meeting the needs of all learners in California’s schools.  
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Third Attribute: Breadth and Flexibility.  For institutions/program sponsors to be effective in 


a dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the changing needs of 


prospective educators and the communities and students they serve.  In a society as diverse as 


California, universities, colleges, and other program sponsors vary substantially in their missions 


and philosophies.  Accreditation should not force institutions/program sponsors to conform to 


prescribed patterns unless these conventions have a firm basis in principles of educational 


quality, effectiveness and equity.  The accreditation system should accommodate breadth and 


flexibility within and among institutions/program sponsors to support improvement. 


 


Accreditation standards should be drawn so different institutions/program sponsors can meet 


them in a variety of acceptable ways.  There are effective and ineffective forms of educator 


preparation; accreditation should differentiate between them.  There are also multiple ways of 


effectively educating prospective educators acceptably; accreditation should not favor any of 


these over the others. Standards should describe levels of quality and effectiveness without 


stipulating how institutions/program sponsors are to comply.  Explanations of the standards 


should clarify their meaning without making the standards overly restrictive.  The training of 


accreditation reviewers should, moreover, emphasize the importance of understanding diversity 


and creativity between institutions/program sponsors. 


 


Fourth Attribute: Intensity in Accreditation.  Accreditation should focus with intensity on key 


aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  While allowing and encouraging divergence, 


the process should also be exacting in assembling key information about critical aspects of 


educational quality and effectiveness.  The scope of accreditation should be comprehensive, and 


the information generated by the review processes should be sufficient to yield reliable 


judgments by professional educators.   


 


Accreditation standards should encompass the critical dimensions of educator preparation.  In 


order to recommend an institution/program sponsor for accreditation, experienced professional 


reviewers should be satisfied that the institution/program sponsor provides a comprehensive 


array of excellent learning opportunities and assurances that future educators have demonstrated 


that they have attained the knowledge, skills and abilities necessary to be effective professionals. 


Accreditation decisions should be based on information that is sufficient in breadth and depth for 


the results to be credible and dependable.   Accreditation reviewers should understand the 


components of the program under review and the types of standards-based evidence that 


substantiate its overall quality and effectiveness. To find out if broad, quality-oriented standards 


are met, and to make reliable judgments and sound recommendations, reviewers need to 


assemble a considerable body of data that is collectively significant.   


 


Fifth Attribute: Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness.  An accreditation system should fulfill its 


purposes efficiently and cost-effectively.  Review procedures, decision processes and reporting 


relationships should be streamlined and economical.  Participants’ roles should be clearly 


defined, and communications should be efficient. 


 


There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, assembling 


information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy of data and the 


fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute of accreditation, but 
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efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditors to fulfill their responsibilities to the 


public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which are borne by institutions/program sponsors 


and the accrediting body, should be reviewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the 


key purposes of accreditation. 
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Section 1 


Authority and Responsibilities of the 


Commission on Teacher Credentialing 
 


Pertaining to the accreditation of educator preparation, the authority and responsibilities of the 


Commission on Teacher Credentialing include the following. 


 


A. Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies 


 


1. Adopt and Modify the Accreditation Framework.  Pursuant to Education Code 


44372(a), the Commission has the authority and responsibility to adopt an 


Accreditation Framework, “which sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding 


the accreditation of educator preparation in California”.  The present document is the 


adopted Accreditation Framework.  Education Code 44372(i) establishes that the 


Commission may modify the Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the 


Framework.  Modifications occur in public meetings after the Commission considers 


relevant information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, institutions/program 


sponsors, Board of Institutional Review members, the Commission’s staff, and other 


concerned individuals.  The Commission determines when a policy modification takes 


effect. 


 


2. Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation.  Pursuant to Education 


Code Section 44372(b), the Commission has the authority and responsibility to 


establish and modify standards for educator preparation in California. 


 


 


B. Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System  


 


1. Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval.  In accordance with Education Code 


Sections 44227(b) and 44372(c) and Section 4 of this Framework, the Commission 


determines the eligibility of an institution/program sponsor that applies for initial 


approval and that has not previously prepared educators for state certification in 


California.  The Commission recognizes institutions/program sponsors that meet the 


Commission established criteria.  This approval by the Commission establishes the 


eligibility of an institution/program sponsor to submit specific program proposals to the 


Committee on Accreditation. 


 


2. Hear and Resolve Accreditation Appeals.  The Commission hears appeals of 


accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures 


or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the 


Commission or the procedural guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation” Education 


Code Section 44374(e).  The Commission resolves each appeal, and the Executive 


Director communicates the Commission’s decision to the Committee on Accreditation, 


the accreditation team, and the affected institution/program sponsor. 
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3. Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditation Operations.  The Commission 


annually allocates resources for accreditation operations to implement this 


Accreditation Framework.  Consistent with the Commission’s general practice, staff 


assignments to accreditation operations are made by the Executive Director, in 


accordance with state budgets, laws and regulations. 


 


4. Review and Sponsor Legislation Related to Accreditation.  The Commission 


reviews legislative proposals to amend the Education Code related to the accreditation 


of educator preparation institutions/program sponsors.  As the need arises, the 


Commission sponsors legislation related to accreditation, after considering the advice 


of the Commission's professional staff, the Committee on Accreditation, educational 


institutions, program sponsors and professional organizations. 


 


C. Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation  


 


1. Establish a Nominating Panel.  In collaboration with the Committee on Accreditation, 


the Commission establishes a Nominating Panel to solicit and screen nominations and 


recommend educators to serve on the Committee on Accreditation. 


 


2. Appoint the Committee on Accreditation.  Pursuant to Education Code 44372(d) and 


Section 2 of this Framework, the Commission appoints members and alternate 


members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.  The Commission 


selects the Committee members and alternate members from nominees submitted by the 


Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that the Committee on Accreditation is 


professionally distinguished and balanced in its composition, but does not appoint 


members to represent particular institutions, organizations or constituencies. 


 


3. Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to Accreditation.  The Commission 


considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it identifies, as well as those 


brought to the Commission’s attention by the Committee on Accreditation, 


postsecondary institutions, the Commission's staff, or other concerned individuals or 


organizations.  At its discretion, the Commission may refer accreditation issues and 


concerns to the Committee on Accreditation for examination and response. 


 


4. Review Annual Reports by the Committee on Accreditation.  The Commission 


reviews an Annual Accreditation Report submitted by the Committee on Accreditation.  


The Annual Report includes, but is not limited to, information about the dimensions and 


results of the accreditation process.   
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Section 2 


Functions of the Committee on Accreditation 
  


The functions, membership and appointment of the Committee on Accreditation are set forth in 


Education Code Section 44373 and this section of the Framework. 


 


 


A. Functions of the Committee on Accreditation  


 


1. Comparability of Standards.  In accordance with Section 3 of this Framework, the 


Committee determines whether standards submitted by institutions/program sponsors 


under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or Option 3 


(Experimental Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level of program 


quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California 


Program Standards).  If the Committee determines that the proposed standards are 


collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a whole, to the 


Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on Accreditation may approve the 


proposed standards as Program Standards in California. 


 


2. Initial Approval of Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation reviews proposals 


for the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions/program sponsors that 


have been determined to be eligible by the Commission.  New programs of educator 


preparation may be submitted under Options One, Two, or Three as defined in Section 


3 Category II (Program Standards) of this  Framework.  If the Committee on 


Accreditation determines that a program meets all applicable standards, the Committee 


on Accreditation grants initial approval to the program. 


 


3. Continuing Accreditation Decisions.  After reviewing the recommendations of 


accreditation teams, the Committee makes decisions about the continuing accreditation 


of educator preparation institutions/program sponsors and programs, consistent with 


Section 5 of this Framework.  Pertaining to each institution/program sponsor, the 


Committee makes one of three decisions:  Accreditation, Accreditation with 


Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation. 


 


4. Accreditation Procedures.  Consistent with the terms of Section 5, the Committee 


recommends appropriate guidelines for reports as well as other accreditation materials 


and exhibits to be prepared by institutions/program sponsors.  The Committee also 


adopts guidelines for all accreditation activities, which emphasize the use of narrative, 


qualitative explanations of team recommendations.  The Committee may provide 


additional guidance to institutions/program sponsors, site visit teams and the Executive 


Director regarding accreditation procedures.  The procedural guidelines of the 


Committee are published by the Commission as an Accreditation Handbook. 


 


5. Monitor the Accreditation System.  The Committee monitors the performance of 


accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated with the accreditation 


system. 
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6. Communication With and Reporting to the Commission.  The Committee provides 


updates on accreditation decisions, activities, implementation matters or other items on 


an “as needed” basis to ensure the Commission is kept well apprised of the 


effectiveness of its accreditation policies and procedures. 


 


7.  Evaluation of Accreditation Policies and Practices.  The Committee shares 


responsibility with the Commission for the on-going evaluation and monitoring of the 


effectiveness of the accreditation system.  Evaluation and monitoring of the system as 


well as modification to that system will be conducted in a manner consistent with 


Section 8 of this Framework. 


 


8. Conduct Business in an Open, Transparent Manner.  The Committee conducts its 


business and makes its decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as 


provided by statute.  All meeting agendas, team reports, and final accreditation 


decisions will be available on the public on the Commission’s website. 


 


B. Membership of the Committee on Accreditation  


1. Membership Composition. The Committee consists of twelve members. Six members are 


from postsecondary education institutions, and six are certificated professionals in public 


schools, school districts, or county offices of education in California. Selection of members 


is based on the breadth of their experience, the diversity of their perspectives, and "their 


distinguished records of accomplishment in education" (Education Code Section 44373-a). 


All members serve as members-at-large. No member serves on the Committee as a 


representative of any organization, institution/program sponsor, or constituency. To the 


maximum extent possible, Committee membership is balanced according to ethnicity, 


gender, geographic regions and across credentials awarded by the Commission. The 


Committee includes members from the public K-12 school system, and from public and 


private postsecondary institutions. The elementary and secondary school members include 


certificated administrators, teachers, and at least one member involved in a professional 


educator preparation program. The postsecondary members include administrators and 


faculty members, both of whom must be involved in professional educator preparation 


programs. 


 


2. Membership Criteria. The criteria for membership on the Committee are: evidence of 


achievement in the education profession; recognized professional or scholarly contributions 


in the field of education; recognition of excellence by peers; experience with and sensitivity 


to issues of human diversity; distinguished service in the field of educator preparation; 


knowledge of issues related to the preparation and licensing of education professionals; 


length of professional service; and possession of appropriate educational degrees and 


professional credentials. 


 


3. Membership Orientation and Training. Members of the Committee will receive an 


orientation and training to adequately prepare them to effectively carry out their roles and 


responsibilities on the Committee on Accreditation. 
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C. Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation  


1. Nominating Panel. A Nominating Panel of four distinguished members of the education 


profession in California identifies and nominates individuals to serve on the Committee 


on Accreditation. The Nominating Panel is comprised of two educators appointed by the 


Committee on Accreditation and two educators appointed by the Commission.  Each 


entity will appoint one college or university member and one K-12 public school member 


to the Nominating Panel.  The terms of Nominating Panel members are four years. 


Members of the Panel may not serve more than one term. 


 


2. Nomination of Committee Members. To select members for the Committee on 


Accreditation, a vacancy notice is posted on the Commission website and nominations 


are solicited, in writing, from a broad base of professional organizations, agencies, 


institutions, and individuals in education. Each nomination must be submitted with the 


consent of the individual. A written endorsement from the nominee’s employer 


confirming understanding of and agreement to the nominee’s participation on the 


Committee must be submitted (The Commission provides travel, per diem, and substitute 


reimbursement, if needed). The nominee's professional resume must be submitted. Self-


nominations are not accepted. 


 


3. Selection of Committee Members. Based on the membership criteria and the principles 


of balanced composition set forth in this section, the Nominating Panel screens the 


professional qualifications of each nominee and recommends for appointment at least two 


highly qualified nominees for each vacant seat on the Committee.  The Commission 


selects and appoints the members and alternate members of the Committee by selecting 


from the nominations submitted by the Panel. 


 


4. Terms of Appointment. The Commission appoints members of the Committee on 


Accreditation to four-year terms. A member may be re-nominated and re-appointed to a 


second term of four years. A member may serve a maximum of two terms on the 


Committee.  Terms of appointment shall commence on July 1, or the date of the 


appointment, whichever is later, and shall expire on June 30. 


 


5. Committee Vacancies. When a seat on the Committee becomes vacant prior to the 


conclusion of the member's term, the Executive Director fills the seat for the remainder of 


the term by appointing a replacement from the list of alternate members. 


 


6. Transition of Committee Membership. In the first year of the implementation of the 


revised  Framework, three new members will be appointed to the Committee for four 


year terms.  Nine members of the prior Committee will continue to serve: three for one 


additional year, three for two additional years, and three for three additional years.  Each 


subsequent year, three additional members will be appointed to the Committee. These 


changes will transition the membership from the Accreditation Framework (1995) to the 


revised  Framework (2007). 
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Section 3 


Accreditation Standards 
 


There are two categories of accreditation standards for institutions/program sponsors that prepare 


professional educators in California: 1) Common Standards and 2) Program Standards.  An 


accredited institution/program sponsor is expected to satisfy the standards in both categories. 


 


Category I. Common Standards relate to aspects of program quality that are the same for 


all educator preparation programs.  This category includes standards relevant to the overall 


leadership and climate for educator preparation at an institution/program sponsor, as well as 


standards pertaining to quality features that are common to all programs.  An institution/program 


sponsor responds to each Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including 


information about individual programs.   


 


Category II. Program Standards address the quality of program features that are specific 


to a credential, such as curriculum, field experiences, and knowledge and skills to be 


demonstrated by candidates in the specific credential area.    Different options may be exercised 


by different credential programs at an institution/program sponsor.  Options that are selected will 


be the basis for the review of specific programs and will guide the selection and orientation of 


program reviewers.  Pertaining to each program, the institution/program sponsor responds to 


each standard in the selected option by providing program-specific information for review by the 


program reviewers. When institutions/program sponsors prepare for initial program approval and 


continuing accreditation activities, they may consider the following options for program-specific 


standards. 


 


• Option 1. California Program Standards.  The Commission relies on panels of experts 


from colleges, universities and schools to develop standards for specific credential programs.  


These panels are guided by current research findings in the field of the credential and the 


California K-12 academic content standards.  They also consider standards developed by 


appropriate national and statewide professional organizations.  If the national or professional 


standards are found to be appropriate for California, a panel may recommend that the 


Commission adopt them in lieu of developing new standards or revising the Commission's 


existing standards. After reviewing the recommendations of advisory panels and other 


experts, the Commission adopts California Program Standards for the initial and continuing 


accreditation of credential preparation programs.  When revised program standards are 


adopted, institutions/program sponsors may be required to meet the new set of California 


Program Standards. 


 


• Option 2. National or Professional Program Standards.  California institutions may 


propose program standards that have been developed by national or state professional 


organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee on Accreditation with a 


statement of the institution's reasons for requesting this option and the requested National or 


Professional Program Standards.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards, 


taken as a whole, provide a level of professional quality comparable to the standards adopted 


by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program Standards), the Committee approves 


the proposed standards for use as Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation 
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of credential program.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards do not 


adequately address one or more aspects of California Standards (Common and/or Program), 


the Committee may approve the requested standards but also require the institution/program 


sponsor address the missing portions of the California Standards. 


 


• Option 3. Experimental Program Standards.  For initial accreditation, an institution 


may present an experimental, pilot, or exploratory program that meets the Experimental 


Program Standards adopted by the Commission pursuant to Education Code Section 44273.  


Experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs are designed to allow for the examination of 


focused research questions intended to contribute to the body of knowledge around key 


aspects of the field of education including the identification of model strategies, delivery 


methods, and programs that lead to improved teaching and learning.  Institutions that sponsor 


experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs must have a research component that examines 


how the program contributes to the development of quality teaching and specifically, the 


acquisition and mastery by teacher candidates of appropriate performance expectations, such 


as the Teaching Performance Expectations for the Multiple and Single Subject Credentials.  


In addition, experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs are required to report their findings 


on a biennial basis to the Commission. Upon consultation with the institution and with the 


Committee on Accreditation, the Commission retains the authority to determine whether the 


findings support continuance of the experimental, pilot, or exploratory program under the 


experimental standards.  
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Section 4 


Initial Accreditation Policies 


 
This section governs the initial recognition of institutions and approval of programs. 


 


A. Responsibility for Two Phases of Initial Accreditation  


 


1. Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval.  A postsecondary education 


institution or local education agency (LEA) or other entity that is not currently 


preparing educators for California’s public schools must submit an application to 


the Commission for initial eligibility to submit programs.  The application must 


indicate evidence of accreditation by either the Western Association of Schools 


and Colleges (WASC) or another of the regional accrediting bodies.  In the case 


of an application from a Local Education Agency (LEA) or other entity, the 


governance board’s approval or sponsorship of the program must be noted.  The 


Commission may establish additional procedures and criteria for the initial 


approval of institutions/program sponsors to prepare and recommend candidates 


for state credentials in education. 


 


2. Initial Approval of Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation decides the 


initial approval of new credential or certificate programs at an eligible 


institution/program sponsor. New credential or certificate program proposals by 


institutions/program sponsors that have been determined to be eligible by the 


Commission must fulfill preconditions established by state law and the 


Commission, the Common Standards, and the appropriate set of Program 


Standards.  Descriptions of new programs include evidence of involvement in 


program design and planning by elementary and secondary school practitioners 


and members of diverse local communities.   


 


B. Policies for Initial Approval of Programs 


 


1. Review of New Programs.  Prior to being presented to the Committee on 


Accreditation for action, new programs proposed by eligible program sponsors 


are reviewed in relation to the Common Standards in Appendix 2 and the 


selected Program Standards as specified in Section 3 of this Framework.  The 


Committee on Accreditation considers recommendations by the staff and/or the 


external reviewers regarding the approval of each proposed program. 


 


C.  Integration of Institutions/Program Sponsors into Accreditation Cycle.  After 


initial approval of programs, the institution/program sponsor will be notified of its 


assignment to a specific cohort schedule.  The institution/program sponsor will then 


participate in accreditation activities at the scheduled times. 


a.  Accreditation Activities.  Institutions/program sponsors will complete 


Biennial Reports according to their cohort schedule.  They will complete a 


Program Assessment eighteen months after initial program approval. 
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b.  Technical Assistance Site Visit. Two years prior to the scheduled Site Visit, a 


Technical Assistance Site Visit will be made to the institution/program sponsor.  


The purpose of the Technical Assistance Site Visit is to prepare new institutions 


or program sponsors for the Committee on Accreditation Site Visit that will 


follow (to provide an opportunity for a limited review of all approved programs 


by a small team of experts in the field) and to provide feedback to the 


institution/program sponsor based upon that limited review.  
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Section 5   


Continuing Accreditation Policies  
 


This section outlines the Commission’s policies for institutions/program sponsors that have been 


approved to offer educator preparation credential programs and are seeking continuing 


accreditation.  The specific procedures and requirements for implementing these policies are 


included in the Accreditation Handbook. 


 


Overview of the Accreditation Cycle 


Contained in this Framework are the goals for the Commission’s accreditation system.  Under 


this system, accreditation is an on-going process that fosters greater public accountability, 


continuous attention to program improvement, adherence to standards, and high quality 


programs.  The accreditation system and its interrelated set of activities of Biennial Reports, 


Program Assessment, Site Visits, and follow up throughout the 7 year cycle – is designed to 


support these goals.   


 


The major components of the seven year accreditation cycle include: 


1) Ongoing Data Collection by the Institution/Program Sponsor 


2) Biennial Program Reports in years one, three, and five. 


3) Program Assessment in year four 


4) Institutional Site Visit in year six 


5) Follow Up on areas of concern in year seven and beyond, if necessary 


 


Accreditation Cycle Activities 


The following section describes the various activities within the accreditation cycle in general 


terms.  Specific procedures and requirements about all aspects of the accreditation cycle are set 


forth in the Accreditation Handbook. Charts illustrating the various activities in the 7 year 


accreditation cycle can be found in Appendix C. 


 


 1. Ongoing Data Collection by the Institution/Program Sponsor 


 Each institution/program sponsor is required to collect data for each approved 


credential and certificate program related to candidate competence and program 


effectiveness on an annual basis.  Further, it is an expectation that all CTC accredited 


institutions or program sponsors will use these data to inform programmatic decision-


making. 


 


 2. Biennial Report 


The accreditation system requires that the institution provide evidence, through 


submission of the Biennial Report that it is collecting, analyzing, and using data for 


programmatic decision making.  The Biennial Report process will include the 


submission of contextual information, candidate assessment, a brief statement of 


analysis, an action plan based on the analysis, and an institutional summary identifying 


trends across the programs or critical issues.  The Biennial Report will be reviewed, 


may result in further questions or review, and will be part of the documentation made 


available to the program and site visit reviewers.  The specific activities related to the 


Biennial Report are as follows: 
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Submission, Review and Feedback 


a. Submission. Each institution/program sponsor must annually collect data 


and submit biennial reports.   The data collection and submission must be 


related to the Commission standards.  All program reports from the 


institution are submitted together with an institutional summary.  The 


institutional summary identifies trends across the programs or critical issues 


for the program sponsor.  The specific requirements of these reports are 


defined in the Accreditation Handbook. 


 


b. Review.  Commission staff review the Biennial Report. Commission staff 


evaluates the Biennial Report for completeness and sufficiency. If the 


report is not submitted, is incomplete or is inadequate, Commission staff 


will contact the institution/program sponsor.  If the report has been 


submitted but the data do not demonstrate measures of candidate 


competence or have deficiencies, the Committee on Accreditation and 


Commission staff will request additional information from the 


institution/program sponsor.  Data review procedures are set forth in the 


Accreditation Handbook.  Staff will report on the Biennial Report to the 


COA. 


 


c. Feedback.  Institutions/Program Sponsors will be notified of receipt and 


review of the Biennial Report.  Based on review of the Biennial Report, the 


Committee on Accreditation may request additional information or 


schedule a site visit prior to the scheduled time period for a site visit to the 


institution/program.   


 


 


 3. Program Assessment  


In the 4
th


 year of each cohort cycle, an institution/program sponsor prepares and 


submits a Program Assessment document for each approved program.  The 


specific activities related to Program Assessment are as follows: 


 


a. Program Assessment Document. Each institution/program sponsor 


ensures that each approved program that is offered by an 


institution/program sponsor prepares and submits a Program Assessment 


Document.  The document includes the following elements:  1) the most 


recently approved program document which includes modifications in the 


program since its approval, 2) current course syllabi and faculty vitae, 3) 


information on assessments used at key points in the program in order to 


determine candidate competence.  The specific procedures and requirement 


for the Program Assessment Document are included in the Accreditation 


Handbook.   


 


1. Review.  Trained reviewers will determine whether the standards for 


each program area continue to be met.  If there are questions, or more 
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information is needed, Commission staff will communicate with an 


institution or program sponsor to request additional information. A 


professional dialogue will then take place between program sponsors 


and reviewers (facilitated through CTC staff) in order to ascertain the 


most complete sense of candidate competence and the ongoing program 


improvement efforts that are made.  This process allows for a more 


complete understanding of the program prior to determining the 


findings. 


 


 2. Preliminary Report of Findings.  Trained members of the BIR serve 


as readers and consider all information and come to “preliminary 


findings” for all program standards as well as recommendations and 


questions for the site visit.  Program Standard findings are ‘Standard 


Met’, ‘Met with Concerns’, and ‘Not Met’. Document review 


procedures are set forth in the Accreditation Handbook.  


 


 3. Use of Results.  The report from the readers is forwarded to the 


Committee on Accreditation.  Readers submit any outstanding questions 


or areas of concern to the Committee on Accreditation and the 


Committee will ensure that the site review team investigates the issue(s). 


The Committee on Accreditation reviews the program reports, 


preliminary findings, and questions/areas of concern to assist in 


determining the size and composition of the site review team. 


 


The preliminary findings of the reviewers will influence the size, scope, 


and nature of the 6
th


 year site visit.  If reviewers find no issues or 


concerns through program assessment, it may be determined that it is 


unnecessary to review the program in detail at the site visit.  If reviewers 


identify issues that warrant further review or if questions remain 


unanswered at the conclusion of the Program Assessment, the 6
th


 year 


site visit may include a more detailed review of such programs. 


 


Specific documentation required in the Program Assessment is set forth in 


the Accreditation Handbook.   


 


4. Site Visit  


An accreditation team visits each institution/program sponsor in the sixth year of the 


accreditation cycle. The institution/program sponsor prepares for a site visit that 


focuses mainly on the Common Standards, but may include any program areas 


identified in advance by the Committee on Accreditation (COA) as a result of the 


program assessment process.  The Biennial Reports, Program Assessment Documents 


and Preliminary Report of Findings will be made available to the site review team.  


The site visit will result in an accreditation recommendation for consideration and 


action by the COA. 
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Preparation for Site Visit 


a. Preliminary Program Assessment Report of Findings.  No less than 


twelve months before the scheduled site visit, Program Assessment 


reviewers will submit the preliminary findings on program standards and 


any additional questions or areas of concern to the Committee on 


Accreditation.  The Program Assessment reviewers make a 


recommendation to Committee on Accreditation whether the issue(s) needs 


to be further reviewed at the site visit.   


 


b. Preliminary Report.  Ten to twelve months before the scheduled site visit, 


institutional/program sponsors submit a Preliminary Report to the 


Commission.  This brief report describes the institutional mission and 


includes information about institutional demographics, special emphasis 


programs, and other unique features of the institution/program sponsor. The 


institution/program sponsor includes its response to accreditation 


preconditions established by state laws and the Commission.   


 


c. Determination by the Committee on Accreditation.  The Committee on 


Accreditation uses the Preliminary Report, along with the preliminary 


findings from the Program Assessment, to determine the type, size and 


complexity of the programs to be reviewed and the structure, size and 


expertise of the site visit review team to be selected.  All 


institutions/program sponsors will be subject to a Common Standards 


review, and the Committee on Accreditation will make case by case 


determinations, based on the findings of the Program Assessment, as to 


which programs will be subject to a more detailed review during the site 


visit at an institution. 


 


d. Self Study. No fewer than 60-90 days before the site visit, the 


institution/program sponsor submits its Institutional Self-Study which 


focuses on the Common Standards to the team and the Commission.  In 


responding to each applicable standard, the self-study report should 


emphasize quality considerations, educational rationales, and thoughtful 


program analyses. 


 


On-site Activities 


 


1. Collection of Information.  The accreditation site visit team, composed 


of 3 to 7 members, focuses its review primarily on the Common 


Standards and on any specific programs designated by the Committee 


on Accreditation that require additional review at the site visit.  In 


addition, the site visit team is responsible for reviewing evidence that 


will substantiate and confirm or contradict the preliminary findings of 


the Program Assessment.    
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  The site visit team gathers information about the quality of the education 


unit and credential programs at the institution/program sponsor from a 


variety of sources representing the full range of stakeholders, including 


written documents and interviews with representative samples of 


significant stakeholders. The site visit team will gather all relevant 


information related to all the Common Standards and the standards 


applicable to the program areas under review.  During the site visit, each 


program in operation participates fully in the interview schedule.  The 


Committee on Accreditation may add additional members to the team 


with expertise in the specific program areas(s) identified as needing 


additional study during the site visit.  Data collection procedures are set 


forth in the Accreditation Handbook. 


 


2. Procedural Safeguards.  The accreditation site visit team provides 


ample opportunities during the site review for representatives of the 


institution/program sponsor to (a) be informed about areas where the 


standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) supply additional 


information pertaining to those standards.  These opportunities include, 


at a minimum, a meeting at approximately mid-visit between 


representatives of the team and the institution's/program sponsor’s 


credential programs, after which additional written information or 


interviews are utilized by the team in reaching its conclusions. 


 


3. Focused Site Visit and a Specialized Credential Program Team.  It 


is possible that the site visit team may uncover a program concern or 


issue not previously identified by the Program Assessment.  When this 


occurs, the team may recommend a Focused Site Visit addressing the 


concerns or issues that have arisen if the accreditation site visit team 


determines that the team lacks expertise to make sound decisions for a 


particular program.  In such a situation, the Focused Site Visit is 


scheduled to resolve the uncertainty before the accreditation team's final 


report and recommendation is submitted to the Committee on 


Accreditation.  In this event, there would be no accreditation 


recommendation until after the Focused Site visit has been completed. 


 


4. Exit Interview and Report.  The accreditation site visit team conducts 


an exit interview with representatives of the institution/program 


sponsor, at which time the team presents its draft report for the 


Committee on Accreditation.  Such a report will include the findings on 


all Common Standards, all program standards, and an accreditation 


recommendation.  As noted in the previous section, it is possible that 


the site visit team may uncover a program concern or issue not 


previously identified by the Program Assessment reviewers.  When this 


occurs, the site visit team may recommend a follow up focused program 


review of the concerns or issues that have arisen.  In this event there 


would be no accreditation recommendation until after the focused 
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review has been completed.  If further review is needed of program 


experts not currently on the site review team, the accreditation status 


recommendation is not reported during the exit interview. The 


Committee on Accreditation will review the site visit team report prior 


to making an accreditation decision.  


 


 Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions 


  


a. Accreditation Team Reports.  Each accreditation site visit team makes its 


report and recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.  


Accreditation site visit team reports indicate whether each applicable 


standard is met, include summary findings and a recommendation to the 


Committee, and may include professional recommendations for 


consideration by the institution/program sponsor. 


 


b. Accreditation Team Recommendations.  An accreditation site visit team 


recommends Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of 


Accreditation.  The team makes its recommendation based on the overall 


quality of the education unit and the credential programs at the 


institution/program sponsor.  The team does not recommend separate 


accreditation decisions for each program. The team may recommend 


Accreditation but recommend required follow-up for the institution and/or 


one or more of its programs. Alternatively, a team may recommend 


Accreditation with Stipulations, which may (if adopted by the Committee 


on Accreditation) require the institution/program sponsor to provide 


evidence that the program(s) has made modifications that address the 


stipulation(s). The Committee on Accreditation may require additional 


progress reports from the institution/program sponsor beyond one year even 


if the stipulations have been removed.  The Committee on Accreditation has 


discretion to allow an institution/program sponsor additional time to 


address issues.  Stipulations may (if adopted) require the discontinuation of 


severely deficient programs at the institution/program sponsor. 


 


c. Accreditation Decisions.  After reviewing the recommendation of an 


accreditation site visit team the Committee on Accreditation makes a 


decision about the accreditation of educator preparation at the 


institution/program sponsor.  The Committee makes one of three decisions 


pertaining to each institution:  Accreditation, Accreditation with 


Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.  The Committee's Annual 


Accreditation Reports summarize these decisions. 


 


d. Required Follow-up.  The Committee on Accreditation may grant full 


accreditation to an institution/program sponsor, but require follow-up by 


one or more programs or the institution/program sponsor as a unit. The 


required follow-up will be documented in reports submitted to the 


Committee on Accreditation. 
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e. Accreditation with Stipulations.  The Committee on Accreditation allows 


an institution/program sponsor one year to remove all stipulations or to 


discontinue deficient program(s).  COA may require additional progress 


reports beyond one year even if stipulations have been removed.  The 


Committee on Accreditation has discretion to allow an institution/program 


sponsor additional time to address issues.   An additional period to remedy 


severe deficiencies may be granted by the Committee on Accreditation if 


the Committee determines that (a) substantial progress has been made 


and/or (b) special circumstances described by the institution justify a delay. 


The Committee also determines how the institution's/program sponsor’s 


response to adopted stipulations is to be reviewed.  The Committee may 


require a second site visit for this purpose.  Failure to remove all 


stipulations may result in the denial of accreditation to the entire 


institution/program sponsor.   


 


 Appeals 


a. Appeals to Committee on Accreditation.  Within thirty days after an 


accreditation site visit, the institution/program sponsor may submit 


evidence to the Committee on Accreditation that the site visit team 


demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to the 


policies of this Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee 


on Accreditation.  (Information related to the quality of a program or the 


education unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation site 


visit team may not be considered by the Committee on Accreditation.)  The 


Committee on Accreditation may use this evidence to make a different 


decision than was recommended by the site visit team.  If the Committee on 


Accreditation makes such a decision, the leader of the team may file a 


dissent with the Commission.  If the Committee on Accreditation decides 


that an incorrect judgment was made by a team and that the result leaves 


some doubt about the most appropriate decision to be made, the Committee 


on Accreditation may assign a new site visit team to visit the 


institution/program sponsor and provide a recommendation on its 


accreditation. 


 


b. Appeals to the Commission.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-


e, an institution/program sponsor has the right to appeal to the Commission 


a decision by the Committee on Accreditation to deny accreditation or 


accredit with stipulations. Such an appeal must be based on evidence that 


accreditation procedures by the site visit team or decisions by the 


Committee on Accreditation were arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary 


to the policies in this Framework or the procedural guidelines of the 


Committee on Accreditation.  Information related to the quality of a 


program or the education unit or LEA that was not previously provided to 


the accreditation site visit team may not be considered by the Commission. 


The Commission resolves each appeal pursuant to Education Code Section 


44372-f. 
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Complaints about Credential Program Quality 


When one or more complaints about a credential program indicate that the 


program may not be meeting Commission adopted standards, the Executive 


Director of the Commission may investigate the basis for the concerns, provide 


technical assistance to the institution/program sponsor, or refer the concerns to 


the Committee on Accreditation for consideration of possible action. 
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Section 6 


Board of Institutional Reviewers 
 


This section governs both initial and continuing accreditation reviewers.  


 


A. Board of Institutional Reviewers  


To conduct reviews for the initial and continuing accreditation of institutions/program 


sponsors, the Executive Director of the Commission maintains a pool of trained 


reviewers consisting of California college and university faculty members, staff and 


administrators; elementary and secondary school teachers and other certificated 


professionals, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374(b).  These reviewers may 


participate as reviewers in Program Assessment documents and/or Site Visits.  


Individuals may serve in one of those capacities or both.  The pool consists of individuals 


who are geographically and culturally diverse, and who represent gender equity and who 


have expertise across the spectrum of credential areas.  The Committee on Accreditation 


establishes criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new 


members to the pool when necessary. 


 


 Conflict of Interest  Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of interest involving 


accreditation team members and the institution/sponsor being reviewed, such as current, 


or past enrollment; programmatic collaboration; past, prospective or present employment; 


or spousal connections. 


 


B. Team Structure, Size and Expertise  


 


1.  Initial Program Approval: New programs may be reviewed by Commission staff 


members who have expertise in the credential area.  If the Commission staff does not 


possess the necessary expertise, the program proposals may be reviewed by external 


experts selected by the Executive Director.  New programs are reviewed by one to 


two reviewers. 


 


2. Continuing Program Review (Program Assessment Reviewers): For each program 


being considered for continuing accreditation, the Executive Director appoints 


Program Assessment reviewers. Reviewers are responsible for reviewing a credential 


program from the program sponsor. The document reviewers will prepare a report to 


the Committee on Accreditation containing preliminary findings on all standards and 


a recommendation regarding the site visit. Reviewers with appropriate experience and 


qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about credential programs.  


Reviewers should have sufficient expertise to make sound judgments about the 


program under review.  Each program document should have at least two reviewers 


and a team leader should be designated to serve as a contact for the Commission to 


ensure appropriate communication to the site visit review team. 


 


3. Continuing Institutional Accreditation (Site Visit Reviewers): For an 


institution/sponsor being considered for continuing accreditation, the Executive 
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Director appoints a site visit team and designates a team leader.  The accreditation 


team members have responsibility for reviewing the Common Standards and either 


confirming or altering the findings from the Program Assessment.  The size of the site 


visit team will be determined based upon factors such as:  enrollment, complexity of 


programs, and satellite locations. One to three members will have primary 


responsibility for the program findings.  Where issues have been identified for further 


review by the Program Assessment about particular credential programs, and agreed 


to by the Committee on Accreditation, additional members with expertise in the 


specific areas will be added to the site visit team. 


 


4. Team Expertise.  The range of credential programs at an institution/sponsor must be 


reflected in the expertise of the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one 


correspondence between credential programs and reviewer specializations.  Student 


enrollments in programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the numbers of 


specialized programs offered by an institution/program sponsor will all be considered 


when both Program Assessment reviewers and Site Visit teams are created. The 


nature of the preliminary findings will also be considered in establishing the site visit 


team. 


 


 


C. Organization of Continuing Accreditation Activities  


1. Coordination and Communication between the Program Assessment Reviewers 


and the Site Visit Teams. Clear and timely communication from the Program 


Assessment Reviewers to the Committee on Accreditation and from the Committee 


on Accreditation to the sponsor and site visit team is essential.  To support a 


comprehensive and complete review of the program sponsor and all its programs,     


members of the site visit team may have previously served as Program Assessment 


Reviewers for the institution/program sponsor.  


 


2. Team Leader.  The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as the 


leader of a sponsor's Site Visit team for continuing accreditation. The leader's roles 


are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning the review, participate in 


team size and composition decisions, and provide leadership in team training, 


orientation and support during the site visit.  The team leader and the Commission's 


staff consultant are jointly responsible for management of the program assessment 


and site visit. 


 


D. Training, Orientation and Evaluation   


Prior to participation in accreditation review activities, all Board of Institutional  


Reviewers (BIR) members participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.  


All training and orientation is evaluated by participants to guide later training and 


orientation. 


 


1. Training.  To ensure that accreditation review activities examine issues of quality in 


educator preparation, prospective BIR members participate in an intensive training 
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program, which focuses on document review, data analysis, team skills, interview 


techniques, accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of standards.  In 


adopting an Accreditation Handbook, the Committee on Accreditation will attend to 


appropriate differentiation in the training of new and returning team members and team 


leaders and training and calibration for the different types of review activities: Initial 


Program Approval, Continuing Program Assessment, and Site Visits.  The Board of 


Institutional Reviewers will have members who are involved in all types of review 


activities but not all BIR members must be trained in all types of reviews.  All reviewers 


must be trained in the specific activity or activities in which he or she will be 


participating. 


 


2. Orientation.   


Initial Program Approval: As new programs are submitted by eligible 


institutions or new program standards are adopted, documents are submitted by 


eligible institutions/program sponsors. A Commission staff member will be 


assigned to the program area.  The staff member will work to ensure calibration of 


reader responses to the standards and work with all reviewers to ensure that all 


program documents submitted for initial program approval are reviewed in an 


equitable manner.  


 


Program Assessment: Program Assessment Document reviewers may meet 


regionally to review program documents.  At such a meeting, a Commission staff 


consultant will be present.  Program Assessment Document reviewers will receive 


training on all standard updates and changes. 


 


Site Visit Reviewers: On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation site 


visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the institutional self-


study report, the preliminary program standard findings, and review their prior 


training as site visit reviewers.  They thoroughly plan the team activities for the 


site visit under the team leader. 


 


3. Evaluation of Training and Accreditation Activities. To ensure that future team training 


and orientations are as effective as possible, all team members will be asked to evaluate 


training and orientation activities.  The Committee on Accreditation will analyze the 


responses and modify the training appropriately. 


 


4. Evaluation of BIR Members. To ensure that accreditation activities are as effective as 


possible, free of bias and in accordance with high standards of professionalism, BIR 


members will be evaluated by accreditation team members and institutional 


representatives. This feedback will be considered in determining assignment to future 


accreditation activities. 


 


E.  Role of Staff 
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Professional expertise of staff will be used in accreditation activities and staff members will 


be assigned to facilitate accreditation activities. Prior to participation in accreditation review 


activities, staff will participate in the appropriate training and orientation.   


 Initial Accreditation Activities: 


 


1. Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval - Staff reviews the response to the 


Preconditions and verifies that all the legal requirements and the requirements set 


by the Commission have been met by the prospective program sponsor. 


 


2. Initial Approval of Programs - Staff facilitates the review of initial program 


documents using members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR) or if staff 


has the expertise required, completes the review of the initial program document. 


 


Continuing Accreditation Activities: 


3. Biennial Reports - Staff will review all Biennial Reports and prepare a summary 


report for the Committee.   


4. Program Assessment - Staff facilitates the review of program documents in the 


fourth year of the accreditation cycle using members of the Board of Institutional 


Reviewers (BIR).   


5. Site Visit - Staff is assigned to facilitate the site visit.  The assignment takes place a 


minimum of one year prior to the site visit and begins with the ‘Year-Out Pre-visit’.  


In the year of the site visit, staff makes an additional pre-visit to assist in planning 


the site visit.  The team members are members of the Board of Institutional 


Reviewers (BIR) and staff is responsible to ensure that the accreditation procedures 


as developed by the Committee are followed. 
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Section 7 


Articulation Between National and State Accreditation 
 


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit (school, college or 


department of education) or program by a national accrediting body shall substitute for state 


accreditation provided that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that 


the national accrediting entity fulfills the following conditions (Education Code 44374 (f)): 


 


A. National Accreditation of an Education Unit  


1. The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards that have been 


adopted by the Commission. 


2. The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews. 


3. The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state accreditation procedures 


and one appointed by the national accrediting body. 


4. The team members reviewing the Common Standards include members appointed by 


the national body and at least one California member selected according to state 


accreditation procedures.  


5.   The review of all program documentation must be completed prior to the site visit, the 


preliminary findings on all programs will be available to the accreditation team, and the 


state team members will substantiate the preliminary findings at the visit. 


6. Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and include elementary and 


secondary school practitioners and postsecondary education members. 


7. The period of accreditation is consistent with a seven-year cycle and is compatible with 


the accreditation activities established by the state. 


 


 


B. National Accreditation of a Credential Program  


1. The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California Program Standards for the 


specific credential under Option 1, or the standards used by the national entity are 


determined by the Committee to be equivalent to those adopted by the Commission 


under Option 1. 


2. The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity. 


3. The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members and elementary and 


secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one voting member is from California. 


4. The period of accreditation is consistent with a seven-year cycle and is compatible with 


the accreditation activities established by the state. 


5. Nationally accredited credential programs participate in the unit accreditation process. 


The national accreditation of the program serves in lieu of the state’s Program 


Assessment process. 
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Section 8 


Evaluation and Modification of the Framework 
 


This section governs the evaluation and modification of the Accreditation Framework.   


 


A.  Evaluation of the Accreditation Framework 


 


1. Evaluation of Accreditation System.  The Commission and the Committee on 


Accreditation are jointly responsible, in consultation with educational 


institutions/program sponsors and organizations, for establishing, maintaining, and 


continually refining a system of on-going evaluation of the accreditation system for 


educator preparation.   


 


2. Evaluation Report and Recommendations.  The Commission and the Committee on 


Accreditation shall implement a process of continual evaluation and improvement to its 


accreditation system.  


 


 


B.   Modification of the Accreditation Framework 


 


1. General Provisions Regarding Modifications.  The Commission will consult with the 


Committee on Accreditation and educational institutions, program sponsors, and 


organizations regarding any proposed modifications of the Framework.  Modifications 


will occur in public meetings of the Commission, after the Commission has considered 


relevant information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, postsecondary 


institutions, accreditation team members, the Commission’s professional staff, and other 


concerned individuals.  The Commission will determine the date when a policy 


modification is effective. 


 


2. Refinements and Clarifications of the Framework.  The Commission may modify the 


Accreditation Framework to refine or clarify its contents, as needed.  The Commission 


retains the authority to reconsider and modify the Program Standards for Options 1, 2 or 


3 as the need arises.   


 


3. Significant Modifications of the Framework.  The Commission will maintain without 


significant modifications the Framework’s major features and options, unless there is 


compelling evidence that a significant modification is warranted.  The determination of 


compelling evidence and the warranted significant modification will be made by the 


Commission with the concurrence of the Committee on Accreditation and the Chancellor 


of the California State University, the President of the University of California, and the 


President of the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities.  
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Accreditation Cycle and Activities 


Institution or  


Program Sponsors 


 


At the Institution Submit 


CTC  


and COA 


Accreditation Activities  


Year 1 • Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


Biennial Report  


Year 6,7 & 1 


Review report 
• Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional 


information and/or a focused site visit.  In addition, institution may be completing follow-up 


from the site visit in Year 6.  All institutions will continue data gathering and analysis 


annually.   


Year 2 • Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


  
• Data gathering and analysis is on-going at the institution 


• No report unless there was follow-up from questions generated from the Year 6, 7 and 1 


Biennial Report. 


Year 3 
• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Prepare program 


document 


updates 


Biennial Report 


Years 2 & 3   


Review report • Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional 


information and/or a focused site visit. 


Year 4 
• Submit Program 


Document(s) 


• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


Program 


Assessment* 


Review 


Assessment  


Document (s) 


• Program reviewers are assigned to review each program’s documentation and pose 


questions for institution. 


• Program review teams agree on preliminary findings for program standards. 


Year 5 
• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis  


• Prepare Common 


Standards self-


study for site visit 


Biennial 


Reports Years 


4 & 5 


Preliminary 


Program 


Review 


questions for 


sponsor 


• Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional 


information and/or a focused site visit. 


• Program reviewers submit preliminary findings and remaining questions or concerns to the 


COA, with recommendations for any needed follow-up at the site visit. 


• COA determines which, if any program(s) need to be included in the site visit and notifies 


institution at least one year prior to the site visit date. 


Year 6 
• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Complete 


preparations for 


site visit 


• Host site visit 


Common 


Standards Self-


Study 


Conduct Site 


Visit 


• Site team is provided with preliminary findings from program review teams and all previous 


documentation from this cycle. Team is also provided with prior accreditation team report. 


• Site team visits the institution reviewing all Common Standards and program(s) identified by 


the Program Reviews. 


• Site team submits an accreditation report to COA, with recommendations.  


• COA makes an accreditation decision and specifies required follow-up if necessary. 


Year 7 
• Data Gathering  & 


Analysis 


• Follow-up to site 


visit if necessary 


Site visit 


response 


Follow-up to 


site visit, if 


necessary 


• COA reviews follow-up, if warranted, asks further questions.  Follow up may exceed one year 


at the discretion of the COA. 


• After completing the seven year cycle, the institution begins the cycle again 


* Data related to approved subject matter programs is submitted in Year 4
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Common Standards 
Adopted June 2007 


 Effective July 1, 2008 
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Standard 1: Educational Leadership 
The institution and education unit create and articulate a research-based vision for educator 


preparation that is responsive to California’s adopted standards and curriculum frameworks and 


provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance and experiences, 


scholarship, service and unit accountability. All professional preparation programs are organized, 


governed, and coordinated with the active involvement of program faculty and relevant 


stakeholders. Unit leadership, with institutional support, creates effective strategies to achieve 


the needs of all programs and represents the interests of each program within the institution or 


program sponsor. The education unit implements and monitors a credential recommendation 


process that ensures that candidates recommended for a credential have met all requirements. 


 


Standard 2: Unit and Program Evaluation System 
The education unit implements an assessment system for ongoing program and unit evaluation 


and improvement. The system collects, analyzes and utilizes data on candidate and program 


completer performance and unit operations. Assessment in all programs includes ongoing and 


comprehensive data collection related to candidate qualifications, proficiencies, competence, and 


program effectiveness. Data are analyzed to identify patterns and trends that serve as the basis 


for programmatic and unit decision-making. 


 


Standard 3: Resources 
The institution or program sponsor provides the unit with the necessary budget, personnel, 


facilities and other resources to prepare candidates effectively to meet the state-adopted 


standards for educator preparation. Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for effective 


operation of each credential or certificate program for coordination, admission, advisement, 


curriculum development, instruction, field and clinical supervision, and assessment management. 


Library and digital media resources, information and communication technology resources, and 


support personnel are sufficient to meet program and candidate needs. A process that is inclusive 


of all programs is in place to determine resource needs. 


 


Standard 4: Faculty 
Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach and supervise all courses and field experiences 


in each credential and certificate program. Faculty are knowledgeable in the content they teach, 


understand the context of public schooling, and model best professional practices in scholarship, 


service, teaching and learning. They are reflective of the diverse society and knowledgeable 


about cultural, ethnic and gender diversity. They have a thorough grasp of the academic 


standards, frameworks, and accountability systems that drive the curriculum of public schools. 


Faculty collaborate regularly and systematically with colleagues in P-12 settings, faculty in other 


college or university units, and members of the broader, professional community to improve 


teaching, candidate learning, and educator preparation. The institution or program sponsor 


provides support for faculty development and recognizes and rewards outstanding teaching, 


regularly evaluates the performance of course instructors and field supervisors, and retains only 


those who are consistently effective. 
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Standard 5: Admissions 
In each professional preparation program, applicants are admitted on the basis of well-defined 


admission criteria and procedures, including all Commission-adopted requirements. Multiple 


measures are used in an admission process that encourages and supports applicants from diverse 


populations. The unit determines that admitted candidates have appropriate personal 


characteristics, including sensitivity to California’s diverse population, effective communication 


skills, basic academic skills, and prior experiences that suggest a strong potential for professional 


effectiveness. Each individual has personal qualities and pre-professional experiences that 


suggest a strong potential for professional success and effectiveness. 


 


Standard 6: Advice and Assistance 
Qualified members of the unit are assigned and available to advise applicants and candidates 


about their academic, professional and personal development, and to assist in their professional 


placement. Appropriate information is accessible to guide each candidate’s attainment of all 


program requirements. The unit provides support to candidates who need special assistance, and 


retains in each program only those candidates who are suited for entry or advancement in the 


education profession. Evidence regarding candidate progress and performance is consistently 


utilized to guide advisement and assistance efforts. 


 


Standard 7: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice 
The unit and its school partners design, implement, and regularly evaluate a planned sequence of 


field and clinical experiences in order for candidates to develop and demonstrate the knowledge 


and skills necessary to educate and support all students effectively so that they meet state-


adopted academic standards. For each credential and certificate program, the unit collaborates 


with its school partners regarding the criteria for selection of school sites, effective clinical 


personnel and site-based supervising personnel. Fieldwork and clinical experiences provide 


candidates opportunities to understand and address issues of diversity that affect school climate, 


teaching and learning and develop strategies for improving student learning. 


 


Standard 8: Program Sponsor, District and University Field Experience 


Supervisors 
Field supervisors provide systematic and continuing support for candidates. Based on identified 


criteria, field experience supervisors are carefully selected, knowledgeable and supportive of the 


academic content standards for students, trained in supervision, oriented to the supervisory role 


and evaluated in a systematic manner. Supervisory activities are evaluated and recognized. 


District-employed supervisors are certified and experienced in either teaching the specified 


content area(s) or performing the services authorized by the credential or certificate. 


 


Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate Competence 
Candidates preparing to serve as teachers and other professional school personnel know and 


demonstrate the professional knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support effectively 


all students in meeting the state-adopted academic standards. Assessments indicate that 


candidates meet the Commission-adopted competency requirements, as specified in the 


appropriate program standards.  
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California Education Code 


 


To be added later 
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Appendix D 


 


Glossary 
 


Accreditation 
Framework 


The document that sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the 
accreditation of educator preparation in California. 


Accreditation 
Handbook 


The document that details the procedures that implement accreditation according 
to the Accreditation Framework. 


Annual 
Accreditation 
Report 


A document presented to the CTC by the COA that summarizes information 
regarding each year’s accreditation activities. 


Biennial Reports An institutional report that summarizes data on candidate competence for each 
program within an institution/program sponsor.  The Biennial Report also 
provides information about how those data informs program improvement. 


Board of 
Institutional 
Reviewers 


To conduct reviews for the initial and continuing accreditation of 
institutions/program sponsors, the Executive Director of the Commission 
maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of California college and 
university faculty members, staff and administrators; elementary and secondary 
school teachers and other certificated professionals, pursuant to Education Code 
Section 44374(b).  These reviewers may participate as reviewers in Program 
Assessment documents and/or Site Visits.  Individuals may serve in one of those 
capacities or both.  The pool consists of individuals who are geographically and 
culturally diverse, and who represent gender equity and who have expertise 
across the spectrum of credential areas.  The Committee on Accreditation 
establishes criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds 
new members to the pool when necessary. 


Commission on 
Teacher 
Credentialing 
(CTC) 


The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing is an agency in the 
Executive Branch of California State government. It was created in 1970 by the 
Ryan Act and is the oldest of the autonomous state standards boards in the 
nation. The major purpose of the agency is to serve 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. 


Committee on 
Accreditation 
(COA) 


A Committee of twelve members (six from institutions of higher education and 
six from K-12 public schools) established by Education Code and appointed by 
the Commission to oversee the implementation and effectiveness of 
accreditation activities. 


Common 
Standards 


The Common Standards deal with aspects of program quality that are the same 
for all credential programs. The institution responds to each Common Standard 
by providing pertinent information, including information about individual 
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programs. Common standards can be found within each program's standard 
document. 


Ed Code Statutes, laws and regulations dealing with education. 


Educator 
Preparation 
Program 
Standards 


Program standards address aspects of program quality and effectiveness that 
apply to each type of educator preparation program offered by a program 
sponsor. Program standards contain overall summary statements describing the 
nature and purpose of each standard, plus required elements that further clarify 
required aspects subsumed within the domain of the standard. Program sponsors 
must meet all applicable program standards and required elements before the 
program application may be approved by the Commission. 


Experimental 
Standards 


Standards submitted by institutions/program sponsors used for program 
development, submission and approval with a focus on a research question. 


Initial Institution 
/Program Sponsor 
Approval 


An institution/program sponsor that would like to offer educator preparation 
programs must first be granted this approval by the CTC. 


Initial Program 
Approval 


The approval to begin a program that has not already been operational at an 
institution/program sponsor. 


Institutional 
Report (IR) 


The term that NCATE uses for the document prepared by the institution prior to 
the site visit.  The IR serves the same purpose as the Common Standards Self 
Study. 


National or 
Professional 
Program 
Standards 


California institutions may propose program standards that have been developed 
by national or state professional organizations.  Such a proposal may be 
submitted to the Committee on Accreditation with a statement of the institution's 
reasons for requesting this option and the requested National or Professional 
Program Standards.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards, 
taken as a whole, provide a level of professional quality comparable to the 
standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program 
Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use as Program 
Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential program.  If the 
Committee determines that the requested standards do not adequately address 
one or more aspects of California Standards (Common and/or Program), the 
Committee may approve the requested standards but also require the 
institution/program sponsor address the missing portions of the California 
Standards. 


Ongoing Data 
Collection by 
Institutions/Progr
am Sponsors 


A variety of data collection activities, determined by the institution/program 
sponsor and the subsequent analysis and sharing of the data for program 
improvement. 


Preconditions Preconditions are requirements that must be met in order for an accrediting 
association or licensing agency to consider accrediting a program sponsor or 
approving its programs or schools. Some preconditions are based on state laws, 
while other preconditions are established by Commission policy. Preconditions 
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can be found within each program's standard document. 


Preliminary 
Report 


An activity of the Site Visit (Year 6) due no less than 12 months before the site 
visit.  This brief report describes the institutional mission and includes 
information about institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, and 
other unique features of the institution/program sponsor—including its response 
to accreditation preconditions established by state laws and the Commission.  


Program 
Assessment 


Program Assessment is the feature of the accreditation system that asks 
institutions/program sponsors to report on their ongoing improvement efforts at 
the program level.  It is designed so that institutions/program sponsors mirror 
the reflective practices that are taught to candidates.  Program Assessment asks 
institutions/program sponsors to consider how they measure candidate 
competence and how those measures inform instruction, assessment and 
program design/implementation.  Program Assessment examines each program 
individually and informs the Site Visit that will take place in two years—year 6 
of the accreditation cycle.   


Self Study An activity of the Site Visit (Year 6) due no fewer than 60-90 days before the 
Site Visit.  The report focuses on the Common Standards for the team leader 
and the Commission staff consultant,  


Site Visit An accreditation team visits each institution/program sponsor in the sixth year 
of the accreditation cycle. The institution/program sponsor prepares for a site 
visit that focuses mainly on the Common Standards, but may include any 
program areas identified in advance by the Committee on Accreditation (COA) 
as a result of the program review process.  The Biennial Reports, Program 
Assessment Document and Preliminary Report of Findings will be made 
available to the site review team in order to confirm the Preliminary Report of 
Findings from the Program Assessment. The site visit will result in an 
accreditation recommendation for consideration and action by the COA. 
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The Accreditation Framework 


Educator Preparation for California  


I. Introduction 


This Framework addresses the process for accrediting colleges, universities and local education 


agencies that prepare teachers and other educators for certification and professional practice in 


California public schools.  An essential purpose of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing is to 


assure the continuing quality of the preparation received by professional educators. The accreditation 


process serves as the means to provide that assurance to the education profession, to the public, and to 


the accredited institutions themselves. This Introduction to the Framework provides an overview of 


the purposes and scope of California’s accreditation system.   


 


II. The Purposes of California’s Accreditation System 


The overarching purpose of the accreditation system is to ensure that teachers and other 


education services providers have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to be effective educators 


for California public schools. Educators acquire these competencies by completing an accredited 


preparation program. The accreditation system addresses this purpose by (1) looking at the 


quality of each educator preparation program; and (2) looking at the quality of the educators 


produced by each preparation program. The first process is known as “program accreditation,” 


and the second process is known as “state certification.”  


 


The accreditation system makes decisions about the quality of a program based on the degree to 


which the program meets the following intended outcomes: (a) adherence to the Commission’s 


adopted program standards; (b) providing candidate services that are effective and of high 


quality; (c) accountability for preparing effective educators; and (d) engaging in ongoing 


program improvement. Each of these outcomes is described more fully below.   


 


Adhering to Commission standards is a minimum requirement for all educator preparation 


programs. The program standards spell out in detail all of the qualities and activities for which 


the program is ultimately held accountable through the accreditation process. The public has a 


compelling interest in being assured that accreditation decisions made about each educator 


preparation program take into consideration the program’s adherence to Commission standards, 


since only accredited programs may recommend a candidate for a license to teach or to provide 


other education services to California students. 


 


Providing candidate services that are effective and of high quality is another minimum 


requirement for all educator preparation programs. Programs that implement the Commission’s 


standards must show through the accreditation system that they are providing the services and 


activities that will allow candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, and abilities required of an 


effective educator serving the diverse students of California’s public schools. The Commission 


has statutory responsibility for adopting accreditation standards that prescribe the minimum level 


of quality acceptable for educator preparation programs.  During an accreditation review, the 


accreditation team members review evidence of the educational quality of preparation programs 


and its governing policies.  Accreditation decisions must be based on findings supported by clear 


and compelling evidence. 
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Preparing effective educators for California’s public schools is a  third key  required outcome 


of an accredited educator preparation program. The program must provide the services necessary 


to allow candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, and abilities for providing effective educational 


services so that students can achieve California’s K-12 student academic content standards. The 


effectiveness of teacher candidates in meeting California’s Teaching Performance Expectations 


should be documented and supported by the results of each program’s mandated Teaching 


Performance Assessment of all candidates. 


 


Engaging in ongoing program improvement activities is the fourth expected outcome of each 


educator preparation program. Program standards, candidate assessments, and evaluations from 


accreditation team reviews all need to be used by programs to contribute to improvements in the 


preparation of educators.  If the program results fall short, accreditation decisions serve to 


provoke needed improvements. For program improvements to occur, the accreditation system 


must appropriately identify and describe weaknesses in the quality of a particular preparation 


program to guide the program sponsor’s program improvement plans and activities.  


 


III. Key Attributes of California’s Accreditation System 


The accreditation system and its processes should support each program’s attainment of the four 


outcomes specified above. Several key attributes of California’s accreditation system contribute 


not only to its ability to support and maintain program quality and accountability, but also to the 


public credibility of the system as a whole.  These attributes are: (a) the professional nature of 


the accreditation activities carried out by accreditation teams; (b) the quality of the members of 


accreditation review teams; (c) the role of standards in the process of initial and continuing 


program review and approval; and (d) the effectiveness and efficiency of the accreditation 


review process itself.  Each of these attributes of California’s accreditation system is more fully 


described below. 


 


The professional nature of accreditation.  Professional educators should hold themselves and 


their peers accountable for the quality of professional education. As part of their professional 


responsibilities, educators should be involved intensively in the accreditation process, including  


developing accreditation standards, conducting and/or participating in accreditation reviews, and 


making accreditation decisions.  Professional educators should have experience, expertise and 


training appropriate for their specific roles in accreditation.  At each step of the accreditation 


process, decisions should emerge from consultative procedures, and reflect the consensus of the 


professional participants. 


 


Quality of members of accreditation review teams.  The effectiveness of the accreditation 


system relies on the quality of the decision making at each step in the process.  Quality 


assurances are provided initially through the participation of individuals who possess knowledge, 


skills and broad expertise relative to accreditation,  and who contribute that expertise within 


various accreditation roles, including policy development and implementation, program review, 


and system support. In order to fulfill their roles effectively, participants must receive 


appropriate training, evaluation and feedback that enable them to understand the underlying 


principles and purposes of the system as well as how to enact each of these roles effectively in 


meeting the needs of all learners in California’s schools. Each member of an accreditation review 


team is selected because he or she exemplifies the professional qualities demanded for 
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participation in the accreditation process. In this manner, the public can be assured of the quality 


of the decisions made by accreditation teams, and the public credibility and confidence in the 


accreditation process is enhanced. 


 


Role of standards in the accreditation process.  For institutions/program sponsors to be effective 


in a dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the changing needs of 


prospective educators and the communities and students they serve.  In a society as diverse as 


California, universities, colleges, and other program sponsors vary substantially in their missions 


and philosophies.  Although each program is responsible for implementing the Commission’s 


adopted program standards, nonetheless institutions have the ability within the accreditation 


process to vary their implementation of these standards to best fit their particular circumstances. 


The accreditation process does not require institutions/program sponsors to conform to 


prescribed patterns of standards implementation unless these conventions have a firm basis in 


principles of educational quality, effectiveness and equity.  The accreditation system, including 


program standards, should accommodate breadth and flexibility within and among 


institutions/program sponsors. 


 


There is another set of standards used within the accreditation system, however, that are more 


broadly applicable than the specific program-level standards. These are the “Common 


Standards,” which describe the level of institutional responsibility that extends beyond specific 


programs to encompass such areas as institutional authority for the program, resources made 


available to programs, and the like. These standards may also be met by program sponsors in a 


variety of acceptable ways.  The training of accreditation reviewers should emphasize the 


importance of understanding the diversity of local institutional contexts and appreciating the 


creativity of institutions/program sponsors in applying the two sets of accreditation standards 


(common standards and program standards) to their own situations and candidates. 


 


The effectiveness, efficiency and costs of the accreditation review process itself.  Accreditation 


should focus with intensity on key aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  While 


allowing and encouraging diversity, the process should also be exacting in assembling key 


information about critical aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  The scope of 


accreditation should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review processes 


should be sufficient to yield reliable judgments by professional educators.  In this way, the 


accreditation process assures its effectiveness to provide clear feedback to program sponsors, and 


to support the integrity of its decisions. 


 


In order to recommend an institution/program sponsor for accreditation, experienced 


professional reviewers should be satisfied that the institution/program sponsor has provided a 


comprehensive array of effective learning opportunities to participants and demonstrates through 


performance assessment that candidates have attained the knowledge, skills and abilities 


necessary to be effective professionals. Accreditation decisions should be based on information 


and data that are sufficient in breadth and depth for the results to be credible and dependable.  In 


this manner, the accreditation process assures its efficiency in making decisions that are data-


driven and that accurately reflect the outcomes of the preparation program.   
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A related characteristic of the accreditation system should be its cost-effectiveness in producing 


reliable and appropriate accreditation decisions. Review procedures, decision processes and 


reporting relationships should be streamlined and economical.  Participants’ roles should be 


clearly defined, and communications should be efficient. There are costs associated with 


establishing standards, training reviewers, assembling information, preparing reports, conducting 


meetings and checking the accuracy of data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs 


is an essential attribute of an effective and efficient accreditation system, but efficiency must not 


undermine the capacity of accreditation teams to fulfill their responsibilities to the public and the 


profession.  Accreditation costs, which are borne by institutions/program sponsors and the 


accrediting body, should be reviewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key 


purposes and outcomes of accreditation. 
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Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Proposed Accreditation Framework

The Commission took action in 2006 to adopt a revised accreditation system.  The revised accreditation system focuses on program accountability, data-driven decision making, program improvement and candidate outcomes. As part of the revision process, the Committee on Accreditation (COA) and the Accreditation Study Work Group (Work Group) reviewed and suggested revisions to the Commission who adopted policies that will support the purposes of the revised system.  

The Accreditation Framework presents the policies that govern the accreditation process.  It also includes the Common Standards that were approved by the Commission at its June 2007 meeting.  A new feature of the Framework is a glossary, included as Appendix D.  Feedback from stakeholders on the clarity of all parts of the Framework is valued, but particular attention to the glossary will help to make the accreditation process more accessible to the education community.  Procedures for implementation of the policies will be presented in the Accreditation Handbook.

Below is the proposed Accreditation Framework.  The feedback form is included at the end of the document, following page 43.  Please submit feedback to the Commission by Thursday, September 20, 2007.  You may submit feedback through email or fax.  Send your feedback to:

Teri Ackerman


tackerman@ctc.ca.gov

fax:  916-324-8927

Stakeholder feedback will be reviewed and considered by the COA and the Work Group. The final Accreditation Framework will be submitted for approval to the Commission at the December 2007 meeting.


In addition, there is an alternate introduction included on pages 39-42.  Please indicate which introduction you prefer!
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The Accreditation Framework

Educator Preparation for California 


Introduction


This Framework addresses the accreditation of colleges, universities and local education agencies that prepare teachers and other educators for state certification and professional practice in California public schools.  Accreditation is the primary assurance of quality in the preparation of professional educators, and as such, is an essential purpose of the Commission.  It provides an important quality assurance to the education profession, the general public, and the accredited institutions.  This Introduction to the Framework articulates the purposes of the accreditation system in the field of educator preparation.  


The Purposes of Professional Educator Program Accreditation 

Professional accreditation is the process of ascertaining and verifying the quality of each program that prepares individuals for state certification.  In this context, state certification is the process of ascertaining and verifying the qualifications of each future member of the education profession.  These two processes--professional accreditation and state certification share a common overarching objective--ensuring that those who teach and provide education services in California’s public school system have the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to be effective educators.  Accreditation of educator preparation in California serves to achieve four purposes: to ensure accountability, ensure high quality and effective programs, to ensure adherence to standards and to support ongoing program improvement. Each purpose is more fully articulated below.  

A primary purpose of the professional accreditation system is to ensure accountability to the public, the students and the education profession that educator preparation programs are responsive to the educational needs of current and future students.  Only an accredited educator preparation program may recommend a candidate for a license to teach in California. The general public has a compelling interest in accreditation decisions that are part of the public education system in California.  The expertise and experience of the accreditors should be credible to the general public and the education profession in California.

A second purpose of accreditation is to ensure that educator preparation programs are high quality and effective and provide education and experiences consistent with the knowledge and skills required of an educator serving the needs of the diverse population in the California public schools. The Commission has statutory responsibility for adopting accreditation standards which describe levels of quality that it deems to be acceptable for quality assurance.  Standards should not focus on purely technical or operational aspects of educator preparation, but should enable trained reviewers with professional expertise to ascertain whether an educator preparation program is characterized by acceptable levels of quality as defined in the standards.

The Accreditation system is oriented to issues of quality.  During a review, reviewers obtain evidence that relates to the educational quality of preparation programs and policies governing the programs.  Through experience, expertise and training, the reviewers are skilled at discerning the important from the unimportant in educator preparation.  The findings and recommendations of accreditation reviewers focus on important matters of quality in the preparation of educators.  Accreditation decisions hinge on findings that are evidence-based, educationally significant and clearly related to quality-oriented standards.

A third purpose of the accreditation system is to ensure adherence to standards.  The standards are designed to ensure that each educator’s preparation is appropriate to the requirements of professional service in public schools.  California’s educator preparation programs are designed to meet the appropriate Commission approved program standards, which are aligned with the state adopted academic content and performance standards for K-12 students.  Through the accreditation system, sponsors of educator preparation programs must provide evidence that their programs meet all standards.

Finally, the fourth purpose of the accreditation system is to support program improvement.   Accreditation standards, reviews and decisions contribute to improvements in the preparation of educators.  The quality of an institution/program sponsor’s policies, practices and outcomes improve as its faculty, administrators, and students strive to meet accreditation standards.  The institution/program sponsor’s offerings also benefit from the quality orientation of the accreditation system.  When these effects of accreditation fall short, however, specific accreditation decisions provoke needed improvements. For improvements to occur, the accreditation system must identify and describe weaknesses in the quality of an institution’s/program sponsor’s offerings in preparing professionals to serve the needs of California’s diverse student population.   


Key Attributes of Accreditation of California’s Educator Preparation Programs


The key attributes described below function within the four purposes of accreditation.  These attributes pertain to the development of program standards, the initial program approval process, and the subsequent reviews and accreditation of educator preparation programs.

First Attribute: The Professional Character of Accreditation.  Professional educators should hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of professional education.  Professionals should be involved intensively in the entire accreditation process.  They should create accreditation standards, conduct accreditation reviews, and make accreditation decisions.  Participants in these aspects of accreditation should have experience, expertise and training that are appropriate for their specific roles in accreditation.  In each step of accreditation, decisions should emerge from consultative procedures, and should reflect the consensus of the professional participants.

Second Attribute: Knowledgeable Participants.  The effectiveness of the accreditation system relies on the quality of the decision making at each step in the process.  Quality assurances are provided initially through the participation of individuals who possess knowledge, skills and broad expertise and who participate in the system in various roles, including policy development, policy implementation, program assessment, system support technical management, and professional preparation.  In order to fulfill these roles effectively, participants must receive appropriate training, evaluation and feedback that enables them to understand the underlying principles and purposes of the system as well as how to enact each of these roles effectively in meeting the needs of all learners in California’s schools. 

Third Attribute: Breadth and Flexibility.  For institutions/program sponsors to be effective in a dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the changing needs of prospective educators and the communities and students they serve.  In a society as diverse as California, universities, colleges, and other program sponsors vary substantially in their missions and philosophies.  Accreditation should not force institutions/program sponsors to conform to prescribed patterns unless these conventions have a firm basis in principles of educational quality, effectiveness and equity.  The accreditation system should accommodate breadth and flexibility within and among institutions/program sponsors to support improvement.

Accreditation standards should be drawn so different institutions/program sponsors can meet them in a variety of acceptable ways.  There are effective and ineffective forms of educator preparation; accreditation should differentiate between them.  There are also multiple ways of effectively educating prospective educators acceptably; accreditation should not favor any of these over the others. Standards should describe levels of quality and effectiveness without stipulating how institutions/program sponsors are to comply.  Explanations of the standards should clarify their meaning without making the standards overly restrictive.  The training of accreditation reviewers should, moreover, emphasize the importance of understanding diversity and creativity between institutions/program sponsors.

Fourth Attribute: Intensity in Accreditation.  Accreditation should focus with intensity on key aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  While allowing and encouraging divergence, the process should also be exacting in assembling key information about critical aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  The scope of accreditation should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review processes should be sufficient to yield reliable judgments by professional educators.  

Accreditation standards should encompass the critical dimensions of educator preparation.  In order to recommend an institution/program sponsor for accreditation, experienced professional reviewers should be satisfied that the institution/program sponsor provides a comprehensive array of excellent learning opportunities and assurances that future educators have demonstrated that they have attained the knowledge, skills and abilities necessary to be effective professionals.


Accreditation decisions should be based on information that is sufficient in breadth and depth for the results to be credible and dependable.   Accreditation reviewers should understand the components of the program under review and the types of standards-based evidence that substantiate its overall quality and effectiveness. To find out if broad, quality-oriented standards are met, and to make reliable judgments and sound recommendations, reviewers need to assemble a considerable body of data that is collectively significant.  

Fifth Attribute: Efficiency and Cost-Effectiveness.  An accreditation system should fulfill its purposes efficiently and cost-effectively.  Review procedures, decision processes and reporting relationships should be streamlined and economical.  Participants’ roles should be clearly defined, and communications should be efficient.

There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, assembling information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy of data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute of accreditation, but efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditors to fulfill their responsibilities to the public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which are borne by institutions/program sponsors and the accrediting body, should be reviewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key purposes of accreditation.


Section 1


Authority and Responsibilities of the


Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Pertaining to the accreditation of educator preparation, the authority and responsibilities of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing include the following.


A.
Responsibilities Related to Accreditation Policies

1.
Adopt and Modify the Accreditation Framework.  Pursuant to Education Code 44372(a), the Commission has the authority and responsibility to adopt an Accreditation Framework, “which sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in California”.  The present document is the adopted Accreditation Framework.  Education Code 44372(i) establishes that the Commission may modify the Framework in accordance with Section 8 of the Framework.  Modifications occur in public meetings after the Commission considers relevant information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, institutions/program sponsors, Board of Institutional Review members, the Commission’s staff, and other concerned individuals.  The Commission determines when a policy modification takes effect.


2.
Establish and Modify Standards for Educator Preparation.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44372(b), the Commission has the authority and responsibility to establish and modify standards for educator preparation in California.


B.
Responsibilities Related to the Accreditation System



1.
Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval.  In accordance with Education Code Sections 44227(b) and 44372(c) and Section 4 of this Framework, the Commission determines the eligibility of an institution/program sponsor that applies for initial approval and that has not previously prepared educators for state certification in California.  The Commission recognizes institutions/program sponsors that meet the Commission established criteria.  This approval by the Commission establishes the eligibility of an institution/program sponsor to submit specific program proposals to the Committee on Accreditation.


2. Hear and Resolve Accreditation Appeals.  The Commission hears appeals of accreditation decisions, which must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures or decisions were “arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies of the Commission or the procedural guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation” Education Code Section 44374(e).  The Commission resolves each appeal, and the Executive Director communicates the Commission’s decision to the Committee on Accreditation, the accreditation team, and the affected institution/program sponsor.

3.
Allocate Resources Annually for Accreditation Operations.  The Commission annually allocates resources for accreditation operations to implement this Accreditation Framework.  Consistent with the Commission’s general practice, staff assignments to accreditation operations are made by the Executive Director, in accordance with state budgets, laws and regulations.


4.
Review and Sponsor Legislation Related to Accreditation.  The Commission reviews legislative proposals to amend the Education Code related to the accreditation of educator preparation institutions/program sponsors.  As the need arises, the Commission sponsors legislation related to accreditation, after considering the advice of the Commission's professional staff, the Committee on Accreditation, educational institutions, program sponsors and professional organizations.


C.
Responsibilities Related to the Committee on Accreditation



1.
Establish a Nominating Panel.  In collaboration with the Committee on Accreditation, the Commission establishes a Nominating Panel to solicit and screen nominations and recommend educators to serve on the Committee on Accreditation.


2.
Appoint the Committee on Accreditation.  Pursuant to Education Code 44372(d) and Section 2 of this Framework, the Commission appoints members and alternate members of the Committee on Accreditation for specific terms.  The Commission selects the Committee members and alternate members from nominees submitted by the Nominating Panel.  The Commission ensures that the Committee on Accreditation is professionally distinguished and balanced in its composition, but does not appoint members to represent particular institutions, organizations or constituencies.


3.
Address Issues and Refer Concerns Related to Accreditation.  The Commission considers issues and concerns related to accreditation that it identifies, as well as those brought to the Commission’s attention by the Committee on Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, the Commission's staff, or other concerned individuals or organizations.  At its discretion, the Commission may refer accreditation issues and concerns to the Committee on Accreditation for examination and response.


4.
Review Annual Reports by the Committee on Accreditation.  The Commission reviews an Annual Accreditation Report submitted by the Committee on Accreditation.  The Annual Report includes, but is not limited to, information about the dimensions and results of the accreditation process.  


Section 2


Functions of the Committee on Accreditation


The functions, membership and appointment of the Committee on Accreditation are set forth in Education Code Section 44373 and this section of the Framework.

A.
Functions of the Committee on Accreditation



1.
Comparability of Standards.  In accordance with Section 3 of this Framework, the Committee determines whether standards submitted by institutions/program sponsors under Option 2 (National or Professional Program Standards) or Option 3 (Experimental Program Standards), taken as a whole, provide a level of program quality comparable to standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program Standards).  If the Committee determines that the proposed standards are collectively comparable in breadth and depth, when taken as a whole, to the Commission-adopted standards, the Committee on Accreditation may approve the proposed standards as Program Standards in California.


2.
Initial Approval of Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation reviews proposals for the initial accreditation of programs submitted by institutions/program sponsors that have been determined to be eligible by the Commission.  New programs of educator preparation may be submitted under Options One, Two, or Three as defined in Section 3 Category II (Program Standards) of this  Framework.  If the Committee on Accreditation determines that a program meets all applicable standards, the Committee on Accreditation grants initial approval to the program.


3.
Continuing Accreditation Decisions.  After reviewing the recommendations of accreditation teams, the Committee makes decisions about the continuing accreditation of educator preparation institutions/program sponsors and programs, consistent with Section 5 of this Framework.  Pertaining to each institution/program sponsor, the Committee makes one of three decisions:  Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.


4.
Accreditation Procedures.  Consistent with the terms of Section 5, the Committee recommends appropriate guidelines for reports as well as other accreditation materials and exhibits to be prepared by institutions/program sponsors.  The Committee also adopts guidelines for all accreditation activities, which emphasize the use of narrative, qualitative explanations of team recommendations.  The Committee may provide additional guidance to institutions/program sponsors, site visit teams and the Executive Director regarding accreditation procedures.  The procedural guidelines of the Committee are published by the Commission as an Accreditation Handbook.

5.
Monitor the Accreditation System.  The Committee monitors the performance of accreditation teams and oversees other activities associated with the accreditation system.


6.
Communication With and Reporting to the Commission.  The Committee provides updates on accreditation decisions, activities, implementation matters or other items on an “as needed” basis to ensure the Commission is kept well apprised of the effectiveness of its accreditation policies and procedures.

7.  Evaluation of Accreditation Policies and Practices.  The Committee shares responsibility with the Commission for the on-going evaluation and monitoring of the effectiveness of the accreditation system.  Evaluation and monitoring of the system as well as modification to that system will be conducted in a manner consistent with Section 8 of this Framework.

8.
Conduct Business in an Open, Transparent Manner.  The Committee conducts its business and makes its decisions in meetings that are open to the public, except as provided by statute.  All meeting agendas, team reports, and final accreditation decisions will be available on the public on the Commission’s website.


B. Membership of the Committee on Accreditation 


1. Membership Composition. The Committee consists of twelve members. Six members are from postsecondary education institutions, and six are certificated professionals in public schools, school districts, or county offices of education in California. Selection of members is based on the breadth of their experience, the diversity of their perspectives, and "their distinguished records of accomplishment in education" (Education Code Section 44373-a). All members serve as members-at-large. No member serves on the Committee as a representative of any organization, institution/program sponsor, or constituency. To the maximum extent possible, Committee membership is balanced according to ethnicity, gender, geographic regions and across credentials awarded by the Commission. The Committee includes members from the public K-12 school system, and from public and private postsecondary institutions. The elementary and secondary school members include certificated administrators, teachers, and at least one member involved in a professional educator preparation program. The postsecondary members include administrators and faculty members, both of whom must be involved in professional educator preparation programs.

2. Membership Criteria. The criteria for membership on the Committee are: evidence of achievement in the education profession; recognized professional or scholarly contributions in the field of education; recognition of excellence by peers; experience with and sensitivity to issues of human diversity; distinguished service in the field of educator preparation; knowledge of issues related to the preparation and licensing of education professionals; length of professional service; and possession of appropriate educational degrees and professional credentials.

3. Membership Orientation and Training. Members of the Committee will receive an orientation and training to adequately prepare them to effectively carry out their roles and responsibilities on the Committee on Accreditation.

C. Appointment of the Committee on Accreditation 


1. Nominating Panel. A Nominating Panel of four distinguished members of the education profession in California identifies and nominates individuals to serve on the Committee on Accreditation. The Nominating Panel is comprised of two educators appointed by the Committee on Accreditation and two educators appointed by the Commission.  Each entity will appoint one college or university member and one K-12 public school member to the Nominating Panel.  The terms of Nominating Panel members are four years. Members of the Panel may not serve more than one term.

2. Nomination of Committee Members. To select members for the Committee on Accreditation, a vacancy notice is posted on the Commission website and nominations are solicited, in writing, from a broad base of professional organizations, agencies, institutions, and individuals in education. Each nomination must be submitted with the consent of the individual. A written endorsement from the nominee’s employer confirming understanding of and agreement to the nominee’s participation on the Committee must be submitted (The Commission provides travel, per diem, and substitute reimbursement, if needed). The nominee's professional resume must be submitted. Self-nominations are not accepted.

3. Selection of Committee Members. Based on the membership criteria and the principles of balanced composition set forth in this section, the Nominating Panel screens the professional qualifications of each nominee and recommends for appointment at least two highly qualified nominees for each vacant seat on the Committee.  The Commission selects and appoints the members and alternate members of the Committee by selecting from the nominations submitted by the Panel.

4. Terms of Appointment. The Commission appoints members of the Committee on Accreditation to four-year terms. A member may be re-nominated and re-appointed to a second term of four years. A member may serve a maximum of two terms on the Committee.  Terms of appointment shall commence on July 1, or the date of the appointment, whichever is later, and shall expire on June 30.

5. Committee Vacancies. When a seat on the Committee becomes vacant prior to the conclusion of the member's term, the Executive Director fills the seat for the remainder of the term by appointing a replacement from the list of alternate members.

6. Transition of Committee Membership. In the first year of the implementation of the revised  Framework, three new members will be appointed to the Committee for four year terms.  Nine members of the prior Committee will continue to serve: three for one additional year, three for two additional years, and three for three additional years.  Each subsequent year, three additional members will be appointed to the Committee. These changes will transition the membership from the Accreditation Framework (1995) to the revised  Framework (2007).

Section 3


Accreditation Standards


There are two categories of accreditation standards for institutions/program sponsors that prepare professional educators in California: 1) Common Standards and 2) Program Standards.  An accredited institution/program sponsor is expected to satisfy the standards in both categories.


Category I.
Common Standards relate to aspects of program quality that are the same for all educator preparation programs.  This category includes standards relevant to the overall leadership and climate for educator preparation at an institution/program sponsor, as well as standards pertaining to quality features that are common to all programs.  An institution/program sponsor responds to each Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including information about individual programs.  


Category II.
Program Standards address the quality of program features that are specific to a credential, such as curriculum, field experiences, and knowledge and skills to be demonstrated by candidates in the specific credential area.    Different options may be exercised by different credential programs at an institution/program sponsor.  Options that are selected will be the basis for the review of specific programs and will guide the selection and orientation of program reviewers.  Pertaining to each program, the institution/program sponsor responds to each standard in the selected option by providing program-specific information for review by the program reviewers. When institutions/program sponsors prepare for initial program approval and continuing accreditation activities, they may consider the following options for program-specific standards.


•
Option 1.
California Program Standards.  The Commission relies on panels of experts from colleges, universities and schools to develop standards for specific credential programs.  These panels are guided by current research findings in the field of the credential and the California K-12 academic content standards.  They also consider standards developed by appropriate national and statewide professional organizations.  If the national or professional standards are found to be appropriate for California, a panel may recommend that the Commission adopt them in lieu of developing new standards or revising the Commission's existing standards. After reviewing the recommendations of advisory panels and other experts, the Commission adopts California Program Standards for the initial and continuing accreditation of credential preparation programs.  When revised program standards are adopted, institutions/program sponsors may be required to meet the new set of California Program Standards.


•
Option 2.
National or Professional Program Standards.  California institutions may propose program standards that have been developed by national or state professional organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee on Accreditation with a statement of the institution's reasons for requesting this option and the requested National or Professional Program Standards.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of professional quality comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use as Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential program.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards do not adequately address one or more aspects of California Standards (Common and/or Program), the Committee may approve the requested standards but also require the institution/program sponsor address the missing portions of the California Standards.


•
Option 3.
Experimental Program Standards.  For initial accreditation, an institution may present an experimental, pilot, or exploratory program that meets the Experimental Program Standards adopted by the Commission pursuant to Education Code Section 44273.  Experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs are designed to allow for the examination of focused research questions intended to contribute to the body of knowledge around key aspects of the field of education including the identification of model strategies, delivery methods, and programs that lead to improved teaching and learning.  Institutions that sponsor experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs must have a research component that examines how the program contributes to the development of quality teaching and specifically, the acquisition and mastery by teacher candidates of appropriate performance expectations, such as the Teaching Performance Expectations for the Multiple and Single Subject Credentials.  In addition, experimental, pilot, or exploratory programs are required to report their findings on a biennial basis to the Commission. Upon consultation with the institution and with the Committee on Accreditation, the Commission retains the authority to determine whether the findings support continuance of the experimental, pilot, or exploratory program under the experimental standards. 

Section 4


Initial Accreditation Policies

This section governs the initial recognition of institutions and approval of programs.

A.
Responsibility for Two Phases of Initial Accreditation



1.
Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval.  A postsecondary education institution or local education agency (LEA) or other entity that is not currently preparing educators for California’s public schools must submit an application to the Commission for initial eligibility to submit programs.  The application must indicate evidence of accreditation by either the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) or another of the regional accrediting bodies.  In the case of an application from a Local Education Agency (LEA) or other entity, the governance board’s approval or sponsorship of the program must be noted.  The Commission may establish additional procedures and criteria for the initial approval of institutions/program sponsors to prepare and recommend candidates for state credentials in education.


2.
Initial Approval of Programs.  The Committee on Accreditation decides the initial approval of new credential or certificate programs at an eligible institution/program sponsor. New credential or certificate program proposals by institutions/program sponsors that have been determined to be eligible by the Commission must fulfill preconditions established by state law and the Commission, the Common Standards, and the appropriate set of Program Standards.  Descriptions of new programs include evidence of involvement in program design and planning by elementary and secondary school practitioners and members of diverse local communities.  

B.
Policies for Initial Approval of Programs


1.
Review of New Programs.  Prior to being presented to the Committee on Accreditation for action, new programs proposed by eligible program sponsors are reviewed in relation to the Common Standards in Appendix 2 and the selected Program Standards as specified in Section 3 of this Framework.  The Committee on Accreditation considers recommendations by the staff and/or the external reviewers regarding the approval of each proposed program.


C.  Integration of Institutions/Program Sponsors into Accreditation Cycle.  After initial approval of programs, the institution/program sponsor will be notified of its assignment to a specific cohort schedule.  The institution/program sponsor will then participate in accreditation activities at the scheduled times.


a. 
Accreditation Activities.  Institutions/program sponsors will complete Biennial Reports according to their cohort schedule.  They will complete a Program Assessment eighteen months after initial program approval.


b. 
Technical Assistance Site Visit. Two years prior to the scheduled Site Visit, a Technical Assistance Site Visit will be made to the institution/program sponsor.  The purpose of the Technical Assistance Site Visit is to prepare new institutions or program sponsors for the Committee on Accreditation Site Visit that will follow (to provide an opportunity for a limited review of all approved programs by a small team of experts in the field) and to provide feedback to the institution/program sponsor based upon that limited review. 


Section 5  


Continuing Accreditation Policies 


This section outlines the Commission’s policies for institutions/program sponsors that have been approved to offer educator preparation credential programs and are seeking continuing accreditation.  The specific procedures and requirements for implementing these policies are included in the Accreditation Handbook.

Overview of the Accreditation Cycle

Contained in this Framework are the goals for the Commission’s accreditation system.  Under this system, accreditation is an on-going process that fosters greater public accountability, continuous attention to program improvement, adherence to standards, and high quality programs.  The accreditation system and its interrelated set of activities of Biennial Reports, Program Assessment, Site Visits, and follow up throughout the 7 year cycle – is designed to support these goals.  


The major components of the seven year accreditation cycle include:


1) Ongoing Data Collection by the Institution/Program Sponsor


2) Biennial Program Reports in years one, three, and five.


3) Program Assessment in year four


4) Institutional Site Visit in year six


5) Follow Up on areas of concern in year seven and beyond, if necessary


Accreditation Cycle Activities


The following section describes the various activities within the accreditation cycle in general terms.  Specific procedures and requirements about all aspects of the accreditation cycle are set forth in the Accreditation Handbook. Charts illustrating the various activities in the 7 year accreditation cycle can be found in Appendix C.



1. Ongoing Data Collection by the Institution/Program Sponsor


Each institution/program sponsor is required to collect data for each approved credential and certificate program related to candidate competence and program effectiveness on an annual basis.  Further, it is an expectation that all CTC accredited institutions or program sponsors will use these data to inform programmatic decision-making.



2. Biennial Report


The accreditation system requires that the institution provide evidence, through submission of the Biennial Report that it is collecting, analyzing, and using data for programmatic decision making.  The Biennial Report process will include the submission of contextual information, candidate assessment, a brief statement of analysis, an action plan based on the analysis, and an institutional summary identifying trends across the programs or critical issues.  The Biennial Report will be reviewed, may result in further questions or review, and will be part of the documentation made available to the program and site visit reviewers.  The specific activities related to the Biennial Report are as follows:

Submission, Review and Feedback

a. Submission. Each institution/program sponsor must annually collect data and submit biennial reports.   The data collection and submission must be related to the Commission standards.  All program reports from the institution are submitted together with an institutional summary.  The institutional summary identifies trends across the programs or critical issues for the program sponsor.  The specific requirements of these reports are defined in the Accreditation Handbook.

b. Review.  Commission staff review the Biennial Report. Commission staff evaluates the Biennial Report for completeness and sufficiency. If the report is not submitted, is incomplete or is inadequate, Commission staff will contact the institution/program sponsor.  If the report has been submitted but the data do not demonstrate measures of candidate competence or have deficiencies, the Committee on Accreditation and Commission staff will request additional information from the institution/program sponsor.  Data review procedures are set forth in the Accreditation Handbook.  Staff will report on the Biennial Report to the COA.


c. Feedback.  Institutions/Program Sponsors will be notified of receipt and review of the Biennial Report.  Based on review of the Biennial Report, the Committee on Accreditation may request additional information or schedule a site visit prior to the scheduled time period for a site visit to the institution/program.  



3.
Program Assessment 


In the 4th year of each cohort cycle, an institution/program sponsor prepares and submits a Program Assessment document for each approved program.  The specific activities related to Program Assessment are as follows:

a. Program Assessment Document. Each institution/program sponsor ensures that each approved program that is offered by an institution/program sponsor prepares and submits a Program Assessment Document.  The document includes the following elements:  1) the most recently approved program document which includes modifications in the program since its approval, 2) current course syllabi and faculty vitae, 3) information on assessments used at key points in the program in order to determine candidate competence.  The specific procedures and requirement for the Program Assessment Document are included in the Accreditation Handbook.  


1. Review.  Trained reviewers will determine whether the standards for each program area continue to be met.  If there are questions, or more information is needed, Commission staff will communicate with an institution or program sponsor to request additional information. A professional dialogue will then take place between program sponsors and reviewers (facilitated through CTC staff) in order to ascertain the most complete sense of candidate competence and the ongoing program improvement efforts that are made.  This process allows for a more complete understanding of the program prior to determining the findings.



2. Preliminary Report of Findings.  Trained members of the BIR serve as readers and consider all information and come to “preliminary findings” for all program standards as well as recommendations and questions for the site visit.  Program Standard findings are ‘Standard Met’, ‘Met with Concerns’, and ‘Not Met’. Document review procedures are set forth in the Accreditation Handbook. 


3. Use of Results.  The report from the readers is forwarded to the Committee on Accreditation.  Readers submit any outstanding questions or areas of concern to the Committee on Accreditation and the Committee will ensure that the site review team investigates the issue(s). The Committee on Accreditation reviews the program reports, preliminary findings, and questions/areas of concern to assist in determining the size and composition of the site review team.


The preliminary findings of the reviewers will influence the size, scope, and nature of the 6th year site visit.  If reviewers find no issues or concerns through program assessment, it may be determined that it is unnecessary to review the program in detail at the site visit.  If reviewers identify issues that warrant further review or if questions remain unanswered at the conclusion of the Program Assessment, the 6th year site visit may include a more detailed review of such programs.


Specific documentation required in the Program Assessment is set forth in the Accreditation Handbook.  


4. Site Visit 


An accreditation team visits each institution/program sponsor in the sixth year of the accreditation cycle. The institution/program sponsor prepares for a site visit that focuses mainly on the Common Standards, but may include any program areas identified in advance by the Committee on Accreditation (COA) as a result of the program assessment process.  The Biennial Reports, Program Assessment Documents and Preliminary Report of Findings will be made available to the site review team.  The site visit will result in an accreditation recommendation for consideration and action by the COA.


Preparation for Site Visit


a. Preliminary Program Assessment Report of Findings.  No less than twelve months before the scheduled site visit, Program Assessment reviewers will submit the preliminary findings on program standards and any additional questions or areas of concern to the Committee on Accreditation.  The Program Assessment reviewers make a recommendation to Committee on Accreditation whether the issue(s) needs to be further reviewed at the site visit.  


b. Preliminary Report.  Ten to twelve months before the scheduled site visit, institutional/program sponsors submit a Preliminary Report to the Commission.  This brief report describes the institutional mission and includes information about institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, and other unique features of the institution/program sponsor. The institution/program sponsor includes its response to accreditation preconditions established by state laws and the Commission.  

c. Determination by the Committee on Accreditation.  The Committee on Accreditation uses the Preliminary Report, along with the preliminary findings from the Program Assessment, to determine the type, size and complexity of the programs to be reviewed and the structure, size and expertise of the site visit review team to be selected.  All institutions/program sponsors will be subject to a Common Standards review, and the Committee on Accreditation will make case by case determinations, based on the findings of the Program Assessment, as to which programs will be subject to a more detailed review during the site visit at an institution.


d. Self Study. No fewer than 60-90 days before the site visit, the institution/program sponsor submits its Institutional Self-Study which focuses on the Common Standards to the team and the Commission.  In responding to each applicable standard, the self-study report should emphasize quality considerations, educational rationales, and thoughtful program analyses.

On-site Activities


1. Collection of Information.  The accreditation site visit team, composed of 3 to 7 members, focuses its review primarily on the Common Standards and on any specific programs designated by the Committee on Accreditation that require additional review at the site visit.  In addition, the site visit team is responsible for reviewing evidence that will substantiate and confirm or contradict the preliminary findings of the Program Assessment.   




The site visit team gathers information about the quality of the education unit and credential programs at the institution/program sponsor from a variety of sources representing the full range of stakeholders, including written documents and interviews with representative samples of significant stakeholders. The site visit team will gather all relevant information related to all the Common Standards and the standards applicable to the program areas under review.  During the site visit, each program in operation participates fully in the interview schedule.  The Committee on Accreditation may add additional members to the team with expertise in the specific program areas(s) identified as needing additional study during the site visit.  Data collection procedures are set forth in the Accreditation Handbook.


2. Procedural Safeguards.  The accreditation site visit team provides ample opportunities during the site review for representatives of the institution/program sponsor to (a) be informed about areas where the standards appear not to be fully satisfied, and (b) supply additional information pertaining to those standards.  These opportunities include, at a minimum, a meeting at approximately mid-visit between representatives of the team and the institution's/program sponsor’s credential programs, after which additional written information or interviews are utilized by the team in reaching its conclusions.


3. Focused Site Visit and a Specialized Credential Program Team.  It is possible that the site visit team may uncover a program concern or issue not previously identified by the Program Assessment.  When this occurs, the team may recommend a Focused Site Visit addressing the concerns or issues that have arisen if the accreditation site visit team determines that the team lacks expertise to make sound decisions for a particular program.  In such a situation, the Focused Site Visit is scheduled to resolve the uncertainty before the accreditation team's final report and recommendation is submitted to the Committee on Accreditation.  In this event, there would be no accreditation recommendation until after the Focused Site visit has been completed.


4. Exit Interview and Report.  The accreditation site visit team conducts an exit interview with representatives of the institution/program sponsor, at which time the team presents its draft report for the Committee on Accreditation.  Such a report will include the findings on all Common Standards, all program standards, and an accreditation recommendation.  As noted in the previous section, it is possible that the site visit team may uncover a program concern or issue not previously identified by the Program Assessment reviewers.  When this occurs, the site visit team may recommend a follow up focused program review of the concerns or issues that have arisen.  In this event there would be no accreditation recommendation until after the focused review has been completed.  If further review is needed of program experts not currently on the site review team, the accreditation status recommendation is not reported during the exit interview. The Committee on Accreditation will review the site visit team report prior to making an accreditation decision. 



Accreditation Reports, Recommendations and Decisions


a. Accreditation Team Reports.  Each accreditation site visit team makes its report and recommendations to the Committee on Accreditation.  Accreditation site visit team reports indicate whether each applicable standard is met, include summary findings and a recommendation to the Committee, and may include professional recommendations for consideration by the institution/program sponsor.


b. Accreditation Team Recommendations.  An accreditation site visit team recommends Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.  The team makes its recommendation based on the overall quality of the education unit and the credential programs at the institution/program sponsor.  The team does not recommend separate accreditation decisions for each program. The team may recommend Accreditation but recommend required follow-up for the institution and/or one or more of its programs. Alternatively, a team may recommend Accreditation with Stipulations, which may (if adopted by the Committee on Accreditation) require the institution/program sponsor to provide evidence that the program(s) has made modifications that address the stipulation(s). The Committee on Accreditation may require additional progress reports from the institution/program sponsor beyond one year even if the stipulations have been removed.  The Committee on Accreditation has discretion to allow an institution/program sponsor additional time to address issues.  Stipulations may (if adopted) require the discontinuation of severely deficient programs at the institution/program sponsor.


c. Accreditation Decisions.  After reviewing the recommendation of an accreditation site visit team the Committee on Accreditation makes a decision about the accreditation of educator preparation at the institution/program sponsor.  The Committee makes one of three decisions pertaining to each institution:  Accreditation, Accreditation with Stipulations, or Denial of Accreditation.  The Committee's Annual Accreditation Reports summarize these decisions.


d. Required Follow-up.  The Committee on Accreditation may grant full accreditation to an institution/program sponsor, but require follow-up by one or more programs or the institution/program sponsor as a unit. The required follow-up will be documented in reports submitted to the Committee on Accreditation.


e. Accreditation with Stipulations.  The Committee on Accreditation allows an institution/program sponsor one year to remove all stipulations or to discontinue deficient program(s).  COA may require additional progress reports beyond one year even if stipulations have been removed.  The Committee on Accreditation has discretion to allow an institution/program sponsor additional time to address issues.   An additional period to remedy severe deficiencies may be granted by the Committee on Accreditation if the Committee determines that (a) substantial progress has been made and/or (b) special circumstances described by the institution justify a delay. The Committee also determines how the institution's/program sponsor’s response to adopted stipulations is to be reviewed.  The Committee may require a second site visit for this purpose.  Failure to remove all stipulations may result in the denial of accreditation to the entire institution/program sponsor.  



Appeals


a. Appeals to Committee on Accreditation.  Within thirty days after an accreditation site visit, the institution/program sponsor may submit evidence to the Committee on Accreditation that the site visit team demonstrated bias or acted arbitrarily or capriciously or contrary to the policies of this Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation.  (Information related to the quality of a program or the education unit that was not previously provided to the accreditation site visit team may not be considered by the Committee on Accreditation.)  The Committee on Accreditation may use this evidence to make a different decision than was recommended by the site visit team.  If the Committee on Accreditation makes such a decision, the leader of the team may file a dissent with the Commission.  If the Committee on Accreditation decides that an incorrect judgment was made by a team and that the result leaves some doubt about the most appropriate decision to be made, the Committee on Accreditation may assign a new site visit team to visit the institution/program sponsor and provide a recommendation on its accreditation.


b. Appeals to the Commission.  Pursuant to Education Code Section 44374-e, an institution/program sponsor has the right to appeal to the Commission a decision by the Committee on Accreditation to deny accreditation or accredit with stipulations. Such an appeal must be based on evidence that accreditation procedures by the site visit team or decisions by the Committee on Accreditation were arbitrary, capricious, unfair, or contrary to the policies in this Framework or the procedural guidelines of the Committee on Accreditation.  Information related to the quality of a program or the education unit or LEA that was not previously provided to the accreditation site visit team may not be considered by the Commission. The Commission resolves each appeal pursuant to Education Code Section 44372-f.


Complaints about Credential Program Quality


When one or more complaints about a credential program indicate that the program may not be meeting Commission adopted standards, the Executive Director of the Commission may investigate the basis for the concerns, provide technical assistance to the institution/program sponsor, or refer the concerns to the Committee on Accreditation for consideration of possible action.


Section 6


Board of Institutional Reviewers


This section governs both initial and continuing accreditation reviewers. 


A.
Board of Institutional Reviewers



To conduct reviews for the initial and continuing accreditation of institutions/program sponsors, the Executive Director of the Commission maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of California college and university faculty members, staff and administrators; elementary and secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374(b).  These reviewers may participate as reviewers in Program Assessment documents and/or Site Visits.  Individuals may serve in one of those capacities or both.  The pool consists of individuals who are geographically and culturally diverse, and who represent gender equity and who have expertise across the spectrum of credential areas.  The Committee on Accreditation establishes criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new members to the pool when necessary.


Conflict of Interest  Care is exercised to avoid conflicts of interest involving accreditation team members and the institution/sponsor being reviewed, such as current, or past enrollment; programmatic collaboration; past, prospective or present employment; or spousal connections.


B.
Team Structure, Size and Expertise 

1.  Initial Program Approval: New programs may be reviewed by Commission staff members who have expertise in the credential area.  If the Commission staff does not possess the necessary expertise, the program proposals may be reviewed by external experts selected by the Executive Director.  New programs are reviewed by one to two reviewers.


2. Continuing Program Review (Program Assessment Reviewers): For each program being considered for continuing accreditation, the Executive Director appoints Program Assessment reviewers. Reviewers are responsible for reviewing a credential program from the program sponsor. The document reviewers will prepare a report to the Committee on Accreditation containing preliminary findings on all standards and a recommendation regarding the site visit. Reviewers with appropriate experience and qualifications are responsible for professional judgments about credential programs.  Reviewers should have sufficient expertise to make sound judgments about the program under review.  Each program document should have at least two reviewers and a team leader should be designated to serve as a contact for the Commission to ensure appropriate communication to the site visit review team.

3. Continuing Institutional Accreditation (Site Visit Reviewers): For an institution/sponsor being considered for continuing accreditation, the Executive Director appoints a site visit team and designates a team leader.  The accreditation team members have responsibility for reviewing the Common Standards and either confirming or altering the findings from the Program Assessment.  The size of the site visit team will be determined based upon factors such as:  enrollment, complexity of programs, and satellite locations. One to three members will have primary responsibility for the program findings.  Where issues have been identified for further review by the Program Assessment about particular credential programs, and agreed to by the Committee on Accreditation, additional members with expertise in the specific areas will be added to the site visit team.


4.
Team Expertise.  The range of credential programs at an institution/sponsor must be reflected in the expertise of the reviewers, but there need not be a one-to-one correspondence between credential programs and reviewer specializations.  Student enrollments in programs, the complexity of programs, and/or the numbers of specialized programs offered by an institution/program sponsor will all be considered when both Program Assessment reviewers and Site Visit teams are created. The nature of the preliminary findings will also be considered in establishing the site visit team.

C.
Organization of Continuing Accreditation Activities



1.
Coordination and Communication between the Program Assessment Reviewers and the Site Visit Teams. Clear and timely communication from the Program Assessment Reviewers to the Committee on Accreditation and from the Committee on Accreditation to the sponsor and site visit team is essential.  To support a comprehensive and complete review of the program sponsor and all its programs,     members of the site visit team may have previously served as Program Assessment Reviewers for the institution/program sponsor. 


2.
Team Leader.  The Executive Director appoints an experienced reviewer as the leader of a sponsor's Site Visit team for continuing accreditation. The leader's roles are to assist the Commission’s staff consultant in planning the review, participate in team size and composition decisions, and provide leadership in team training, orientation and support during the site visit.  The team leader and the Commission's staff consultant are jointly responsible for management of the program assessment and site visit.


D.
Training, Orientation and Evaluation 



Prior to participation in accreditation review activities, all Board of Institutional 
Reviewers (BIR) members participate in two kinds of in-depth training and orientation.  All training and orientation is evaluated by participants to guide later training and orientation.

1.
Training.  To ensure that accreditation review activities examine issues of quality in educator preparation, prospective BIR members participate in an intensive training program, which focuses on document review, data analysis, team skills, interview techniques, accreditation procedures, and the consistent application of standards.  In adopting an Accreditation Handbook, the Committee on Accreditation will attend to appropriate differentiation in the training of new and returning team members and team leaders and training and calibration for the different types of review activities: Initial Program Approval, Continuing Program Assessment, and Site Visits.  The Board of Institutional Reviewers will have members who are involved in all types of review activities but not all BIR members must be trained in all types of reviews.  All reviewers must be trained in the specific activity or activities in which he or she will be participating.

2.
Orientation.  


Initial Program Approval: As new programs are submitted by eligible institutions or new program standards are adopted, documents are submitted by eligible institutions/program sponsors. A Commission staff member will be assigned to the program area.  The staff member will work to ensure calibration of reader responses to the standards and work with all reviewers to ensure that all program documents submitted for initial program approval are reviewed in an equitable manner. 


Program Assessment: Program Assessment Document reviewers may meet regionally to review program documents.  At such a meeting, a Commission staff consultant will be present.  Program Assessment Document reviewers will receive training on all standard updates and changes.

Site Visit Reviewers: On the day prior to the beginning of an accreditation site visit, team members meet to discuss their observations about the institutional self-study report, the preliminary program standard findings, and review their prior training as site visit reviewers.  They thoroughly plan the team activities for the site visit under the team leader.


3. Evaluation of Training and Accreditation Activities. To ensure that future team training and orientations are as effective as possible, all team members will be asked to evaluate training and orientation activities.  The Committee on Accreditation will analyze the responses and modify the training appropriately.

4. Evaluation of BIR Members. To ensure that accreditation activities are as effective as possible, free of bias and in accordance with high standards of professionalism, BIR members will be evaluated by accreditation team members and institutional representatives. This feedback will be considered in determining assignment to future accreditation activities.


E.
 Role of Staff


Professional expertise of staff will be used in accreditation activities and staff members will be assigned to facilitate accreditation activities. Prior to participation in accreditation review activities, staff will participate in the appropriate training and orientation.  



Initial Accreditation Activities:

1. Initial Institution/Program Sponsor Approval - Staff reviews the response to the Preconditions and verifies that all the legal requirements and the requirements set by the Commission have been met by the prospective program sponsor.


2. Initial Approval of Programs - Staff facilitates the review of initial program documents using members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR) or if staff has the expertise required, completes the review of the initial program document.


Continuing Accreditation Activities:


3. Biennial Reports - Staff will review all Biennial Reports and prepare a summary report for the Committee.  

4. Program Assessment - Staff facilitates the review of program documents in the fourth year of the accreditation cycle using members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR).  

5. Site Visit - Staff is assigned to facilitate the site visit.  The assignment takes place a minimum of one year prior to the site visit and begins with the ‘Year-Out Pre-visit’.  In the year of the site visit, staff makes an additional pre-visit to assist in planning the site visit.  The team members are members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR) and staff is responsible to ensure that the accreditation procedures as developed by the Committee are followed.

Section 7


Articulation Between National and State Accreditation


Upon the request of an institution, the accreditation of an education unit (school, college or department of education) or program by a national accrediting body shall substitute for state accreditation provided that the Committee on Accreditation certifies to the Commission that the national accrediting entity fulfills the following conditions (Education Code 44374 (f)):


A.
National Accreditation of an Education Unit



1.
The national accrediting entity agrees to use the Common Standards that have been adopted by the Commission.


2.
The accreditation process of the national entity includes on-site reviews.

3.
The team has two co-leaders, one appointed according to state accreditation procedures and one appointed by the national accrediting body.

4.
The team members reviewing the Common Standards include members appointed by the national body and at least one California member selected according to state accreditation procedures. 

5.  
The review of all program documentation must be completed prior to the site visit, the preliminary findings on all programs will be available to the accreditation team, and the state team members will substantiate the preliminary findings at the visit.

6.
Accreditation teams represent ethnic and gender diversity, and include elementary and secondary school practitioners and postsecondary education members.


7.
The period of accreditation is consistent with a seven-year cycle and is compatible with the accreditation activities established by the state.


B.
National Accreditation of a Credential Program



1.
The accrediting entity agrees to use the adopted California Program Standards for the specific credential under Option 1, or the standards used by the national entity are determined by the Committee to be equivalent to those adopted by the Commission under Option 1.


2.
The accreditation team represents ethnic and gender diversity.


3.
The accreditation team includes both postsecondary members and elementary and secondary school practitioners; a minimum of one voting member is from California.


4.
The period of accreditation is consistent with a seven-year cycle and is compatible with the accreditation activities established by the state.

5.
Nationally accredited credential programs participate in the unit accreditation process. The national accreditation of the program serves in lieu of the state’s Program Assessment process.

Section 8


Evaluation and Modification of the Framework

This section governs the evaluation and modification of the Accreditation Framework.  


A.  Evaluation of the Accreditation Framework

1. Evaluation of Accreditation System.  The Commission and the Committee on Accreditation are jointly responsible, in consultation with educational institutions/program sponsors and organizations, for establishing, maintaining, and continually refining a system of on-going evaluation of the accreditation system for educator preparation.  


2. Evaluation Report and Recommendations.  The Commission and the Committee on Accreditation shall implement a process of continual evaluation and improvement to its accreditation system. 


B.   Modification of the Accreditation Framework

1. General Provisions Regarding Modifications.  The Commission will consult with the Committee on Accreditation and educational institutions, program sponsors, and organizations regarding any proposed modifications of the Framework.  Modifications will occur in public meetings of the Commission, after the Commission has considered relevant information provided by the Committee on Accreditation, postsecondary institutions, accreditation team members, the Commission’s professional staff, and other concerned individuals.  The Commission will determine the date when a policy modification is effective.


2. Refinements and Clarifications of the Framework.  The Commission may modify the Accreditation Framework to refine or clarify its contents, as needed.  The Commission retains the authority to reconsider and modify the Program Standards for Options 1, 2 or 3 as the need arises.  


3. Significant Modifications of the Framework.  The Commission will maintain without significant modifications the Framework’s major features and options, unless there is compelling evidence that a significant modification is warranted.  The determination of compelling evidence and the warranted significant modification will be made by the Commission with the concurrence of the Committee on Accreditation and the Chancellor of the California State University, the President of the University of California, and the President of the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities.  


Appendix A

Accreditation Activities Summary Charts


Accreditation Cycle and Activities


		

		Institution or 


Program Sponsors

		CTC 


and COA

		Accreditation Activities 



		

		At the Institution

		Submit

		

		



		Year 1

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis

		Biennial Report 


Year 6,7 & 1

		Review report

		· Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional information and/or a focused site visit.  In addition, institution may be completing follow-up from the site visit in Year 6.  All institutions will continue data gathering and analysis annually.  



		Year 2

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis

		

		

		· Data gathering and analysis is on-going at the institution


· No report unless there was follow-up from questions generated from the Year 6, 7 and 1 Biennial Report.



		Year 3

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis


· Prepare program document updates

		Biennial Report Years 2 & 3  

		Review report

		· Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional information and/or a focused site visit.



		Year 4

		· Submit Program Document(s)


· Data Gathering  & Analysis

		Program Assessment*

		Review Assessment  Document (s)

		· Program reviewers are assigned to review each program’s documentation and pose questions for institution.


· Program review teams agree on preliminary findings for program standards.



		Year 5

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis 


· Prepare Common Standards self-study for site visit

		Biennial Reports Years 4 & 5

		Preliminary Program Review questions for sponsor

		· Biennial Data Report: Staff review of the report could result in a request for additional information and/or a focused site visit.


· Program reviewers submit preliminary findings and remaining questions or concerns to the COA, with recommendations for any needed follow-up at the site visit.


· COA determines which, if any program(s) need to be included in the site visit and notifies institution at least one year prior to the site visit date.



		Year 6

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis


· Complete preparations for site visit


· Host site visit

		Common Standards Self-Study

		Conduct Site Visit

		· Site team is provided with preliminary findings from program review teams and all previous documentation from this cycle. Team is also provided with prior accreditation team report.


· Site team visits the institution reviewing all Common Standards and program(s) identified by the Program Reviews.


· Site team submits an accreditation report to COA, with recommendations. 


· COA makes an accreditation decision and specifies required follow-up if necessary.



		Year 7

		· Data Gathering  & Analysis


· Follow-up to site visit if necessary

		Site visit response

		Follow-up to site visit, if necessary

		· COA reviews follow-up, if warranted, asks further questions.  Follow up may exceed one year at the discretion of the COA.


· After completing the seven year cycle, the institution begins the cycle again





* Data related to approved subject matter programs is submitted in Year 4


Appendix B


Common Standards


Adopted June 2007

 Effective July 1, 2008


Standard 1: Educational Leadership


The institution and education unit create and articulate a research-based vision for educator preparation that is responsive to California’s adopted standards and curriculum frameworks and provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance and experiences, scholarship, service and unit accountability. All professional preparation programs are organized, governed, and coordinated with the active involvement of program faculty and relevant stakeholders. Unit leadership, with institutional support, creates effective strategies to achieve the needs of all programs and represents the interests of each program within the institution or program sponsor. The education unit implements and monitors a credential recommendation process that ensures that candidates recommended for a credential have met all requirements.


Standard 2: Unit and Program Evaluation System


The education unit implements an assessment system for ongoing program and unit evaluation and improvement. The system collects, analyzes and utilizes data on candidate and program completer performance and unit operations. Assessment in all programs includes ongoing and comprehensive data collection related to candidate qualifications, proficiencies, competence, and program effectiveness. Data are analyzed to identify patterns and trends that serve as the basis for programmatic and unit decision-making.


Standard 3: Resources


The institution or program sponsor provides the unit with the necessary budget, personnel, facilities and other resources to prepare candidates effectively to meet the state-adopted standards for educator preparation. Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for effective operation of each credential or certificate program for coordination, admission, advisement, curriculum development, instruction, field and clinical supervision, and assessment management. Library and digital media resources, information and communication technology resources, and support personnel are sufficient to meet program and candidate needs. A process that is inclusive of all programs is in place to determine resource needs.


Standard 4: Faculty


Qualified persons are hired and assigned to teach and supervise all courses and field experiences in each credential and certificate program. Faculty are knowledgeable in the content they teach, understand the context of public schooling, and model best professional practices in scholarship, service, teaching and learning. They are reflective of the diverse society and knowledgeable about cultural, ethnic and gender diversity. They have a thorough grasp of the academic standards, frameworks, and accountability systems that drive the curriculum of public schools. Faculty collaborate regularly and systematically with colleagues in P-12 settings, faculty in other college or university units, and members of the broader, professional community to improve teaching, candidate learning, and educator preparation. The institution or program sponsor provides support for faculty development and recognizes and rewards outstanding teaching, regularly evaluates the performance of course instructors and field supervisors, and retains only those who are consistently effective.


Standard 5: Admissions


In each professional preparation program, applicants are admitted on the basis of well-defined admission criteria and procedures, including all Commission-adopted requirements. Multiple measures are used in an admission process that encourages and supports applicants from diverse populations. The unit determines that admitted candidates have appropriate personal characteristics, including sensitivity to California’s diverse population, effective communication skills, basic academic skills, and prior experiences that suggest a strong potential for professional effectiveness. Each individual has personal qualities and pre-professional experiences that suggest a strong potential for professional success and effectiveness.


Standard 6: Advice and Assistance


Qualified members of the unit are assigned and available to advise applicants and candidates about their academic, professional and personal development, and to assist in their professional placement. Appropriate information is accessible to guide each candidate’s attainment of all program requirements. The unit provides support to candidates who need special assistance, and retains in each program only those candidates who are suited for entry or advancement in the education profession. Evidence regarding candidate progress and performance is consistently utilized to guide advisement and assistance efforts.


Standard 7: Field Experiences and Clinical Practice


The unit and its school partners design, implement, and regularly evaluate a planned sequence of field and clinical experiences in order for candidates to develop and demonstrate the knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support all students effectively so that they meet state-adopted academic standards. For each credential and certificate program, the unit collaborates with its school partners regarding the criteria for selection of school sites, effective clinical personnel and site-based supervising personnel. Fieldwork and clinical experiences provide candidates opportunities to understand and address issues of diversity that affect school climate, teaching and learning and develop strategies for improving student learning.

Standard 8: Program Sponsor, District and University Field Experience Supervisors


Field supervisors provide systematic and continuing support for candidates. Based on identified criteria, field experience supervisors are carefully selected, knowledgeable and supportive of the academic content standards for students, trained in supervision, oriented to the supervisory role and evaluated in a systematic manner. Supervisory activities are evaluated and recognized. District-employed supervisors are certified and experienced in either teaching the specified content area(s) or performing the services authorized by the credential or certificate.


Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate Competence


Candidates preparing to serve as teachers and other professional school personnel know and demonstrate the professional knowledge and skills necessary to educate and support effectively all students in meeting the state-adopted academic standards. Assessments indicate that candidates meet the Commission-adopted competency requirements, as specified in the appropriate program standards. 

Appendix C

California Education Code


To be added later


Appendix D

Glossary


		Accreditation Framework

		The document that sets forth the policies of the Commission regarding the accreditation of educator preparation in California.



		Accreditation Handbook

		The document that details the procedures that implement accreditation according to the Accreditation Framework.



		Annual Accreditation Report

		A document presented to the CTC by the COA that summarizes information regarding each year’s accreditation activities.



		Biennial Reports

		An institutional report that summarizes data on candidate competence for each program within an institution/program sponsor.  The Biennial Report also provides information about how those data informs program improvement.



		Board of Institutional Reviewers

		To conduct reviews for the initial and continuing accreditation of institutions/program sponsors, the Executive Director of the Commission maintains a pool of trained reviewers consisting of California college and university faculty members, staff and administrators; elementary and secondary school teachers and other certificated professionals, pursuant to Education Code Section 44374(b).  These reviewers may participate as reviewers in Program Assessment documents and/or Site Visits.  Individuals may serve in one of those capacities or both.  The pool consists of individuals who are geographically and culturally diverse, and who represent gender equity and who have expertise across the spectrum of credential areas.  The Committee on Accreditation establishes criteria for membership in the pool.  The Executive Director adds new members to the pool when necessary.



		Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC)

		The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing is an agency in the Executive Branch of California State government. It was created in 1970 by the Ryan Act and is the oldest of the autonomous state standards boards in the nation. The major purpose of the agency is to serve 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.



		Committee on Accreditation (COA)

		A Committee of twelve members (six from institutions of higher education and six from K-12 public schools) established by Education Code and appointed by the Commission to oversee the implementation and effectiveness of accreditation activities.



		Common Standards

		The Common Standards deal with aspects of program quality that are the same for all credential programs. The institution responds to each Common Standard by providing pertinent information, including information about individual programs. Common standards can be found within each program's standard document.



		Ed Code

		Statutes, laws and regulations dealing with education.



		Educator Preparation Program Standards

		Program standards address aspects of program quality and effectiveness that apply to each type of educator preparation program offered by a program sponsor. Program standards contain overall summary statements describing the nature and purpose of each standard, plus required elements that further clarify required aspects subsumed within the domain of the standard. Program sponsors must meet all applicable program standards and required elements before the program application may be approved by the Commission.



		Experimental Standards

		Standards submitted by institutions/program sponsors used for program development, submission and approval with a focus on a research question.



		Initial Institution /Program Sponsor Approval

		An institution/program sponsor that would like to offer educator preparation programs must first be granted this approval by the CTC.



		Initial Program Approval

		The approval to begin a program that has not already been operational at an institution/program sponsor.



		Institutional Report (IR)

		The term that NCATE uses for the document prepared by the institution prior to the site visit.  The IR serves the same purpose as the Common Standards Self Study.



		National or Professional Program Standards

		California institutions may propose program standards that have been developed by national or state professional organizations.  Such a proposal may be submitted to the Committee on Accreditation with a statement of the institution's reasons for requesting this option and the requested National or Professional Program Standards.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards, taken as a whole, provide a level of professional quality comparable to the standards adopted by the Commission under Option 1 (California Program Standards), the Committee approves the proposed standards for use as Program Standards in the initial or continuing accreditation of credential program.  If the Committee determines that the requested standards do not adequately address one or more aspects of California Standards (Common and/or Program), the Committee may approve the requested standards but also require the institution/program sponsor address the missing portions of the California Standards.



		Ongoing Data Collection by Institutions/Program Sponsors

		A variety of data collection activities, determined by the institution/program sponsor and the subsequent analysis and sharing of the data for program improvement.



		Preconditions

		Preconditions are requirements that must be met in order for an accrediting association or licensing agency to consider accrediting a program sponsor or approving its programs or schools. Some preconditions are based on state laws, while other preconditions are established by Commission policy. Preconditions can be found within each program's standard document.



		Preliminary Report

		An activity of the Site Visit (Year 6) due no less than 12 months before the site visit.  This brief report describes the institutional mission and includes information about institutional demographics, special emphasis programs, and other unique features of the institution/program sponsor—including its response to accreditation preconditions established by state laws and the Commission. 



		Program Assessment

		Program Assessment is the feature of the accreditation system that asks institutions/program sponsors to report on their ongoing improvement efforts at the program level.  It is designed so that institutions/program sponsors mirror the reflective practices that are taught to candidates.  Program Assessment asks institutions/program sponsors to consider how they measure candidate competence and how those measures inform instruction, assessment and program design/implementation.  Program Assessment examines each program individually and informs the Site Visit that will take place in two years—year 6 of the accreditation cycle.  



		Self Study

		An activity of the Site Visit (Year 6) due no fewer than 60-90 days before the Site Visit.  The report focuses on the Common Standards for the team leader and the Commission staff consultant, 



		Site Visit

		An accreditation team visits each institution/program sponsor in the sixth year of the accreditation cycle. The institution/program sponsor prepares for a site visit that focuses mainly on the Common Standards, but may include any program areas identified in advance by the Committee on Accreditation (COA) as a result of the program review process.  The Biennial Reports, Program Assessment Document and Preliminary Report of Findings will be made available to the site review team in order to confirm the Preliminary Report of Findings from the Program Assessment. The site visit will result in an accreditation recommendation for consideration and action by the COA.





The Accreditation Framework

Educator Preparation for California 


I. Introduction


This Framework addresses the process for accrediting colleges, universities and local education agencies that prepare teachers and other educators for certification and professional practice in California public schools.  An essential purpose of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing is to assure the continuing quality of the preparation received by professional educators. The accreditation process serves as the means to provide that assurance to the education profession, to the public, and to the accredited institutions themselves. This Introduction to the Framework provides an overview of the purposes and scope of California’s accreditation system.  


II. The Purposes of California’s Accreditation System

The overarching purpose of the accreditation system is to ensure that teachers and other education services providers have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to be effective educators for California public schools. Educators acquire these competencies by completing an accredited preparation program. The accreditation system addresses this purpose by (1) looking at the quality of each educator preparation program; and (2) looking at the quality of the educators produced by each preparation program. The first process is known as “program accreditation,” and the second process is known as “state certification.” 


The accreditation system makes decisions about the quality of a program based on the degree to which the program meets the following intended outcomes: (a) adherence to the Commission’s adopted program standards; (b) providing candidate services that are effective and of high quality; (c) accountability for preparing effective educators; and (d) engaging in ongoing program improvement. Each of these outcomes is described more fully below.  


Adhering to Commission standards is a minimum requirement for all educator preparation programs. The program standards spell out in detail all of the qualities and activities for which the program is ultimately held accountable through the accreditation process. The public has a compelling interest in being assured that accreditation decisions made about each educator preparation program take into consideration the program’s adherence to Commission standards, since only accredited programs may recommend a candidate for a license to teach or to provide other education services to California students.


Providing candidate services that are effective and of high quality is another minimum requirement for all educator preparation programs. Programs that implement the Commission’s standards must show through the accreditation system that they are providing the services and activities that will allow candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, and abilities required of an effective educator serving the diverse students of California’s public schools. The Commission has statutory responsibility for adopting accreditation standards that prescribe the minimum level of quality acceptable for educator preparation programs.  During an accreditation review, the accreditation team members review evidence of the educational quality of preparation programs and its governing policies.  Accreditation decisions must be based on findings supported by clear and compelling evidence.


Preparing effective educators for California’s public schools is a  third key  required outcome of an accredited educator preparation program. The program must provide the services necessary to allow candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, and abilities for providing effective educational services so that students can achieve California’s K-12 student academic content standards. The effectiveness of teacher candidates in meeting California’s Teaching Performance Expectations should be documented and supported by the results of each program’s mandated Teaching Performance Assessment of all candidates.

Engaging in ongoing program improvement activities is the fourth expected outcome of each educator preparation program. Program standards, candidate assessments, and evaluations from accreditation team reviews all need to be used by programs to contribute to improvements in the preparation of educators.  If the program results fall short, accreditation decisions serve to provoke needed improvements. For program improvements to occur, the accreditation system must appropriately identify and describe weaknesses in the quality of a particular preparation program to guide the program sponsor’s program improvement plans and activities. 


III. Key Attributes of California’s Accreditation System


The accreditation system and its processes should support each program’s attainment of the four outcomes specified above. Several key attributes of California’s accreditation system contribute not only to its ability to support and maintain program quality and accountability, but also to the public credibility of the system as a whole.  These attributes are: (a) the professional nature of the accreditation activities carried out by accreditation teams; (b) the quality of the members of accreditation review teams; (c) the role of standards in the process of initial and continuing program review and approval; and (d) the effectiveness and efficiency of the accreditation review process itself.  Each of these attributes of California’s accreditation system is more fully described below.


The professional nature of accreditation.  Professional educators should hold themselves and their peers accountable for the quality of professional education. As part of their professional responsibilities, educators should be involved intensively in the accreditation process, including  developing accreditation standards, conducting and/or participating in accreditation reviews, and making accreditation decisions.  Professional educators should have experience, expertise and training appropriate for their specific roles in accreditation.  At each step of the accreditation process, decisions should emerge from consultative procedures, and reflect the consensus of the professional participants.


Quality of members of accreditation review teams.  The effectiveness of the accreditation system relies on the quality of the decision making at each step in the process.  Quality assurances are provided initially through the participation of individuals who possess knowledge, skills and broad expertise relative to accreditation,  and who contribute that expertise within various accreditation roles, including policy development and implementation, program review, and system support. In order to fulfill their roles effectively, participants must receive appropriate training, evaluation and feedback that enable them to understand the underlying principles and purposes of the system as well as how to enact each of these roles effectively in meeting the needs of all learners in California’s schools. Each member of an accreditation review team is selected because he or she exemplifies the professional qualities demanded for participation in the accreditation process. In this manner, the public can be assured of the quality of the decisions made by accreditation teams, and the public credibility and confidence in the accreditation process is enhanced.


Role of standards in the accreditation process.  For institutions/program sponsors to be effective in a dynamic state like California, they must be creative and responsive to the changing needs of prospective educators and the communities and students they serve.  In a society as diverse as California, universities, colleges, and other program sponsors vary substantially in their missions and philosophies.  Although each program is responsible for implementing the Commission’s adopted program standards, nonetheless institutions have the ability within the accreditation process to vary their implementation of these standards to best fit their particular circumstances. The accreditation process does not require institutions/program sponsors to conform to prescribed patterns of standards implementation unless these conventions have a firm basis in principles of educational quality, effectiveness and equity.  The accreditation system, including program standards, should accommodate breadth and flexibility within and among institutions/program sponsors.


There is another set of standards used within the accreditation system, however, that are more broadly applicable than the specific program-level standards. These are the “Common Standards,” which describe the level of institutional responsibility that extends beyond specific programs to encompass such areas as institutional authority for the program, resources made available to programs, and the like. These standards may also be met by program sponsors in a variety of acceptable ways.  The training of accreditation reviewers should emphasize the importance of understanding the diversity of local institutional contexts and appreciating the creativity of institutions/program sponsors in applying the two sets of accreditation standards (common standards and program standards) to their own situations and candidates.


The effectiveness, efficiency and costs of the accreditation review process itself.  Accreditation should focus with intensity on key aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  While allowing and encouraging diversity, the process should also be exacting in assembling key information about critical aspects of educational quality and effectiveness.  The scope of accreditation should be comprehensive, and the information generated by the review processes should be sufficient to yield reliable judgments by professional educators.  In this way, the accreditation process assures its effectiveness to provide clear feedback to program sponsors, and to support the integrity of its decisions.


In order to recommend an institution/program sponsor for accreditation, experienced professional reviewers should be satisfied that the institution/program sponsor has provided a comprehensive array of effective learning opportunities to participants and demonstrates through performance assessment that candidates have attained the knowledge, skills and abilities necessary to be effective professionals. Accreditation decisions should be based on information and data that are sufficient in breadth and depth for the results to be credible and dependable.  In this manner, the accreditation process assures its efficiency in making decisions that are data-driven and that accurately reflect the outcomes of the preparation program.  


A related characteristic of the accreditation system should be its cost-effectiveness in producing reliable and appropriate accreditation decisions. Review procedures, decision processes and reporting relationships should be streamlined and economical.  Participants’ roles should be clearly defined, and communications should be efficient. There are costs associated with establishing standards, training reviewers, assembling information, preparing reports, conducting meetings and checking the accuracy of data and the fairness of decisions.  Containing these costs is an essential attribute of an effective and efficient accreditation system, but efficiency must not undermine the capacity of accreditation teams to fulfill their responsibilities to the public and the profession.  Accreditation costs, which are borne by institutions/program sponsors and the accrediting body, should be reviewed periodically by the Commission in relation to the key purposes and outcomes of accreditation.


Proposed Accreditation Framework

Stakeholder Feedback

Demographic Information: Please indicate all that apply

K-12 Community

(  Teacher


(  Administrator

(  Staff member


(  Other ___________

(  Member of the BIR



Institution of Higher Education


( Staff


( Faculty


( Dean

( Other ______________

( Member of the BIR



 Other Stakeholder

(  _________________


please describe



Stakeholder Feedback:


What sentences or words, if any, are not clear in each of the sections of the draft Accreditation Framework?


Introduction:


Section 1:  Authority and Responsibilities of the Commission on Teacher Credentialing


Section 2:  Functions of the Committee on Accreditation


Section 3:  Accreditation Standards


Section 4:  Initial Accreditation Policies


What sentences or words, if any, are not clear in each of the sections of the proposed Accreditation Framework?


Section 5:  Continuing Accreditation Policies


Section 6:  Board of Institutional Reviewers


Section 7:  Articulation Between National and State Accreditation


Section 8:  Evaluation and Modification of the Framework


Appendix A:  Accreditation Activities Summary Charts


Appendix D:  Glossary


Introduction:   I prefer 


(  The introduction included on pages 3-6

(  The alternate introduction included on pages 39-42


Note:  Appendix B presents the newly approved Common Standards.  Stakeholders gave input into these between March and May, 2007.  Appendix C will provide Ed. Code relevant to accreditation.



Draft Accreditation Framework: The CTC is set to take action on this policy document at the December 2007 meeting
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Professional Services Division

(916) 323-5917 email tclark@ctc.ca.gov
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MEMORANDUM


DATE:
June 20, 2007


TO:
Prospective Members of the Board of Institutional Reviewers 


FROM:
Teri Clark



Administrator of Accreditation


SUBJECT:
Information About Committee on Accreditation Activities and Team Training


You have either indicated an interest or have been recommended to serve as a member of the Committee on Accreditation's Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR).  This group of professional educators participates in two activities related to the accreditation of educator preparation programs--Program Assessment and Site Visits. As a member of the BIR, you would join with approximately 350 other educators from around this state to act on behalf of the Committee on Accreditation and, through them, on behalf of all the citizens of this state to ensure that educators possess the requisite knowledge and skills required by the credentials they seek.


In order to be eligible to serve, you are required to successfully complete a three day training activity.  The training begins early on a Sunday afternoon and concludes by noon on a Wednesday.  (This approximates the length of a visit.)  Activities in the training include a review of important provisions of the Accreditation Handbook, techniques and strategies for participation on an accreditation team (either Program Assessment or Site Visits), preparation of the accreditation report, and interviewing.  A number of simulation activities are used in the training.  The Commission on Teacher Credentialing will pay for your direct expenses during this training and will pay your direct expenses during an accreditation visit.  This will include the cost of a substitute teacher, if necessary.  Enclosed is a form for you to indicate your interest and availability for attending the training.


As a member of the Board of Institutional Reviewers, you will be expected to perform your duties with the highest standards of professionalism.  Your work will be judged and continued membership in the BIR will depend on the quality of your work as an accreditation team member.


If you are willing to serve as a member of the BIR, please review the enclosed materials which include the information form, directions for a letter of intent, information for you to give to a supervisor or colleague for a letter of recommendation, the criteria the Committee on Accreditation has established for BIR membership, and information on training sessions.   

Your completion and return of the application materials will serve as an indication of your willingness to serve and provide us with the information we need.  Currently we have scheduled two BIR trainings for 2007-08 and will schedule more if needed.  Please indicate your availability for the scheduled trainings and if you are unavailable on the scheduled dates, we will put you on a list for the next scheduled training.


During the 2007-08 year, the Committee on Accreditation will be conducting fourteen accreditation site visits to colleges, universities, and program sponsors, two technical assistance site visits, and review Program Assessment Documents from eighteen sponsors. During the 2008-2009 year, the Committee on Accreditation will be conducting eighteen accreditation visits to colleges, universities, and program sponsors and will review Program Assessment Documents from seventeen sponsors.

Participation in the accreditation process as a team member is a very valuable professional service to the Committee on Accreditation and also to the children of the state of California.  Teams provide important information to colleges, universities, and program sponsors and the Committee on Accreditation about the quality of credential preparation programs they assess.  The success of the accreditation system depends upon the involvement of qualified professionals, such as you, serving on accreditation teams.  

Please return the items listed below by August 1, 2007:


· Information Form


· Letter of Intent


· Letter of Recommendation (colleague or supervisor)


Send completed application/information materials to 



Teri Ackerman, PSD



1900 Capitol Ave



Sacramento, CA 95811


If you have any additional questions, please contact me at the e-mail address listed above.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA                                                                                                                                      Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor
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PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DIVISION

Board of Institutional Reviewers Information Form

Name 


Work Address 


City, Zip 


Work Telephone ______________



Work Fax _____________


Work E-mail _____________________________________


Employer/Supervisor Name __________________________


Employer/Supervisor Address (If different from above) ________________________


_______________________________________________


Home Information (optional)


Address ____________________________________





Telephone _________ 


E-mail 




___

The majority of communication about BIR activities comes through email.  Please indicate which email, if you provide two addresses, you prefer is used for BIR information:


Home ___

Work ___

Both____


Please indicate the address where you prefer BIR materials to be sent: (when sent through US mail)

Home ___

Work ___


Training Preference:

( September 9-12, 2007 Sacramento, CA


( A training to be scheduled later


( January 13-16, Riverside, CA

Information Form for BIR Applicants
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BIR Membership Letter of Intent

Please submit a letter indicating your interest in serving as a Board of Institutional Review member.  The letter should include and expound upon experiences that address the criteria, listed below, for membership.  The letter must be no more than four pages.


A. At least three years of related professional experience in education (e.g., teaching administration, counseling)


B. Experience with qualitative evaluations (e.g., PQR, WASC, NCATE, CTC or other form of complex evaluations of organizations -- no preference given for type of experience)


C. Experience with other levels and standards of education than one's own (e.g., K-12 people who have worked with colleges or universities and the reverse, knowledge of K-12 Content Standards, Program Preparation Standards)


D. Personal characteristics (as suggested by the letter of recommendation) to include:  integrity, objectivity, empathy, ability to work under pressure, organizational ability, time management, team player.


E. Experience with collaboration in writing and problem solving


F. Good communication skills (both oral and written).


G. Experience with data collection and analysis (e.g., interviewing skills, proposal reviews, document analysis, and/or simple statistics). 


H. Familiarity with technology (accessing on-line information, use of e-mail, word processing)


Letter of Intent
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BIR Membership Letter of Recommendation

Thank you for your assistance in this application process for the Board of Institutional Review.  Please write a letter (no more than two pages) that addresses the qualifications of the applicant as they align with the criteria for BIR Membership, listed below.  Your sealed letter will be included in the application packet.  Should you have any questions about the process, the Board of Institutional Review or accreditation in general, please contact Jo Birdsell at jbirdsell@ctc.ca.gov. 

A. At least three years of related professional experience in education (e.g., teaching administration, counseling)


B. Experience with qualitative evaluations (e.g., PQR, WASC, NCATE, CTC or other form of complex evaluations of organizations -- no preference given for type of experience)


C. Experience with other levels and standards of education than one's own (e.g., K-12 people who have worked with colleges or universities and the reverse, knowledge of K-12 Content Standards, Program Preparation Standards)


D. Personal characteristics (as suggested by the letter of recommendation) to include:  integrity, objectivity, empathy, ability to work under pressure, organizational ability, time management, team player.


E. Experience with collaboration in writing, problem solving, working under pressure. 


F. Good communication skills (both oral and written).


G. Experience with data collection (e.g., interviewing skills, proposal reviews, document analysis, simple statistics). 


H. Familiarity with technology (accessing on-line information, use of e-mail, word processing)

Letter of Recommendation



    3.  *Designated NCATE state contact

Name:*

Teri Clark

Title:

Administrator of Accreditation

Phone:* ext.

( ) -916 323 5917  

Fax:

( ) -916 323 4508

E-mail:*

tclark@ctc.ca.gov

    4.  *Person completing the NCATE state partnership proposal

Name:*

Teri Clark

Title:

Administrator of Accreditation

Phone:* Ext.

( ) -916 323 5917  

Fax:

( ) -916 323 4508

E-mail:*

tclark@ctc.ca.gov

4: Form 3: General Partnership Elements

    1.  *Describe how representatives of teacher education institutions, practitioners, and other 
members of the education community were involved in the design and development of the 
partnership.

In June 2004, a group of stakeholders begain to review and revise California's 
accreditation system. This group represented all three segments of higher 
education--the University of California, the California State University System, 
and the Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities. In 
addition the group membership included district and county office intern programs, 
undergraduate subject matter programs, induction programs, the two teachers' 
associations, the school boards' association, and the association of school 
administrators. The group met monthly from June 2004 through Fall 2005 to 
develop recommendations on the revision of the accreditation system. The 
consensus of the group was that the revised system must support the option, for any 
program sponsor that is interested, of a merged NCATE/CTC accreditation visit. 
The Commission then conducted a field survey of the proposed revised 



accreditation system where over 400 California educators responded--
approximately half from K-12 and half from higher education. The Commission 
staff has worked with the Committee on Accreditation in the development of this 
partnership protocol. The Commission agenda item approving the first six 
recommendations of the revised system is attached as a supporting document. 

    2.  Please attach supporting documents for the element above.

Q332_2006-08-6B.pdf

See Attachments panel below.

    3.  *Describe how the state will work jointly with NCATE to collect, analyze, and share relevant 
data on candidate performance for purposes of NCATE accreditation and state approval reviews. 
Be specific about how the state will share Title II information about institutions' candidate 
performance and encourage the institutions to submit accurate and complete Annual Professional 
Education Data Reports for NCATE.

The revised accreditation system requires all program sponsors to participate in a 
series of accreditation activities. Together these activities provide a comprehensive 
picture as to how programs measure candidate completence, including how they 
analyze and utilize data for program improvement. Biennial Reports and Program 
Assessment documents will be available for the purposes of the merged 
NCATE/CTC Site Visit. Biennial Reports will contain aggregated data on 
candidate competence. These Biennial Reports will be stored at the Commission 
and utilized during the other accreditation activities across the seven year cycle. 
Program Assessment, takes place in the 4th year of the cycle, will include the 
collection of updated faculty vitae, course syllabi and the assessments/rubrics that 
are used in the programs and have been reported on in the Biennial Reports. Details 
about the Biennial Reports and Program Assessment documents are provided in the 
attached documents. All program sponsors that offer multiple subject, single 
subject, and/or special education programs complete the required Title II reporting. 
This information will be available to NCATE.

    4.  Please attach supporting documents for the element above.

Q334_Biennial-Report-Info-2006-01-23.pdf

Q334_Program_Assessment_Letter_SDSU.doc

See Attachments panel below.

5: Team Composition

    Team Composition

    1.  *Team composition

nmlkj All-NCATE team only

nmlkji Joint NCATE/state team



nmlkj Two separate teams, concurrent visit

6: Form 4: Team Elements

    1.  *Supply documentation for the state's process of selecting, training, evaluating, and updating 
state reviewers. Briefly describe the contents of the documentation you are providing:

An application process is used to select members of the Board of Institutional 
Reviewers (BIR). Interested individuals submit an application, resume, interest 
essay and a letter of recommendation. These applications are screened to ensure 
that applicants have knowledge, skills and experiences considered important, such 
as those characteristics listed on the interest form. Only individuals that show 
evidence of the skills necessary for success will be asked to serve as program 
assessment reviewers or site visit team members. Individuals will be invited to 
attend the 3 1/2 day training and an evaluation will be made at the end of the 
training on the knowledge and skills of the individual. BIR members are updated 
and recalibrated at the beginning of each accreditation activity. For program 
assessment, the first morning is the time when CTC staff reviews the purposes, 
roles, and responsibilities of all volunteers prior to participating in the program 
review process. For a site visit, on the Sunday afternoon of the accreditation site 
visit the CTC Consultant reviews with all team members the roles, responsibilities 
and skills that reviewers will be using over the next 4 days. With the 
implementation of the revised accreditation system, there are update trainings 
planned for all currently trained members of the BIR. These 2 day trainings will 
review the important roles and responsibilities for all members and inservice the 
members on the new aspects of the revised accreditation system. Each accreditation 
activity has an evaluation component. The members of the BIR, staff, and 
institution/program sponsors are asked to evaluate the activity and the 
administrator of accreditation uses the information gathered to inform future 
assignment of BIR members to accreditation activities. 

    2.  Please attach supporting documents for the element above.

Q340_accreditation_framework.pdf

Q340_Draft-Accred-Framework-Feedback2.doc

Q340_BIR-CoverLetter-07-2007.doc

Q340_BIR-Information-Form-07-2007.doc

Q340_BIR-Letter-of-Intent-07-2007.doc

Q340_BIR-Letter-of-Recommendation-07-2007.doc

See Attachments panel below.

    3.  *Supply documentation for the state's reviewer conflict of interest policy and ethical conduct 
policy. Briefly describe the contents of the documentation you are providing.

The Conflict of Interest and Ethical Conduct policies are included in both the 
Accreditation Framework (policy document) and the Accreditation Handbook 
(users guide to accreditation). In addition, the policies are discussed at the initial 
training and reinforced by all staff consultants and team leads. The Accreditation 
Framework is attached. The Accreditation Handbook is under review and revision. 



The revised version should be adopted by the Committee on Accreditation by June 
2008. The current handbook can be found at http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-
prep/PDF/accreditation_handbook.pdf. Staff is working on the plan to update all 
current members of the BIR and the conflict of interest and ethical conduct policy 
will be included in this comprehensive update training.

    4.  Please attach supporting documents for the element above.

Q342_accreditation_framework.pdf

Q342_Conflict_of_Interest.doc

See Attachments panel below.

7: Program Review System

    1.  *Who will conduct the institutional program reviews?

nmlkj NCATE program review

nmlkji State program review

9: Form 5: State Teacher Education Program Standards

    1.  American Alliance for Health Education (AAPHERD/AAHE)

gfedcb Initial Health Education

    2.  American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages

gfedcb Initial Foreign Languages

    3.  American Library Associaton/American Association of School Libarians (ALA/AASL)

gfedcb Initial School Library Media Specialist

    4.  Association for Childhood Education International (ACEI)

gfedcb Initial Elementary Education

    5.  Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT)

gfedc Initial Educational Communications and Information Technology (ECIT)

gfedc Educational Technology

    6.  Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)

gfedcb Initial Special Education

gfedcb Advanced Special Education Roles

    7.  Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) [ELCC comprises the American 
Association of School Administrators (AASA), Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development (ASCD), National Association of Elementary School Principles (NAESP), and 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP).]



gfedcb Education Leadership (building)

gfedcb Education Leadership (district)

    8.  International Reading Association (IRA)

gfedcb Advanced Reading Education

    9.  International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE)

gfedc Initial Computer/Technology Literacy Endorsement Program

gfedc Initial Secondary Computer Science Education Bachelor's Degree Program

gfedc Advanced Program in Educational Computing and Technology Leadership

    10.  International Technology Education Association/Council on Technology Teacher Education 
(ITEA/CTTE)

gfedcb Initial Technology Education

    11.  National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)

gfedcb Initial Early Childhood Education

gfedc Advanced Early Childhood Education

    12.  National Association for Gifted Children

gfedc Initial Gifted Education

    13.  National Association of School Psychologists (NASP)

gfedcb School Psychology

    14.  National Association for Sport & Physical Education (AAPHERD/NASPE)

gfedcb Initial Physical Education

gfedc Advanced Physical Education

    15.  National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS)

gfedcb Initial Social Studies Education

    16.  National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)

gfedcb Initial English Education

    17.  National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM)

gfedc Initial P-4

gfedc Initial 5-8

gfedcb Initial 7-12

    18.  National Middle School Association (NMSA)

gfedc Initial Middle School Education



gfedc Advanced Middle School Education

gfedc Doctor of Middle School Education

    19.  National Science Teachers Association (NSTA)

gfedcb Initial Science Education

    20.  Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)

gfedc Initial P-12 Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages

    21.  Other
School Counseling School Social Work Child Welfare and Attendance School 
Nurse Designated Subjects: Vocational Education Designated Subjects: Adult 
Education Clinical Rehabilitative Services-Language Speech and Hearing Clinical 
Rehabilitative Services-Audiology Clinical Rehabilitative Services-Orientation and 
Mobility Adapted Physical Education Agriculture Specialist 

10: State Program Review Standards

    1.  *Standards

nmlkj The state has adopted the standards of NCATE's Specialized Professional 
Associations.

nmlkji The state has developed its own program standards.

15: State Program Standards Alignment

    1.  Since the state has developed its own program standards, please submit program standards 
alignment forms to NCATE by email.

16: Seeking authority for state approval to trigger national recognition

    1.  *Authority:

nmlkji Yes, the state is seeking authority for state program approval to trigger national 
recognition by NCATE's Specialized Professional Associations.

nmlkj No, the state is not seeking authority for state program approval to trigger 
national recognition by NCATE's Specialized Professional Associations.

17: Form 8: Conditions for State Review/Approval of Content Specialty Programs

    1.  A. CONTEXT CONDITIONS

Perspective: The points that appear under 2 through 9 are intended to assist reviewers' 
understanding of the state agreement and conduct of program review and approval processes; the 
responses to these points are not evaluated as part of the audit review. 

    2.  *Identify the recognized state education agency or professional standards board that oversees 



and evaluates the program review process.

Describe the agency's relationship with other state agencies that have education functions. 

The California Commission on Teacher Credentialing (Commission) is the 
independent standards board that oversees and evaluates the program review 
process for all educator preparation programs. The Commission is responsible for 
the development of all standards for educator preparation programs and the 
California program review process for all educator preparation programs. The 
California Department of Education (CDE) is responsible for K-12 education in the 
public schools including budget, professional development, accountability and 
curriculum support. The Superintendent of Public Instruction is a constitutional 
officer and the director of the CDE. The California State Board of Education is the 
appointed body responsible for the adoption of the California Academic Content 
Standards for K-12 students and the development and adoption of the content 
frameworks. The Secretary of Education is a member of the executive branch of 
the state government and the primary education advisor to the governor. As an 
independent standards board, the Commission does not report to any other these 
other education agencies, but works collaboratively with them. The CDE and 
Commission communicate regularly on issues related to teacher preparation since 
the teachers are being prepared to work in the public schools. The State Board of 
Education determines the content standards and the education materials that meet 
the requirements to teach those standards. The Commission assures that its 
standards require educator preparation programs to prepare teachers to use the state 
board adopted materials and assist all students to meet the academic content 
standards. 

    3.  Attach Supporting Documents for the condition above.

Q525_Agency_Cooperation.doc

Q525_Commission_on_Teacher_Credentialing.doc

Q525_State_Board_of_Education.doc

Q525_Superintendent_and_Calif__Dept__of_Ed__(2).doc

See Attachments panel below.

    4.  *Describe the development of the state program review process in a chronological narrative.

This includes background history, key participants, involvement of NCATE SPA experts, roles of 
various state education agencies, and a summary of anticipated changes in the near future. 
Supporting evidence may be provided as attachments or web links. 

California’s program review process has evolved and undergone a number of 
changes over the years. The current accreditation system (adopted by the 
Commission in 2006) was designed by an Accreditation Study Work Group which 
involved stakeholders from the University of California (UC), California State 
University (CSU), the private colleges and universities (Association of 
Independent California Colleges and Universities-AICCU), the two teachers unions 
in California (California Federation of Teachers-CFT and California Teachers 



Association-CTA), the Association of California School Administrators (ACSA), 
the California School Boards Association (CSBA). The stakeholder group began 
meeting in June 2004 to review and propose revisions to the Commission’s 
accreditation system. After eighteen months of work, the group forwarded 
recommendations to the COA and the Commission. Changes in the near future: The 
Commission does not expect to make any substantial changes to its program review 
and accreditation system in the next few years due to the fact that the revised 
system has just been adopted and is in its second year of implementation. 

    5.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above. 

    6.  *Describe the state program review process for teacher and other professional school 
personnel preparation programs, indicating its relationship with the state's own review of schools, 
departments, or colleges of education and the NCATE unit review.

This description would include information that institutions are expected to provide indicating that 
standards are met, the process for conducting reviews, the selection of reviewers, the guidelines or 
criteria followed by reviewers, the judgments reviewers make, and the resulting information 
communicated to institutions about state approval status of their specialized programs and areas 
needing improvement. 

California requires that institutions of higher education wishing to sponsor 
educator preparation programs be accredited by the Western Association of 
Schools and Colleges (WASC) or if it is an institution from another state, one of 
the other regional accrediting bodies. K-12 local educational agencies (LEAs) that 
wish to sponsor educator preparation programs must provide evidence that the 
board of trustees for the LEA has approved the endeavor. A separate agency, the 
California Department of Education, reviews LEAs for compliance with federal 
and state law, a process that is completely independent of the CTC’s reviews of 
educator preparation programs. Institutions will be familiar with their status 
regarding these accreditations and will be able to identify any findings that resulted 
from any of the reviews. The CTC performs program reviews on all educator 
professional preparation programs. The review process has three distinct activities 
that occur over a 7 year cycle. On alternating years (years 1, 3, and 5), institutions 
are required to submit biennial reports to the CTC that describe each program’s 
assessment procedures that assure the institution that candidates recommended for 
credentials have demonstrated the required knowledge, skills, and abilities. A 
critical part of the biennial reports is that at least two years of data must be 
reported, which requires institutions to annually collect and analyze performance 
data on their candidates and completers. Institutions must analyze the two (or 
during the 1st year report, three) years of data and determine whether any part of 
their program needs to be improved. If so, the program must identify activities they 
will complete in the next year to improve their program in the identified area. In 
addition to the program level analyses, the institution (dean, director, or 
superintendent) must review the results of each program’s analyses and identify 
issues that seem to be occurring across the institution. The institution head must 
commit to a plan of action to address the institution-wide issues. In the next 
biennial report, the program and the institution must report changes they 
implemented and must examine data to determine whether the initial problem has 
been ameliorated. During the 4th year of the cycle, institutions submit program 



documents that identify how the program is aligned with the adopted program 
standards. In addition, programs must submit copies of all syllabi, faculty vitae, and 
information about the assessment procedures in use to determine candidate’s 
competence (validity, reliability, and training for reviewers). This Program 
Assessment process allows Board of Institutional Reviewers (BIR), professionals 
who were trained to perform Program Assessment and Accreditation Site visits, to 
focus on program documents at a different time than the accreditation visit, when 
the focus turns to reviewing candidate work, interviewing administration, faculty, 
candidates, completers, and employers. The result of the Program Assessment 
process is a Preliminary Report of Findings that identifies any areas where the 
documents do not support a standards-based educator preparation process. The 
Preliminary Report of Findings also alerts the Accreditation Administrator to 
provide additional program reviewers to the accreditation site visit team so that the 
program with findings has the opportunity to demonstrate that it has changed its 
procedures and is now aligned with the relevant standards. The third element of the 
program review process is the accreditation site visit. The accreditation site visit 
team will be smaller than it has been historically as the revised accreditation 
process is fully implemented. For an institution whose programs did not have 
findings identifying a concern with any programs resulting from the Program 
Assessment, the team will be comprised of the team lead, the CTC consultant, and 
between 2 and 5 additional people depending on the complexity of the institution 
(e.g., number of educator preparation programs, whether the institution has satellite 
locations, etc.). In preparation for the site visit, the institution must submit a 
Preliminary Report in which it reports on how the institution and its programs 
satisfy the Preconditions. These are conditions that are either true or false for an 
institution. For example, one of the preconditions is that the institution be 
accredited by one of the appropriate accrediters (e.g., WASC) or that the institution 
does not discriminate on the basis of gender, religion, ethnicity, language, etc. An 
institution must provide documentation that shows how it has satisfied each of the 
Preconditions. The accreditation site visit team will have a much reduced workload 
regarding program documents, because of the Program Assessment process, and 
will have the flexibility to focus on reviewing changes to program documents, 
examples of candidate work, and, in particular, on interviewing individuals who 
can inform the team about how the programs operate and how well graduates are 
prepared for the particular professional positions. In the event there were findings 
for any of the programs in the institution indicating concerns, additional reviewers 
will be added to the team with expertise in the problematic programs. These 
reviewers will be charged with reviewing revised program documents, other 
documentation, and interviewing stakeholders to assure the team that the program 
and institution responded appropriately and effectively to the Preliminary Report of 
Findings. The team will create a consensus decision about program findings and an 
accreditation recommendation. The draft report will be presented to the institutional 
leadership. A final report will be presented to the Committee on Accreditation for 
their review and for a final decision on the accreditation status of the institution. 
Institutional representatives are also included in the report to the COA and have the 
opportunity to provide additional information related to team findings and 
conclusions. The COA’s decision, if anything other than Accreditation will require 
that the program and institution address any concerns identified by the site review 
team and, in most instances, must develop and submit a report to the COA 
identifying actions the institution has taken to resolve problems identified by the 
review team. If the problems are substantial, the institution may be required to 



develop a work plan that must be reviewed and approved by the COA, for 
addressing the problems identified and the plan must be implemented within a 
specified timeline. 

    7.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

Q529_Categorical_Program_Monitoring_-_CDE.doc

Q529_Educator_Preparation_Standards-Preconditions.doc

See Attachments panel below.

    8.  *Identify any unique state or local circumstances that should be taken into consideration 
when reviewing the state submission.

This is especially important in instances where law and other mitigating circumstances could affect 
the state's ability to parallel the SASB conditions for an acceptable program review processes.

California has an ethos of local control. As the westernmost point of the western 
frontier, California is populated by people who believed in self-reliance and self-
governance. This is nowhere more evident than in its K-12 education system. 
Every district board of trustees has authority to select the curriculum it will teach 
(sometimes schools within districts may select different curricula), establish high 
school graduation requirements, and establish teacher salary scales. The State 
Board of Education and legislature have imposed some boundaries within which 
districts must operate (e.g., teachers must be credentialed and students must pass a 
high school exit examination as well as a minimum number of classes in particular 
subjects). In addition, the state uses other mechanisms to attempt to impose 
consistency and minimum quality on certain aspects of the K-12 public education 
system. An example of this is the Instructional Materials Funds that can only be 
used to purchase state-adopted curricula. Nevertheless, districts will use the money 
to purchase some of the adopted books and then use the remainder of the funds to 
purchase the books they intend to use for instruction. This ethos is also evident in 
the post-secondary and teacher preparation systems. Campuses within the two state 
university systems, the University of California and California State University, 
have significant latitude in the way they structure educator preparation programs. 
Independent colleges and other educator preparation sponsors (e.g., LEAs) also 
have considerable freedom in the philosophy and practices they want to impart to 
future educators. Through the legislative process, the Commission on Teacher 
Credentialing is authorized to develop standards to guide the professional 
preparation of educators in California. The CTC uses these standards as guides to 
grant initial approve to institutions and to determine continued accreditation. 
Within these standards, however, there is considerable flexibility. This flexibility 
allows a campus to be responsive to the needs of districts in its geographic area. 
The flexibility can create challenges for reviewers. Training for the BIR 
encourages reviewers to set aside their personal philosophies and experiences as 
professional educators so that they can fairly judge whether there is evidence that a 
standard is or is not being met. In addition, California is a very large state with 
more students than in any other state. In addition, there are more English Learners 
and a greater percentage of English Learners in California than in any other state. 
With the focus in California on all students being proficient at the California 



adopted K-12 Student Content Standards, it is important to the state that all its 
educator preparation programs meet California’s adopted program standards. 

    9.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

    10.  B. PROCESS CONDITIONS 

Perspective: The conditions to which states are asked to respond in their partnership applications, 
in 11 through 21 of this section, will be the basis for the SASB-sponsored audit review of the state 
program review processes. 

Terminology used in these conditions is consistent with that used for other NCATE purposes, as 
found in the NCATE Standards' Glossary of NCATE Terms.

    11.  Describe how reviews are conducted with qualified persons who have a thorough 
understanding of NCATE SPA standards, or state standards that specialty associations have 
determined are aligned, and how to apply them in teacher preparation programs.

The individuals selected for teams to conduct reviews of content specialty programs:

(a) Include members with content expertise in the subject matter or specialty field and in teacher 
education, teaching, and performance-based assessment;
(b) Are trained to understand and interpret state standards (by the state) and SPA standards (by 
trainers that the relevant NCATE SPA designates).

In addition: 
(c) States must have procedures in place for recruiting and training so that reviewers reflect the 
diversity of their specialty areas and those they serve in terms of: race, ethnicity, gender, 
geography, and professional roles (e.g., university faculty, P-12 teachers, and school 
administrators);

California’s program approval and ongoing program review process utilizes 
California educators (K-12 and post-secondary) as the program reviewers. These 
educators complete an application process and, if accepted, are expected to attend a 
rigorous training process. These individuals are members of California’s Board of 
Institutional Reviewers (BIR). California uses its own adopted program standards 
and the alignment with the NCATE SPA standards were submitted to NCATE in 
2007. Institutions in California have the option to use NCATE’s SPA standards in 
lieu of California’s adopted program standards. The program reviewers must have 
expertise in the content area of the program. A minimum of two individuals review 
each program during the Program Assessment process which takes place 2 years 
prior to the site visit. These individuals have completed the Board of Institutional 
Reviewer (BIR) training. The BIR training is a 4 day training that provides 
information and allows all participants to practice the skills. On the 3rd day of the 
training, the participants participate in a full simulation of a site visit including 
interviews, review of documents, team meetings, coming to decisions on standards 
and a recommendation for the accreditation decision, and writing the team report. 
The BIR has members that reflect the diversity of California’s teaching population. 



    12.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

    13.  Indicate how reviewers avoid conflicts of interest, so that unbiased, objective decisions 
regarding program review approval or non-approval are achieved.

Program reviews should be conducted by a team that includes individuals with no present or past 
affiliation with bias toward the institution, and, whenever possible, individuals from other states 
should either conduct program reviews or have a significant role in reviewing program review 
materials and in making decisions regarding adherence to professional standards. Individuals 
conducting program reviews for states should practice ethical behavior consistent with NCATE 
Code of Conduct.

All members of the BIR review training on ethics, conflict of interest and the need 
for all individuals assigned to review a program to be objective. The Commission’s 
training places heavy emphasis on the language of the standards and relevant 
evidence to ensure that any decisions that are made are based solely on whether or 
not an institution or program meets the adopted standards. Annually, the 
Commission staff solicits information on institutions with which BIR members 
have any conflict. A conflict is defined as current or prior employment, application 
for employment, attendance at or application for attendance for the BIR member or 
an immediate family member. We also ask each individual to identify any 
additional institution with which they might not be able to be objective. In addition, 
California has instituted a confidential evaluation process that takes place after the 
site visit so that feedback on all reviewers is provided by the team leader, by the 
institution, by other team members, and the staff of the Commission. The 
evaluation forms are reviewed by staff to ensure that any individuals with 
perceived bias are either monitored closely in the future or no longer used in visits. 

    14.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

    15.  Describe the state's systematic quality assurance reviews to monitor and evaluate the 
program approval process.

The monitoring and evaluation include: 

(a) selection and evaluation of reviewers;
(b) monitoring of confidentiality and objectivity; 
(c) reviewing frequency of approval, disapproval, principles of approval or deferment; and 
(d) consistency in application of standards for every review. 

The Administrator of Accreditation selects individuals, who are members of the 
BIR, to participate in Program Assessment. A commission consultant facilitates the 
Program Assessment process. The assigned individuals meet, with the staff 
consultant present, to review the documentation provided by the program. All 
approved educator preparation programs submit Biennial Reports. The Biennial 
Report presents aggregated data on candidate competence, their analysis of the 
data, and what program modifications, if any, will be made to the program based 
on the data and its analysis. Program Assessment takes place in the 4th year of the 
accreditation cycle with the site visit occurring in the 6th year of the cycle. 
Individuals reviewing the program will have both the biennial reports (submitted in 



years 1 and 3 of the cycle) to supplement the program document. In addition, each 
program will submit course syllabi for all courses offered in the program and 
faculty vita for all full- and part-time faculty. Each program will participate in the 
Program Assessment process for up to a full year. The individuals assigned to the 
program will review the program and submit questions and any areas for 
clarifications to the commission consultant who will send the request to the 
program. The expectation is that program sponsors will submit additional 
information or data within 1-2 months. Then the assigned individuals will review 
the additional information within a month. If there are additional questions related 
to the program, the reviewers will again share them with the consultant. The 
consultant will work with the program sponsor to gather additional information 
and/or data. At least one year prior to the site visit, Commission staff will take the 
preliminary report from the reviewers to the Committee on Accreditation (COA). 
The COA will review the report and make a decision as to the composition of the 
site visit team. If there are outstanding questions related to an approved program, 
the COA will augment the site visit team. 

    16.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

    17.  Indicate how the state bases its program review quality decisions on thorough study of 
written information, by at least two qualified reviewers, that accurately addresses relevant NCATE 
SPA standards, or state standards that specialty associations have determined are aligned. 
Reviewers should have sufficient time to study program review information prior to any site visit.

Site visits may be used to validate and further analyze written program review information and 
determine more fully the consistency of program review practices with specialty standards, or 
aligned state standards. 

Institutions have the opportunity to issue a rejoinder to the review, clarifying or correcting 
information regarding program review policies or practices, and states provide procedures for 
resolving conflicts or redressing unfavorable actions. The final decision regarding program review 
approval or non-approval takes rejoinder information into account.

The program sponsor will be involved in an iterative process with the program 
reviewers. The process is facilitated by a Commission consultant to maintain 
confidentiality of the reviewers. The reviewers will find specific standards to be 
Preliminarily Met or ask questions of the program sponsor. The sponsor will be 
able to submit additional information (including candidate assessment data) to the 
reviewers, through the Commission consultant. In essence institutions have an 
opportunity to submit rejoinders during this process and if concerns remain about 
any programs, the institution may submit additional information during the site 
visit The COA will receive a report from the reviewers a minimum of one year 
prior to the scheduled site visit. This report will be public and the institution will be 
aware of any questions or concerns about the program and its status in meeting the 
adopted program standards. The institution will have until the site visit to make 
modifications in the program design or collect additional data to share with the 
onsite review team. 

    18.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.



    19.  Describe how the state communicates program review decisions clearly and provides 
feedback useful for program development.

The review culminates in a clearly written report that indicates the overall program review decision 
and whether each of the NCATE SPA standards, or aligned state standards, has been met or not 
met. The report also provides information regarding perceived program strengths and/or 
weaknesses. Comments are specific enough to serve as the basis for program development. The 
report is provided to the administrative unit/program in a timely manner. Copies of reports are 
maintained by the organization, agency, or unit conducting the review, are submitted to NCATE, 
and are made available to the SPA upon request.

The COA will receive the written Preliminary Report from the program assessment 
reviewers in one of its public meetings. The COA will make a decision about the 
composition of the site visit team and this decision will be communicated to the 
program sponsor in writing. All site visit teams will have a minimum of one team 
member who focuses on corroborating the preliminary findings of the Program 
Assessment reviewers. If the COA feels that additional information needs to be 
collected from one or more approved programs at the site visit, then the team will 
be augmented, the focus identified and the institution notified in writing. This 
decision by the COA will take place one calendar year prior to the site visit. This 
allows the institution to organize for the site visit, including preparing for the 
interviews and class visits, revising the program if necessary, and assembling the 
additional documentation. The program assessment reviewers’ concerns will be 
clearly identified by the COA so that the institution knows what type of 
information the onsite team members will be looking for. The site visit team makes 
all final decisions on program standards and these decisions plus the accreditation 
team recommendation are forwarded to the COA for consideration in its 
deliberations on the accreditation decision. The entire system is transparent to the 
institution. The Biennial Reports, due in years 1, 3, and 5, will elicit feedback from 
the Commission staff and the COA. This feedback can be considered by the 
program sponsor. The Program Assessment information is a dialog in Year 4 and 
in Year 5 the institution has the decision about the focus of the site visit team. In 
Year 6, the site visit takes place and the COA makes its accreditation decision. The 
focus of California’s system is on continuous improvement for programs, ensuring 
high quality educator preparation programs that prepare high quality educators who 
are ready to work with California’s students. 

    20.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

    21.  Describe how the state uses candidate performance information, from multiple assessments, 
in reaching program approval decisions.

SPA Perspective: Candidate performance information may be derived from institutional 
experiences, and may also include follow-up studies and employer reports, as well as state licensure 
results for candidates who have completed their preparation programs.

At this time, California utilizes both candidate performance information, from 
multiple assessments, and standards-based input information in making all program 
approval decisions. California's revised accreditation system includes new standard 
language that emphasizes candidate performance data and its use for program 



improvement. In addition, it includes a new reporting component that requires 
institutions to collect, analyze, and use candidate performance information for 
program improvement. As times goes on, the emphasis on candidate assessment 
data will only increase allowing a decrease in the focus on standards-based 
inputs—programmatic information. California is not willing to reduce the review of 
program inputs until there is clear evidence that that candidate assessment data is 
robust and a valid measure of a program’s effectiveness. At this time, the ability to 
measure the candidate’s knowledge, skills and abilities is still fairly new and there 
is not a reliable base of assessments for all programs, but with the focus on 
candidate assessment data in the Biennial Reports, California expects the validity 
and reliability of the candidate assessment measures to increase. 

    22.  Attach supporting documents for the condition above.

19: Complete and Submit

    1.  Congratulations! You are almost finished. Now you have the opportunity to review all the 
forms you have completed. If you do not wish to make any further changes and you are ready to 
submit the forms to NCATE, select "Next >>" button below. 

If you are not ready to submit the forms to NCATE, please click "Quit" button. Your answers will 
be saved and you can come back later to review them again.
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