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Implementing the Performance Assessment for California Teachers  

As one important step toward improving the quality of teacher preparation, California recently implemented the Performance 
Assessment for California Teachers (PACT), which assesses teacher candidates. In the future, passage of PACT will be required 
for prospective teachers to earn a preliminary teaching credential. PACT is based on the state-adopted set of 13 specific 
requirements and teaching performance expectations, including: 

• Making subject matter comprehensive to students. 

• Assessing student learning. 

• Engaging and supporting students in learning. 

• Planning instruction and designing learning experiences for students. 

• Creating and maintaining effective environments for student learning. 

• Developing as a professional educator. 

Based on a candidate’s student teaching and other training, universities determine how well a candidate performs in each of 
these 13 areas. Implementation of this assessment could be a positive step for the state, if the results of PACT predict whether a 
candidate becomes an effective teacher. In some respects, this program can be similar to an effective teacher evaluation 
program administered once a teacher enters the profession. However, the state will need to verify that this assessment is, in 
fact, improving the quality of teacher candidates and university training programs. Assuming the state develops a longitudinal 
student-teacher database and implements a growth measure for the state’s assessment, the state will need to verify the 
predictive nature of this exam by linking the results of the PACT assessment with the future test score gains achieved by the 
teacher’s students. If verified in this way, PACT could contribute to the cycle of continuous improvement the Committee 
recommends the state develop.  

Using technology to promote teacher quality 

As California seeks alternative approaches to improving many aspects of the teacher continuum, it also should look to emerging 
technologies that can support innovative avenues to improve the quality of teaching in California through various forms of 
professional development and peer support. California already has the primary infrastructure in place, and models of effective use 
already exist in Michigan and Canada. In LearnCanada, for example, virtual communities of peers can observe each other working, 
share knowledge, make constructive suggestions and discuss common issues. Such uses of technology can accelerate learning 
for individuals, support additional “telementoring,” and foster the emergence of and broad access to best practices and new 
knowledge. These technologies can be especially useful in California to overcome time and/or geographical constraints to create 
opportunities for more teachers to: participate in quality professional development sessions; link with peers and mentors at 
comparable schools or across districts; or access the latest research-based methodologies. 

Improving alternative pathways into teaching  

Both of the state’s current routes into teaching — a standard fifth-year university preparation program or a teacher intern 
program — have been criticized for not fully meeting the needs of schools and districts, for different reasons. Current teacher 
training programs are largely targeted at students who have just completed their undergraduate degrees. The fifth-year university 
programs often are criticized for being out of touch with and unable to adjust to district’s needs, and teachers complain that those 
programs do not provide them with the applied skills they require to be successful in the classroom at the beginning of their 
careers. Many of them, especially those at public universities, also require that candidates attend full time during the day, which 
limits the candidate pool to those who can give up their existing employment while preparing to become a teacher. While the 
intern program has been successful at (1) quickly increasing the supply of teachers, (2) recruiting a more diverse group of teacher 
candidates, and (3) improving the retention rates in the profession, the intern programs do have their shortcomings, beginning with 
the fact that children in the classrooms they serve are being taught by someone who has not yet met minimal qualifications. 
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Interns are often critical of their programs because they generally must teach full time as they complete pedagogic coursework 
on nights and weekends’ while also participating in mentoring activities. Thus, while candidates face the most difficult year of 
their teaching career during the day, they have coursework at nights and on weekends, leaving little time to prepare for classes or 
grade papers. Finally, because they are teaching full time, these interns have insufficient time to observe master teachers or 
perform clinical classroom work.  

Getting Down to Facts summarizes the research on various pre-service preparation options. “There is little evidence on the 
effects of pre-service education requirements, and that which does exist is mixed. There is strong evidence, however, that pre-
service requirements affect the pool of potential teachers. Intern routes with reduced pre-service coursework tend to attract a 
larger pool of candidates. While there is much to learn about which requirements improve teaching and which deter good 
teachers from entering the classroom, the evidence so far suggests that policies that address pre-service requirements can have 
substantial impacts.35  

Recommendation 1.4: Improve the Quality and Expand the Supply 
of New Teacher Candidates 
The Committee recommends a series of changes to strengthen the quality of teacher candidates entering the profession. To 
improve the current teacher training program offerings, the Committee recommends three alternative pathways that, when 
combined with current programs, will offer teacher candidates at a variety of stages in their careers a continuum of training 
options that best match their needs. In the short term, these new training programs will help to meet the demands for new 
teachers to replace retirees. In the long term, these programs will provide competition to the current teacher training, which will 
force all of the programs to improve their quality. Because these new training programs are superior to current programs, the 
Committee believes that, over time, the new programs will replace many of the traditional training programs and eliminate the 
need for the existing intern program.  

The Committee, however, recommends that data and program evaluations be used to verify these expectations. In fact, as with 
other recommendations, data-driven improvements will play an important role in improving the quality of all teacher training 
programs over time. The Committee recommends that data be provided to each teacher training program on the effectiveness of 
its recently trained teacher candidates and that these data be provided publicly to inform the pre-service program selection 
decisions of future teacher candidates. 

1.4.1:  Create an Integrated Teacher Training Program that incorporates the 
best traits of teacher internships and traditional teacher training 

The Committee recommends that the state empower the State Board of Education (under the current governance structure), and 
subsequently the Secretary of Education (under the new governance structure discussed in the Governance and Accountability 
chapter), to authorize county superintendents, school districts, higher education institutions, or teacher’s unions to develop pre-
service teacher training programs that combine the best elements of the traditional training programs with the benefits of the 
teacher intern program, pursuant to rigorous program accreditation standards. These integrated training programs would build on 
the structure of the current internship option but would allow participants a more gradual assumption of teaching duties over the 
duration of the program. Specifically, the training provider would administer a teacher preparation program that provides 
coursework and student teaching components similar to those of a traditional university program. This training would be more 
rigorous than that of the intern program because the candidates would not be engaged in the full-time teaching load that interns 
must carry.  
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This applied preparation model would provide substantially more observation/clinical time than current programs offer. In 
addition, the program could integrate the educational philosophy of the district, making the training more relevant to the 
candidates as they transition to being full-time teachers the following year. The training provider would be able to adjust the level 
of support that individual candidates need to be successful. Each candidate would be matched with a master teacher who would 
play a critical role in the training process, helping the candidate understand both the culture of the district and the art of teaching. 
Because the district or county would have an inherent interest in ensuring that only the most competent candidates successfully 
complete the process, the district and/or county could help counsel some candidates out of the profession while recruiting the 
best candidates as permanent teachers. The state would provide a level of financial support — similar to that which it currently 
provides to the California State University system to train teachers — to offset additional employment costs of freeing 
candidates from the classroom for part of the school day and would allow the provider to charge a modest tuition (primarily to 
ensure that only the most committed candidates apply).  

1.4.2:  Create a teacher apprenticeship program in targeted schools 

Building on the Integrated Training Program described above, the Committee further recommends the creation of a preparation 
program — also offered by county offices of education, districts, higher education institutions, or unions – that would provide 
candidates a stipend while they participate in an apprenticeship offered exclusively in hard-to-staff schools. The program would 
attempt to recruit candidates who live or grew up in the targeted school’s community and are therefore more likely to have a 
continuing commitment to that community. Similar to the Integrated Training Program, the candidates would be matched with a 
master teacher who would play a significant role in their training. Their preparation would combine practical training and 
theoretical training. By training these teachers in low-income communities, the candidates would learn classroom management 
strategies and other skills that are specific to these types of schools.  

The Committee believes that this type of program would be more effective in recruiting diverse candidates than current loan-
forgiveness or scholarship programs, because it would provide greater financial support to candidates in the short term. Also, the 
program likely would improve candidates’ likel hood of long-term success by eliminating the financial incentive to begin full-time 
teaching with little or no preparation and by exposing and specifically training candidates for a high-needs school environment.  

1.4.3:  Empower county superintendents to grant exceptional candidates an 
exemplary credential 

Building on the premise of the existing “eminence credential,” the Committee recommends that California recognize that many 
exceptional teaching candidates could immediately, or with little additional training, be outstanding teachers. By way of example, 
the Committee heard numerous examples of prospective candidates with advanced degrees and experience teaching in college or 
university settings who nevertheless would need to participate in a full one-year university program or a two-year internship to 
receive a credential and teach in California’s K–12 schools. California’s current bureaucratic system of credentialing often 
requires such candidates to go back to school to meet additional coursework requirements — a requirement based on 
assessments (conducted by higher education institutions) that may serve the interests of the institutions involved more than the 
needs of the candidate. Many candidates in these situations choose not to return to college, and rather pursue other careers. Each 
time the public schools lose one of these outstanding candidates, it is a likely loss for hundreds of students.  

The Committee recommends allowing districts and county superintendents to use their professional judgment and common 
sense to determine whether a candidate is competent to teach effectively pursuant to California’s standards. Specifically, a 
candidate would have to identify a school district that determines the candidate to be highly qualified. The district would then 
submit the candidate to the county superintendent for review, and the superintendent could grant the candidate an exemplary 
credential. To be eligible for this process, the candidate would be required to prove his or her subject-matter competence through 
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either an exam or college degree, and the county superintendent would evaluate the candidate’s other work and teaching 
experience to make a final determination.  

As quality assurance, the Committee further recommends that the state limit the number of exemplary credentials that may be 
authorized at any time, as well as their duration, and that the state use outcome data on these teachers’ performance to hold 
county superintendents accountable for the quality of the teachers to whom they granted an exemplary credential. Because these 
teachers are expected to be truly exemplary and have entered the profession using this innovative credentialing approach, the 
Committee believes that these candidates do not need the same level of guarantee for tenure. As such, the Committee 
recommends that these teachers not receive tenure until their credential is renewed after a five-year period. This provides the 
district and the county superintendent the opportunity to ensure that this candidate is truly exemplary and prepared to serve in 
any school in the state prior to their receiving tenure.  

1.4.4:  Support an EnCorps program for math and science teachers 

The Committee recommends the creation of a statewide EnCorps program to assist recent or prospective retirees from the 
business community who have real-world experience in math and science to train to become teachers of those subjects. 
Americans are retiring earlier, and 55 percent of upcoming retirees who indicate their intent to continue working express an 
interest in teaching.36 This group of highly educated individuals affords the state an opportunity to bring into teaching a pool of 
candidates who possess the subject-matter knowledge to make great teachers in critical shortage areas. These candidates only 
require pedagogic training to attain their credential.  

The EnCorps program, begun in 2007 with the initial support of the Sherry Lansing Foundation and the New Schools Venture Fund, 
brings together active corporate sponsors — the initial set includes IBM, Qualcomm, Chevron, Bank of America, and eight others 
— in a public-private partnership that will help the corporations’ retirees receive the preparation, training, and ongoing 
transitional support they need to become and remain teachers. The state can partner with this effort through its expansion of 
alternative pathways into the teaching profession, including the intern program, the integrated teacher training programs, and 
exemplary credential recommended earlier. In addition, the Committee recommends the state provide financial support in the 
form of tuition grants or other appropriate mechanisms to these candidates who commit to teaching in a hard-to-staff school for 
at least five years. 

1.4.5:  Reform accreditation and credentialing processes and eliminate the 
Commission on Teaching Credentialing 

The Commission on Teaching Credentialing (CTC) has three principal functions: (1) accrediting teacher preparation programs, (2) 
credentialing teachers, and (3) monitoring teacher conduct. While the Committee believes that the state or an appointed entity of 
the state will be needed to continue each of these operations, far more efficient processes can be used to achieve the ultimate 
goal — improving the quality of teaching — than the current approaches taken by CTC and that, ultimately, an independent 
agency is not needed to carry out those functions. Committee members heard extensive criticism about how CTC is carrying out 
its processes and found particularly compelling a report by the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), Modernizing the Functions of 
the Commission on Teacher Credentialing. Based largely on the specific findings of that report, the Committee recommends 
dramatically altering the first two functions of CTC, reassigning to an alternative entity responsibility for the third, and in the 
process, eliminating CTC.37 Through this process, the responsibilities currently overseen by CTC would be transferred to the 
California Department of Education (CDE).  

The Committee makes three specific recommendations related to revising the oversight of teacher and administrator 
preparation; taken in concert, these would eliminate any need for CTC: 
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 Revise education program accreditation. Currently the state’s required accreditation process for teacher programs 
supplements the regional and national systems for institutions — all of California’s university programs are regionally 
accredited by either the Western Association of Schools and Colleges or the North Central Accreditation Association; 
approximately one-quarter of universities also are nationally accredited. The state’s process of accrediting university-based 
teacher and administrator preparation programs was temporarily discontinued in the early 2000s because of budget 
constraints. During the last review period, CTC and accreditation teams visited 73 campuses and accredited all of them. The 
current system has several shortcomings that have been highlighted in the recent LAO report; in a statutorily required 
evaluation of the state’s accreditation system by the American Institutes for Research (AIR); and in some cases, in CTC-
prepared documents on the issue.38 The cited shortcomings include the following: 

• Standards are vague, and the reviews are subjective. While the current standards appear complex (institutions must 
meet 10 general preconditions, program-specific preconditions, eight common standards, 19 program standards, and 
116 program elements), the AIR evaluation concluded that these standards were vague and that the reviews were 
subjective, with different review teams employing different interpretations of the standards. This problem was 
exacerbated by the difficulty of finding and retaining qualified reviewers.  

• The system is almost entirely input-oriented. Rather than focus on the effective preparation of teachers, the reviews 
examine the inputs available at an institution, as a presumed proxy for a quality program offering. For example, in the 
most recent accreditation visit to California State University, Los Angeles, the accreditation team conducted 991 
interviews including faculty, administrators, candidates, graduates, and employers of graduates. In addition, team 
members reviewed 15 different types of documents. Despite all this gathering of information, almost none of the data 
were related to outcomes. As documented by CTC: “little in the way of outcome data has been collected to determine 
institutional effectiveness.”  

• Basic process is inadequate. Because the reviews focus on the institution instead of individual programs, an 
institution’s accreditation may be renewed even if some of its programs are poor. Also, the reviews occur too 
infrequently, ranging from every five to seven years apart (longer in the recent past because of budget cuts). Finally, the 
quality of the information that universities submitted to reviewers varied dramatically enough that AIR concluded that 
it affected the validity of the accreditation decisions.  

Because of these shortcomings, the Committee believes that the current accreditation process is ineffective, and also is 
costly as a result of the quantity of institutional staff time involved in the accreditation process. Rather than maintain this 
system, the Committee recommends the state implement a streamlined, performance-based accreditation system that 
focuses on outcomes.  

Under the new system, teacher and administrator preparation programs would report annual summary data on various 
outcomes, including average scores on state-required teacher assessments (see discussion of PACT, above), graduation 
rates, employment rates, three-year retention rates, and employer satisfaction rates. These data would annually determine 
the accreditation status of each program at each university. Based on that data, programs that did not meet expectations 
would be given a period to improve their quality or face the loss of accreditation. The state could then provide technical 
assistance to these struggling programs so that they might improve.  

This approach to accreditation would dramatically refocus schools of education on the quality of the candidates that they 
produce and on supporting those candidates as they transition into the public school system. The Committee recommends 
that this streamlined accreditation function be transferred to the CDE. 

 Deregulate the teacher credentialing process to remove unnecessary barriers. The current process of 
credentialing teachers is overly complex, inefficient, and riddled with wasteful bureaucratic steps and redundancies. Each 
additional requirement that has been added to the credentialing process over time was intended to improve the quality of 
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teachers that make it through the process. At times, the state may not have recognized that the additional requirements 
might actually discourage a potential candidate from pursuing a career in teaching; while each additional requirement might 
only demand modest additional effort for a teacher candidate, when the requirements are taken in their entirety, the burdens 
are so great that some exceptional candidates may choose an alternative career path. Over time, the regulatory 
environment has made it increasingly difficult to become a teacher. Yet, the perceived quality of teachers — or of the 
relevance of these requirements or their preparation to quality — has changed little.  

The Committee believes it is time to reverse the trend and begin to reduce the barriers to receiving a credential, while at the 
same time increasing the focus on the effectiveness of teachers once they are in the classroom. The credentialing process 
should be deregulated. Following transfer of CTC responsibilities and authority, as described above, the State Board of 
Education (if this occurs prior to the implementation of the Committee’s recommendations for the overhaul of state 
governance) or the Secretary of Education (if the transfer occurs after the governance changes) should consider deregulation 
efforts that include: reducing course requirements, such as eliminating requirements for individual courses on education 
technology and on the U.S. Constitution; streamlining teacher testing requirements; and allowing the completion of a college 
major to demonstrate subject-matter competency. The Committee further recommends reducing the number of credentials 
by consolidating them into categories and streamlining the fingerprinting process so that candidates are only fingerprinted 
one time instead of three, as is current practice.  

 Transfer teacher conduct monitoring. The Committee recommends that the function of monitoring teacher conduct be 
maintained and that it be transferred to CDE — to receive direction from the State Board of Education under the current 
governance structure, or the Secretary of Education pursuant to the Committee’s proposed governance reorganization. 
Specifically, an advisory committee should be established by the relevant managing entity, to perform specific conduct 
reviews in a similar manner as the current process. The CTC staff currently involved in this particular activity also would be 
transferred to CDE to continue the function.  

Louisiana Overhauls and Monitors Its Schools of Education 
Starting in 2000, the state required all of its teacher preparation institutes to overhaul their education 
programs. Following the movement to statewide K–12 standards, the teacher preparation institutes were 
mandated to redesign their programs to align to the new education approach.39 Since 2003, the state has 
been tracking the teachers educated in these programs. For each teacher, the state evaluation has 
measured the growth in each newly trained teacher’s students’ achievement using value-added 
assessments. Using these data and other measures, the state is able to provide information to the schools 
of education on the effectiveness of its teachers. Early results for the state’s alternative education programs 
suggest that the redesign has improved the quality of preparation that teachers have received. (Since the 
alternative routes help teachers enter the classroom more quickly, data already are available.) Over the 
next few years, the state will acquire information on the teachers trained at each of the 22 teacher 
preparation schools in the state.   

Challenges to Attract, Train, and Retain Quality Administrators  
In undertaking the needed efforts to train and retain principals and other site administrators, the state faces all of the same 
challenges previously discussed in the context of teachers. While no specific data are available for California, national data show 
that the workforce of principals is aging. Over the last decade, the median age of a principal rose from 48 to 51.40 Moreover, 
recruiting and retaining teachers into hard-to-staff schools requires that the state support the development of strong school 
leadership, so administrator reform also is integral to teacher reform. Research shows that one of the key traits that beating-the-
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odds schools (schools with student achievement that exceeds that of other schools serving similar students) have in common is 
strong administrative leadership.41 The Getting Down to Facts research found education leadership development in California to be 
severely lacking. The report by Linda Darling-Hammond of Stanford University concludes that administrator preparation programs 
are of uneven quality and that the state’s infrastructure for professional development for administrators needs strengthening.42  

The new professional practice model proposed in Recommendation 1 2 will support the recruitment of a new generation of 
administrators and provide them with professional development supports and incentives that parallel those teachers would 
receive. Today’s principal is expected to be an educational visionary, assessment expert, instructional strategies expert, 
disciplinarian, community builder, crisis manager, communications expert, budget guru, facility manager, special programs 
administrator, and legal expert. While the Committee’s finance and governance recommendations would provide principals with 
greater autonomy by reducing the amount of paperwork and regulations with which they must comply, principals would be asked 
to play a greater leadership role in the new governance structure the Committee proposes. Such expectations are daunting to the 
veteran administrator, let alone to the new administrator attempting to learn his/her job, build relationships, and lead the school. 
For hard-to-staff schools, where leaders also are expected to dramatically change the local culture in a short time, these 
challenges make it even more difficult to attract and retain high-quality principals and other administrators, as well as 
superintendents of the districts that support those most challenged schools. And yet, one of the key working condition variables 
that impact teacher retention is an effective administrator who supports teachers.  

New Leaders for New Schools Helps Train the Next Generation of Leaders 
New Leaders for New Schools, a national nonprofit organization that operates in the Bay Area, helps 
districts to recruit and retain school leaders through several programs.43 It operates a summer institute that 
provides a rigorous five-week training taught by national education and business leaders. Following the 
summer institute, the future leader participates in a yearlong, full-time, paid residency in an urban public 
school, where she works alongside a mentor principal; the residency is linked with intensive academic 
studies to further develop her leadership skills. With the support of a veteran mentor principal, the future 
leader is able to attain firsthand experience of how to lead in an urban school environment. Following this 
year in residency, the future leader is supported by ongoing coaching and mentoring when she becomes a 
principal. Early indications show that these new leaders are effective once they enter the schools. RAND 
currently is conducting a multiyear evaluation of the program. 

Recommendation 1.5: Expand and Strengthen Administrator Training 
It is not surprising that the state faces a shortage of highly skilled principals; and absent intervention, those shortages are likely to 
grow in the future. Therefore, the Committee recommends an array of strategies to promote the availability of a growing cadre 
of professional education leaders. As descr bed in Recommendation 1.2, principals and superintendents will participate in the 
professional practice model that will provide them with enhanced training, support, rigorous evaluation, and performance 
incentives to enable them to be more successful professionals. In addition, the Committee recommends enacting in the near 
future three specific changes for administrators, as well as deregulating administrator preparation programs and credentials in 
ways similar to those the Committee proposes for teacher credentials. Specific recommendations are: 

1.5.1:  Authorize county-district integrated training 

There exists a high level of discontent with credentialing requirements and the quality and relevance of existing administrator 
training programs that mirrors the discontent with teacher training programs — which led to the Committee’s extensive 
recommendations above. The requirements associated with administrator training restrict districts from targeting their 
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promising teachers and developing them into administrators, if that is their career preference. Even if district leaders are able to 
convince a promising candidate to return to college in the evenings, weekends, and summers to pursue an administrator 
credential, they find that years later, when the candidate attains the credential and is ready to become an administrator, the 
candidate does not have the skills needed to be effective.  

The Committee believes that an alternative approach that focuses more on the necessary skills to be effective would improve the 
preparation of these candidates. Specifically, the State Board of Education — or the Secretary of Education under the proposed 
new governance structure — should be empowered to authorize county superintendents or school districts to develop and deliver 
comprehensive training programs for principals and administrators. In this way, superintendents could identify their best 
candidates and then train them to make the transition from full-time classroom teaching to school leader or to rise within the 
ranks of administration. This program would mirror the Integrated Teacher Training Program in order to provide effective support 
and to ensure that candidates are not overwhelmed by their full-time duties as they are training for new responsibilities. The 
state would financially support the new program, providing counties or districts with levels of funding similar to what it currently 
provides CSU to conduct this training. 

1.5.2:  Create administrator “induction” support 

The state currently provides teachers with ongoing training and support during their first two years of teaching (the “induction” 
period), through the Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment program (BTSA). This program provides both a mentor and 
continued professional training for the new teachers. The Committee recommends creating a similar program for administrators. 
Partnering a new principal, assistant superintendent, or other school or district administrator with a seasoned veteran 
counterpart to support the novice through his or her first year would both increase the retention rate of new education leaders and 
improve the quality of their training and, ultimately, their effectiveness. 

1.5.3:  Develop a  school turnaround training program 

Becoming a leader in a school that has struggled in the past or has been labeled as low-performing or failing for multiple years is 
one of the most difficult challenges in education. To enter this type of school and be a positive leader of change requires training 
beyond the education and curriculum-management preparation that a principal normally would receive. Just as with revitalizing a 
failing business, part of the focused training required to turn around a low-performing school addresses managing change and 
leading staff through those changes. As discussed in the Governance and Accountability chapter of this report, California must 
build capacity to address the needs of a large number of low-performing schools and districts in the state. One of the most 
important elements of building capacity is the training of leaders who can guide those individual school (and district) 
transformations. The state must develop an intensive model of preparation specifically for these types of leaders. 

Based on a similar program administered by the University of Virginia (see sidebar “Virginia’s Partnership for Leaders in 
Education”), the Committee recommends the state support a joint venture between the School of Education and the School of 
Business at a University of California campus to develop a group of school turnaround experts. This program would use the 
management techniques used to turn around failing businesses to train candidates to turn around failing schools. In the Virginia 
program, the turnaround expert must successfully turn around a failing school to receive the full accreditation of the program. 
Similar to the experience in Virginia, this type of training led by the University of California would help the state to improve schools 
one at a time. 



Priority 1:  Teaching and Leadership 4-24 

Virginia’s Partnership for Leaders in Education 
At the University of Virginia, the Graduate School of Business and the School of Education have formed a 
partnership to deliver an executive education program specifically designed for the needs of a cadre of 
experts who are charged with turning around consistently low-performing schools. This program combines 
business management skills with the education school’s programs. The program focuses on leadership 
challenges, strategic change, data-driven decision making, communications, conflict management, 
sustaining transformation, and leveraging resources. Candidates receive training and earn a credential as 
an education turnaround specialist. Participants generally are principals who are looking to improve their 
skills to address the difficulties faced in turning around low-performing schools. To earn this credential, a 
candidate must not only complete the required coursework, but also must successfully help turn around a 
failing school, as demonstrated by improved student performance and attaining NCLB Adequate Yearly 
Progress. Early indications show that principals trained in this program have been able to successfully go 
on to meet the achievement goals required to receive the credential.  

Supporting the Development of the Teacher Workforce  
In its investigations, the Committee identified several additional practices that show great promise of enhancing the 
effectiveness of efforts to recruit, prepare, and professionally develop educators to support California’s schools into the future. 
Too little has been done to attract candidates much earlier in their education careers and to provide them with experiences that 
can help them decide whether teaching is the right career to pursue — before they invest too much of their time and of their and 
the state’s resources in pursuit of a credential and professional employment opportunities. Also, just as the Committee found 
elsewhere in the education system, little has been done to evaluate the effectiveness of professional preparation and 
development programs and to weed out those that are far less effective than others.  

Recommendation 1.6: Promote Efficiency in Recruitment and 
Training Efforts 
Several opportunities exist to ensure that the state’s and prospective teachers’ resources are used more effectively in expanding 
the teaching pool. The Committee recommends that the state take specific actions to attract candidates earlier and give them 
experiences to assist with their career choices; to identify and promote the most effective mechanisms for preparing teachers; 
and to more effectively use resources to support classroom teachers.  

1.6.1:  Create a college tutoring program to support struggling K–12 students  

The Committee recommends the creation of a program that partners K–12 school districts with nearby campuses of either the 
community colleges or the California State University to provide tutors for struggling K–12 students — while exposing these 
postsecondary students to the teaching environment as a recruitment mechanism. The state would support this program in 
geographical areas that have shortages of teachers in core subjects, such as math and science.  

First, the community colleges or the California State University would identify a diverse set of students who would be interested 
in pursuing careers in education. These institutions would jointly develop postsecondary coursework to develop these students’ 
tutoring skills and train them in the specific curriculum of the school district participating in the partnership. Each participating 
institution would enter into a partnership with a K–12 school, placing the postsecondary students in paid positions to tutor 
struggling students. Cross-age tutoring programs have been shown to be among the most cost-effective educational 
interventions.  
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This program will benefit all participants. College students would have an opportunity to explore a career in education and have a 
part-time job that is personally rewarding and provides income. Students who are elig ble for financial aid could perform this job 
within their work-study programs. Participating colleges and universities would gain an important tool for recruiting students into 
the field of education. For the state, generally, past experience in school-based programs suggests that the inclusion of 
community colleges in this program will enhance the likelihood of bringing a more diverse set of college students into careers in 
education, and these opportunities may inspire community college students to want to transfer to four-year universities. Most 
importantly for the immediate needs of K–12 schools, this program will help students who are struggling most intensely in core 
academic subjects. Since the tutoring will be provided by college students from similar backgrounds as the K–12 students, there 
is an opportunity to engage struggling students in a way that traditional interventions do not provide.  

Finally, this program provides school districts an opportunity to identify outstanding and engaged college students to be 
candidates in the newly created apprenticeship programs.  

1.6.2:  Evaluate all  teacher training programs 

The Committee recommends that as the teacher database becomes operational, the state evaluate the effectiveness of all 
teacher training and professional development programs - including current university and district models and the new models 
proposed in this report. Getting Down to Facts summarizes the need for better experimentation, evaluation, and analysis, noting 
that “while states have implemented slews of teacher policies, they have systematically evaluated very few of them. If this 
approach does not change, policymakers will be in no better position to learn from experience in the future than they are today.”44  

Throughout the accreditation process, all fifth-year university-based programs, intern and apprenticeship programs, and any 
additional state or local professional development programs should be evaluated to determine whether these programs create 
and support the type of educators that California needs to train and develop. These evaluations will provide an opportunity for 
these programs to improve and will create a process to eliminate or restructure programs that are not shown to be effective. 
This type of an evaluation program will support the cycle of continuous improvement the Committee wants the state to create 
throughout the educational enterprise. 

1.6.3:  Transition the Peer Assistance and Review program into the new 
teacher professional practice model 

The Committee considers the evaluation and support of teachers by their peers, as well as by school principals, to be critical to 
improving the quality of teaching in California schools, and includes that as a component of the new teacher professional practice 
model (see Recommendation 1.1). For this reason, the Committee recommends phasing out the Peer Assistance and Review 
(PAR) program and transferring the program’s funding to support the professional model. The PAR program was originally 
implemented in limited locations and budgets varied from year to year. As a result, PAR generally has not met its initial intent to 
help to identify and support veteran teachers who need improvement. Instead, much of the PAR funding has been used to partially 
fulfill the required local match for the Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment program. The Committee believes it 
appropriate to transition PAR into the much-improved version of that which PAR intended, within the teacher professional 
practice model. 
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