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CAEP Standards: 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 3.3, 3.5, 3.6,5.1, 5.2 

NJPST Standards: 1-9,11 

INTasc Standards: 1-9 

 

1. During which part of the candidate's experience is the assessment used? Is the 
assessment used just once or multiple times during the candidate's preparation?  

Candidates (both MAT and undergraduate) complete the edTPA assessment during their full-
time clinical practice in their last semester of their initial teacher-training program. 
Candidates must pass the exam in order to graduate from Monmouth University and obtain 
teacher certification. As of  the 2017-2018 school year, the State of New Jersey requires 
edTPA for licensure for all initial teaching program certifications. Specific requirements set 
forth by the New Jersey Department of Education is found at 
http://www.nj.gov/education/educators/rpr/preparation/assessment/. For the 2017-2018 and 
2018-2019 school years, the pass rate has been set to scorable completion of the portfolio. 
The State also does not allow the edTPA assessment to be taken in Special Education, 
therefor candidates complete it in their primary area for certification. Although the EPP 
piloted edTPA for the 16-17 school year, the assessments were scored in house and are not 
included in this data. Data from Fall 18 will be shared with the site visit team in April 2019. 

 

2. Who uses the assessment and how the individuals are trained on the use of the assessment. 

edTPA is a subject-specific, performance-based assessment and support system used to 
measure  and support the skills and knowledge that teachers need when they start teaching in 
their own classrooms. The assessment is focused on three tasks: planning, instruction, and 
assessment.  Each teacher candidate must prepare a portfolio of evidence using their content 
specific handbook during their full-time clinical practice. The portfolio guides the candidate 
to show readiness to teach using lesson plans designed to support the strengths and needs of 
their students; engage real students in ambitious learning; analyze whether their students are 
learning, and refine their instruction to increase their instructional effectiveness. Candidates 
videotape themselves at work in a real classroom, and the unedited videos recordings are then 
scored by highly trained educators. Evidence is uploaded and candidates respond to directed 
commentary prompts to complete the portfolio. 

Candidates are informed of the edTPA assessment throughout their coursework, beginning 
with ED 250/510, the first education course for all initial certification programs. Information 
about edTPA is also included in the undergraduate and graduate student handbooks for the 

http://www.nj.gov/education/educators/rpr/preparation/assessment/
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EPP’s initial certification program candidates. The Office of Certification and Field 
Placements posts support materials and information on their portal in which all teacher 
preparation students and candidates have access to. Every course has embedded activities to 
assist in preparing candidates for edTPA.  Individual content handbooks are loaded into each 
candidate’s Foliotek (third party platform) assessment portfolio page at the beginning of their 
yearlong clinical practice which begins the first semester of their senior year. 

While candidates are in the final semester of their undergraduate or MAT program, they 
register in ED EDTPA in order to pay for their portfolio, enabling students to use their 
financial aid.  During this semester candidates are also registered for full-time clinical 
practice. At the beginning of this final semester, candidates are provided an orientation to 
edTPA. Completion of edTPA is supported throughout the full time clinical practice 
primarily through four writing days. The first three writing days are strategically scheduled to 
align with the task that should be completed. The purpose of the fourth and final writing day 
is complete the portfolio and upload the portfolio to Foliotek. Candidates are also guided 
through the process of migrating their portfolio from Foliotek to Pearson, who scores the 
assessment. 

 

3. What is the intended use of the assessment and what is the assessment purported to 
measure?  

The intended use of edTPA is gain subject-specific performance based data to compliment other 
measures used by the EPP in respect to the InTASC and New Jersey Professional Standards for 
Teaching. It is a capstone assessment measure planning instruction and assessment while 
students are in their full time clinical practice. The 13-18 rubric assessment is purported to 
measure teacher candidate performance in planning, instruction and assessment. All  
 

4. Please describe how validity/trustworthiness was established for the assessment.   
This proprietary assessment has validity measures on pages 20- 23 in the edTPA Field Test 

Summary (Exhibit 3.5.A) manual 
 

5. Please describe how reliability/consistency was established for the assessment. 

This proprietary assessment has reliability measures on pages 23-24 in the edTPA Field 
Test Summary (Exhibit 3.5.A) 

 
6. Data analysis and interpretation. 

The 15 rubrics of edTPA are evaluated using a five-point rubric. Disaggregated data are 
presented in three ways: Overall by edTPA Task, InTASC Category and overall by task.  
Disaggregation of data are by handbook and assessment title. In most cases this matches 
EPP program names, however candidates in programs with multiple certification areas are 
only assessed with one handbook. Health and Physical Education majors can choose the 
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Health or PE assessment.  Also, there is no testing in the State of NJ of Teachers of 
Students with Disabilities. Therefore, this report does not include data for the TSD 
program. The students in programs in which TSD endorsements are included took the 
assessment in the primary certification areas. For example, those students who are enrolled 
in the P-3 TSD program completed the edTPA portfolio in Early Childhood (P-3). The 
majority of our TSD students are elementary majors. 
 
It is of primary importance to note that the State of New Jersey Requires a completed 
portfolio in order to become certified. There is no established cut score until the 2019-2020 
school year. Therefore, there may be a slight negative effect on the data because candidates 
were not aiming for a particularly high score, rather to complete the assessment.  This 
however did not affect the performance outcome scores of our candidates. Generally 
speaking, candidates scored above the state average and commensurate with national 
averages on most content areas assessed.   
 
The EPP n for the spring of 18 was 92, with the Fall 17 n=32.   
 
Overall EPP InTASC Strengths:  The two categories in which the EPP scored highest 
were Category 1 (The Learner and Learning) and Category 3 (Instructional Practice). The 
Fall 17 and Sp 18 mean score for Category 3 was 2.85 (out of 5).  In the Fall of 17, the 
EPP score on Category 1 was 2.84, and the Spring 18 mean score was 2.85. The EPP 
lowest scores were in Category 4, Professional Responsibility, however the scores were 
still respectable (Fall17 & Sp 18 means were both 2.65).   The data is shared below by 
InTASC category. 
 
InTASC Category 1: The Learner and Learning 
Data from edTPA for Spring 18 and Fall 17 demonstrates that EPP candidates are 
achieving strong scores in InTASC category 1. Category 1, along with Category 3 are 
areas in which the EPP scored highest. There are 10 rubrics that were used to collect, 
analyze and interpret data for InTASC Category 1 (Rubrics 1-9, 14).  This alignment was 
conducted by edTPA and shared with all partners. The EPP overall mean scores for 
InTASC category 1 are Spring 18= 2.85; and Fall 17= 2.84. This shows a slight increase 
over time. Looking at results for Fall 17, our largest program, Elementary Education 
(n=17) achieved a mean of 2.99, the highest of any EPP program. ECE (n=4) had the next 
highest mean of 2.82, followed by Physical Education (n=1) at 2.8. PE really is not 
consequential because of the low n. The three lowest scores in Category 1 came from 
programs with low enrollment: Health (n=1) m= 2.2, Science (n=1) m=2.4, and History 
(n=2) m=2.4.  When analyzing items in InTASC category one for the Fall of 2017, three 
great strengths appeared: 

 Rubric 3 Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning. 6/11 
programs in which EPP data were reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

 Rubric 4 Identifying and Supporting Language Demands.7/11 programs in which 
EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 
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Rubric 6. Learning Environment. 9/11 of the programs in which the EPP reported 
data scored at or above a 3.0.   

 
Two relative areas of need in item analysis were: 

 Rubric 9: Subject Specific Pedagogy: 3/12 programs in which EPP data was 
reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Rubric 14: Analyzing Students’ Language Use and Content Learning: 3/11 
programs in which EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Spring 2018 results consisted of our largest EPP (n=92). The Elementary Education mean 
score of 2.89, slightly above the EPP mean of 2.85. The highest score on Category 1 in this 
semester came from Visual Arts (n=7) whose candidates achieved a mean score of 3.14. 
Also of note, History candidates (n=3) averaged a score of 3.09.  The three lowest scores 
relative to the EPP means were in PE (n=4: mean= 2.25), Health (n=1, mean=2.30) and 
Early Childhood (P-3: n=2, mean 2.35). Also of note, the PE assessment, with an n of only 
4, also had a mean score of 2.82. 

In terms of item analysis for InTASC category 1 scores, the two items in which the EPP 
scored high across the most programs were: 

Rubric 6 Learning Environment. 10/12 programs in which EPP data was reported 
scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Rubric 5 Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning. 6 /11 
programs in which EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

The items in which the EPP scored lowest across programs include: 

Rubric7 Engaging Students in Learning. 3/12 programs in which EPP data was 
reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Rubric 8: Deepening Student Learning. 3/12 programs in which EPP data was 
reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

 
InTASC Category 2 Content Knowledge 
EPP candidates have strong content knowledge as evidenced by the edTPA data. There are 
eight rubrics that were aligned by edTPA to make up the InTASC Category 2 scores (1-
4,7-9,14). The EPP means for this category were 2.83 (Spring 18) and 2.82 (Fall 17). For 
both semesters, Elementary, and Visual Arts candidates scored highest, with History also 
showing scores above EPP average for the Spring 2018. The lowest scores in Spring 2018 
and Fall 2017 were in low enrollment programs. Sp 2018: Spanish (n=2, m=181), PE 
(n=4, m=2.21) and Health (n=1, m=2.25); Fall 2017: Spanish (n=1, m=2.0), Health (n=1, 
m=2.13).   
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Areas of Strength for Spring 2018 and Fall 2017: 

Rubric 3: Using Knowledge of Students To Inform Instruction (Spring 2018 and 
Fall 2017). 6/11 programs in which EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Rubric 4: Identifying and Supporting Language Demands (Fall 2017).7/11 
programs in which EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Areas of Relative need for Spring 2018 and Fall 2017 include: 

 Rubric 14: Analyzing Students’ Language Use and Content Learning (Spring ’18, 
Fall ’17).3/11 (Fall 2017) and 4/12 (Spring 18) programs in which EPP data was 
reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Rubric 9: Subject Specific Pedagogy (Fall 2017): 4/11 programs in which EPP 
data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

 
InTASC Category 3: Instructional Practice 
The data indicate that EPP candidates have strong knowledge and skills in the InTASC 
category of Instructional Practice. There are 13 edTPA rubrics aligned with this category 
(1-9, 11-13, 15).  The EPP mean scores for both series of data was 2.85. This category 
overall is a strength for MU as the highest EPP scores across two series of data were 
presented in this category. Spring of 2018 data revealed candidates in Visual Arts, 
Performing Arts History, Elementary, math and English all scored above the EPP mean. 
Early childhood (P-3), Spanish and Health programs fell below the EPP means.  These 
programs falling below the mean all had low numbers. In Fall of 2017, the highest scores 
were achieved by Elementary Education, Visual Arts and Early Childhood.  Elementary 
Education and Visual Arts scores were amongst the highest for both semesters. History 
Science and Health had the lowest scores (also had low numbers). 

When looking at item analysis, clear strengths emerged across the two series of data. 

 Rubric 6: Learning Environment. Spring 2018 had 11/12 programs with a rubric 
mean of 3 or better. In Fall 2017, 10/11 programs demonstrated a rubric mean of 3 
or better. 

 Rubric12: Providing Feedback to guide learners. Spring 2018 demonstrated 1/12 
programs achieving a score at or above m=3.0 or better. 

Rubric 4: Identifying and Supporting Language Demands (Fall 2017).7/11 
programs in which EPP data was reported scored a 3.0 or higher. 

Item analysis indicated relative areas of need for improvement on the following rubrics: 

 Rubric15: Using Assessment to Inform Instruction (Spring 2018). 1/12 programs 
scored a mean of 3.0 or better. 
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 Rubric 11: Analysis of Student Learning (Spring 2018). 3/12 programs scored a 
mean score of 3.0 or better. 

 Rubric 3: Subject-Specific Pedagogy (Fall 2017). 3/11 programs scored a mean 
score of 3.0 or better. 

 Rubric 13: Student use of Feedback (Fall 2017). 3/11 programs scored a mean 
score of 3.0 or better. 

 
InTASC Category 4: Professional Responsibility 

Data from the edTPA reveal EPP candidates have improved over time to demonstrate 
strong skills and knowledge in InTASC Category 4: Professional Responsibility. There 
are two rubrics (10,15) that measure Professional Practice. This category was a relative 
weakness for the EPP, with means at 2.65 for both series of data. Elementary, Spanish 
and Visual Arts scored among the top programs in Fall 2017. Elementary, Performing 
Arts and Math presented the highest scores in Spring 2018. Some of the lowest mean 
scores amongst all categories were for two programs with n=1, Science and Math, both 
with means= 1.50. In the Spring of 2018 the lowest scores in this area were in Science 
and Health.  This data will be triangulated with CPAST and the High Leverage 
Teaching Proficiency Rubrics to provide depth and breadth and to determine if this is a 
weakness for Science , Math and Health. The EPP is not concerned, as this assessment 
only aligned with two items, therefore, it provides a very small sampling.  
 

Overall Interpretations of the data: 
1. The EPP data on edTPA through the four categories demonstrates MU candidates 

are strong in all four categories as an EPP. 
2. Candidates at MU scored highest in Categories 1 and 3, providing evidence that 

MU candidates have a strong foundation of learning and learners, as well as 
instructional practice. 

3. Elementary programs have strong strengths in all four tasks. Elementary programs 
outperformed EPP means in all categories. 

4. Visual Arts, although has low numbers, had amongst the highest scores on one or 
both series of data for each category. 

5. The lack of professional responsibility items make it difficult to generalize results. 
These results will be triangulated with other data to look specifically at non-
academic criteria. 

 
7. Use of Data for Continuous improvement. Data is shared on an ongoing basis by the 

Assistant Dean at several constituency meetings including: Deans Educational 
Leadership Council, Deans Meeting,  Dean’s advisory Council, UTEAC (University 
Teacher Education Advisory Council), SOE Faculty Retreat, and faculty meetings.  
Discussions resulting from data sharing have  prompted improvements such as: 
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a.   edTPA writing day implementation – four edTPA writing days have been 
mandated at critical times throughout the semester to provide support for 
the edTPA process. 

b. SOE university based supervisors, faculty, and other administration have 
been involved with in-house scoring training. 

c. The EPP hosted a training through NJACTE to EPP and state professionals 
who wanted more training in edTPA. 

d. The Assistant Dean presented data at the national edTPA Implementation 
Conference. 

e. The New Jersey Department of Education program administration met with 
pilot edTPA candidates to discuss how improvements can be made to the 
process. 

f. Department chairs have worked with programs to infuse edTPA activities in 
to all courses. An edTPA matrix was created to share where edTPA rubrics 
are taught.  

g. A series of monthly professional development for faculty was offered 
throughout the pilot year. 
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INTASC Categories (1-4)
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Fall 2017 Data 
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Spring 2018 Data 
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