Exhibit 1.1.B edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

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
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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 (h=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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Fall 2017
Category 1 The Learner and Learning (Standards 1-3)
Early
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Spring 2018
Category 1 The Learner and Learning (Standards 1-3)
Early
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Fall 2017
Category 2 Content Knowledge [Standards 4 and 5)
Early
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Spring 2018
Category 2 Content Knowledge (Standards 4 and 5)
Early
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11,12, Eubject-Fpecific Mean: 2.8 31 2 33 31 2 1 3 3 1 2.3 2.5 233 2.80
34,58 a
14,15 35 Pedagogy
Eed. Dew: 0.s 0.7 1] 05 0.3 0.E 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.7
11,12, 1.5, Analyszing Students' .
12.4,5 14,1553, | 14 |Language Uze and Mean: 2.7 2.7 2.3 3 2.6 2.5 3 3 3 2.3 2.7 2.87 2.66
36 Conkeent Learning e, Doy 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0.4 0.G 0.5 064
Mlean 283 240 181 305 R 2.45 238 2. 2.3 2.25 221 286 2.96 2.73
. Do, 0.ES 0.60 013 035 0.53 0.55 0.25 0.3 0.50 0.00 040] 0EE 0.61 0.65
Qreerall
Mean 2.65
Cwerall
Std. Dev. | 045
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Exhibit 1.1.B

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

Fall 2017
Category 3 Instructional Practice (Standards 6-8)
INT AECINJPET CAEP Hiztary- | Wisual | Ecience - Early Mathematics { Perfarming | Health Phyzical
Etandards Etandards Rubrics EPP | Elementary § Epanizh | Secondary]  Arks | Secondary | Childhood]  Secondary Arks Education] Educaticon AT UG
Fl=52 M=1T M=1 M=2 F=1 =1 M=4 M=1 M=5 M=1 M=1 P=T7 M= 25
11,1214, | 1 | Planning far Content | plean: 2.8 3 3 25 3 2 3 2 27 2 3 5.23 212
SEATE 15,5.3 Understandings
o i 5 | ard. Do 0.6 0.6 0 0.5 0 0 1] 0 0.5 0 1] 0.70 0.443
Flanning ta Zupport
12478 1-; ;2-31;- 2 Variod Stadent | MMean: 2.9 3 4 3 3 2 25 3 27 2 25 3.28 2.2
o Meeds Std. Dev: 0.1 0.7 0 a 0 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 1] 0.70 0.61
3 | Ueing Knowledgeof |, 2.3 3 3 3 3 z 2.8 z 3 z 3 314 254
1047 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, Studenks to Inform
R 15, 5.5 Teaching and
Learning Ftd. Dev: 0.5 0.5 ] a 0 0 0.4 ] 0 0 1] 0.54 045
11,12, 1.5, 4 Identifying and i
124,58 14,15, 3.3, Eupperting Language Pelean: 3 g 2 3 3 2.5 3 2.7 3 3 343 2.8
5.3, 56 Demands Std. Dew: 0.6 0.6 a 0 0 0.4 0 0.5 0 1] 0.43 0.55
5 Flanning
A P I P 2.8 23 3 25 3 3 25 2 3 2 3 304 265
16,5 11,12, 14,15 - -
Manitar and Zupport
Trudent Learning | Std. Dew: 0.5 0.7 0 0.5 i 0 0.5 0 0.5 0 1] 0.53 0.55
2 5.5 1151;23 13-:-‘ & | Learning Enviranment | Mean: 3 31 3 3 3 3 53 3 27 3 3 314 300
o EHEH € Std. Dew: 0.3 0.2 i i 0 i 0.4 i 0.5 i i 0.35 0.25
11,1215
L 1.2, 105, T q . 5
2.3 4,55 14,15, 3.3, Engaging Slfudcnl:.- in | fWlean: 2.8 31 2 2 3 2 3 3 2.3 2 2.5 3.43 2.66
Learning
3.5 5E Std. Dew: 0.7 0.7 0 a i 0 1] 0 0.5 0 1] 0.73 0.54
5455 1112135 [ & | Decpening Student | Mean: 23 2.3 3 2 3 z 3 4 2.3 z 3 286 276
ity e i, Std.Dev: | 05 0.3 0 o o o 0.7 0 0.5 o o 0,38 053
121z (3 Fubject-Fpecific | pean: 27 31 1 2 3 z 23 2 27 z 3 314 260
34,58 14,15, 35 Pedage
e had Std.Dew | 08 0.7 0 a 0 0 0.4 0 05 0 ] 064 0.75
6 L1214, | 1 Analysic of Student | paean: 27 3 3 ] 3 3 3 2 2 2 25 3.29 268
15, 5.6 Lzarning X
Std. Dew: 0.1 0.8 0 a 0 0 1] 0 0.5 0 1] 0.70 0.65
6 112,14, | 12 |Providing Fechack to | pean: 3.2 34 4 a 4 2 3.5 2 25 2 3 357 3.4
15,36 Guide Learni
R F W T T 0. 0 a 0 0 0.5 0 0.4 0 ] 013 0,54
i 11,1214, | 13 Frudent Use of | peop: 27 2.3 3 0.5 3 2 25 2 25 3 2 329 256
1556 Feedback Std Oov: | 05 1 0 05 ] ] 05 0 05 ] 0 0.55 05
11,12, 1.3, T ———
6.7.8 3 14,15, 5.5, | 15 | "omAAsTesEmERt S ) pean: 2.1 2.3 3 25 3 1 3 1 2.2 3 2 2.86 266
35,36 Inform Instruction | Dew: | 0.8 0E 0 05 o o 07 ] 05 o o 03 07s
lean 2.55 z02] 263 132] 508 225 256 2535 255 2.5 273 322 276
Ftd. Dev. 0.65 063] 0. 045] 0.0 090 0535 .00 0.52 0.0 0.0 056 0,50
Civerall
Plean 2.66
Qrverall
2ed. Devw, 025
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Exhibit 1.1.B

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

Spring 2018
Category 3 Instructional Practice (Standards 6-8)

Early
InTASCIMNJPET CAEP Hiztory- | Wizual | Zcience - | Childhood | Mathematics 1 Performing | Health Physzical Englizh -
Etandards Etandards Fubrics EPP | Elementary | Spanish | Secondary]  Arts | Eecondary Ed Fecondary Arks Education] Education | Eccondary]  MAT UG
M=32 M=46 M=2 M=3 M=T M=5 M=2 M=3 M=3 M-=1 M=4 M=16 M= 27 M= &5
11,12, 1.4, Flanning far Content | hean: 23 2.8 2 33 3.1 2.6 2.5 3.2 2 2 2 3.1 3.07 276
2,5, 41,8 1 .
15, 3.3 Understandings
Ehd. Dew: 0.5 0.5 a 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 2.5 a a 0.5 0.66 .77
Planning to Support .
L2.4.7.8 1-; ;2.31;-. 2 | varied Ttudent Mlean: 2.5 2.3 3 2.7 3.1 2.6 2 2.7 3 3 2.3 2.8 3.07 274
o Meeds Etd. Dew: | 06 0.6 0 0.5 0.3 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0.5 0.4 0.47 .56
11,1214, Heing Knowledge of |, 2.3 3 25 3 3.3 24 25 3.3 3.3 3 2 23 3 2.6
1,24, 7 15 5.5 3 Students to Inform
o Teaching and hd. Dew: 0.7 0.7 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 12 0 [ 0.5 05§ .72
12,13, Identifying and Mian; o8 23 a7 3.3 2 a5 3 3 2 2 o8 23z 2.51
12458 | 141555 | 4 |Zupporting Language oot : : : : : : : :
3.5 5.6 Diemands Ehd. Dew: ] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5 a a a 0.7 0.7 0.67 063
Flanning
16,8 1121415 5 |a 0 Mlean: 23 2.7 2 33 G4 3 1.5 33 33 2 2.3 3.1 5.04 215
Fanitor and Support | Srd. Dew: 0.7 0.7 1] 0.5 0.5 1] 0.5 0.5 0.5 1] 0.4 0.5 10.55 0.75
2.5.8 11;;23 1345 6 | Learning Enviranment Mlean: 3 3 3 3 3.1 3 3 3 3 3 2.5 3.1 F.02 302
o Shd. Dew: | 0.2 0.z 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.z 0.29 0.2
11,1.2, 1.5, . - .
2,5, 4,5 5 14,15, 5.5, T E:::lr:?r:ng Ftudentz in | Mean: 2.8 2.3 2.5 3 3 2.6 3 2.3 5 2 2.5 24 245 a7E
3.5 5.6 e Ehd. Dew: 0.5 0.4 0.5 a 0.5 0.5 a 0.5 a a 0.4 0.6 0.47 0.51
11,12, 1.5, Deepening Ftudent | Mean: 2.3 2.4 2.5 3.3 3 2.8 3 2.8 3 2 2.5 2.4 2.51 2.90
34,58 & .
14,15 35 Learning
Ehd. Dew: ] 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 a 0.2 a a 0.5 0.7 10.55 0.55
11,1.2,1.3, Eubject-Fpecific Mlean: 2.5 3.1 2 33 3.1 2 1 3 3 1 2.3 2.8 2.93 2.0
504,58 a3
14,15 35 Pedagogy
Ehd. Dew: 0.5 0.7 a 0.5 0.3 0.6 a 1] a 1] 0.4 0.5 0.56 .77
11,1.2,1.4, Analyziz of Ztudent | Mean: 3 2.3 2 2.3 3.1 2.2 2 3 2.7 2 15 2.8 2.51 271
-] 1 .
15 3.6 Learning
Ehd. Dew: 1 0.7 a 0.5 0.6 1.2 a 1] 1.2 1] 0.5 0.5 0.52 0.54
11,1.2,1.4, Fraviding Fecback to | Mean: 3.1 3.2 3 33 23 2.4 1.5 33 4 3 2 3.1 3.07 505
-] 12 o A
15, 36 Guide Learning
Ehd. Dew: 0.3 0.7 a 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 a 0.7 0.3 0.56 0.56
11,12, 1.4, Etudent Use of Mean: 2.5 2.1 2.5 2.1 3 2 1 2 3.3 3 1 24 2.67 243
-] 13
15 3.6 Feedback
Ehd. Dew: 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 a a 0.3 a 0.4 0.7 0.77 .75
11,12, 1.5, .
67,53 1415, 5.5 1% Uzing '6\55‘-“55“:"*“'5 e | Bean: 2T 2.3 2.5 2.3 2.7 2 2 2.8 33 2 2.5 2.6 215 270
s 5 Inform Instruction  [org Do | 07 07 0.5 0.5 05 0.3 1 0.z 05 ] 0.5 0.8 0.74 0.74
Mlean 2.55 2492 2.27 02 5.08 245 212 2.30 307 231 215 2.57 Z.9d 2.8
Ehd. Dew. 0.65 .61 043 0.535) 053 0.55 0.27 0.25 0.61 .00 047 0.65 .6d i.5.7]
Overall
Mean 2.0
Qreerall
Std. Dev. | 047
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Exhibit 1.1.B

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

Fall 2017
Category 4 Professional Responsibility (Standards @ and 10)
Early
INT & SC MJIPSET CAEP Hiztary- | Wizual | Eciznce - | Childhaod] Mathematics { Performing Health Phyzical
Etandards EStandards Riubrics EPF | Elementary | Epanizh | Secondary]  Arez | Secondary Ed Secondary Arks Education] Education MAT UG
hl=352 M=1T M=1 M=2 h=1 Bl=1 M=4 M= M=3 M= M= MN=T h=25
a 11,1214, | M | Analyzing Teaching | hlean: 25 28 3 25 2 25 2 2 2 2 2.5 250
LR Sl Effectivness [ o Dew | 05 0.5 0 0.5 ] 0.4 0 ] 0 0 0.55 0.43
11,1.2, 1.5, Using Aasezsment &
6,753 14,15, 5.5, | 15 | ond ATEEIMER R | g an: 27 2.4 3 25 1 3 1 2.2 3 2 2.56 266
55 56 Infarm Instruction | Fo T os 0E q s & ] ] 6] q ] GEE] GRE]
Flean 265 285 .00 250 .00 1.50 2.30 1.50 2.10 2.50 2.00 2.56 263
Etd. Dev, 065 0.45 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.53 0.64
Qverall
Mlean 2456
Owerall
Ztd. Dev. [ 023
Spring 2018
Category 4 Professional Responsibility (Standards 9 and 10])
Early
InTASCIMNJPET CAER Hiztory- | Visual | Zcience - | Childhood | Fathematics § Performing Health Physzical Englizh -
Ztandards Ztandards Fubrics EPP Elementary | £panish ] Zecondary]  Arts | Secondary Ed Eecondary Arks Education] Education | Zecondary MAT G
=32 =46 =2 =3 M=T =5 =2 =3 P=3 M-=1 M=4 =16 M= 2T M= B5
11,1.2, 1.4, Analyaing Teaching | Mean: 2.6 2.8 2 2.3 2.6 2 3 2.7 2.3 2 2.5 2.6 2.0 2.60
3 10 .
15, 3.3, 3.6 Effectivensss
Etd. Dew 0.6 0.6 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 0.7 0.60 0.60
11,12, 1.3, Izing Aszessment ko
£,7,83 14,15, 3.3, 15 | ; 9 : -': =5m Iean: 2.7 2.3 2.5 2.3 2.7 2 2 2.8 3.3 2 2.5 2.6 218 2.0
35 56 (/000 (EEmSED Ztd. Dew: o7 o7 05 05 05 0.3 i 0.z 05 ] 05 0.a 0.74 0.74
Iean 2.65 2.55 2.25 2.350 2.65 2.00 2.50 275 2.80 2.00 2.50 2.60 z.74) z.eq
Etd. Dew, 0.65 065 0.25 0.50 0.50 0.45 0.50 0.35 0.50 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.ET) 0.67]
Qiverall
Mean 2.52
Qiverall
Ztd. Dy, | 050
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Exhibit 1.1.B

Fall 2017 Data

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

INT ASCH Early
MJPET CAEPR Hiztary- Wizual | Ecience - | Childhood | Mathematics - | Performing Health Phyzical
Etandards | Standards Rubrics EPP | Elementary | Spanizh Secondary Arkz | Secandary Ed Zecondary Arks Education | Education MAT UG
N=32 N=17 N=1 N=2 =1 =1 =4 =1 N=3 N=1 =1 =T N=25
P AR R 1 Planning for Content | Plean: 2.5 3 8 25 3 2 3 2 27 2 3 523 212
=8 Unduratandings | 5y d Dew: 06 i 0 05 o 0 o o 0s 0 0 0.70 0448
12.4.78 11214 2 Planning ko Support | Mlean: 2.3 3 4 3 3 2 2.5 3 2.7 2 2.5 3.23 2.562
e 33,386 “aried Student Mecds
Std. Diew: 07 0.7 1] o a o 0.5 a 0.5 1] o 0.70 061
11214, 3 | Yeiraknewldgeof e 2.3 3 3 3 3 z 2.5 2 3 2 3 304 254
1,2, 4T 15 3.5 Etudents ko InForm
) Teaching and Learning | sid. Dew: 05 05 1] 0 i o 0.4 i 0 1] 0 0.64 0.46
11,1.2, 1.5 Identifying and
12,15, Wing .
124,55| 1415 Supparting Language Mlean: 3 3 2 3 3 2.5 3 27 3 3 343 2.53
5.5, 3.5 Demands Std. Diew: 0.6 0.6 o a o 0.4 a 0.5 1] o 0.43 0.55
112,14, 5 |Flanning Ascesements to | pa, 2.6 23 3 25 3 3 25 2 3 2 3 304 2.68
16,8 15 Fanitor and Support
Ftudent Learning Std. Diew: 0.6 07 1] 05 i 0 05 i 0.5 1] 0 0.53 0.55
izl o
2,38 15 5.3, Lzarning Environment Pelean: 3 31 3 3 5 3 3.3 5 27 b 3 ALY 3.00
36 Std. Dew: 0.3 0.2 a 0 a 1] 0.4 a 05 a 1] 0.35 0.28
5 5 T
asas5g| 15 T | Engaging Students it | ppooe 2.8 3.1 z z 3 z 3 3 25 z 25 343 266
e 3.5, 3.5, Learning
36 St Diew: 0.7 0.7 0 0 o 0 o o 0.5 1] 0 0.73 0.54
- 14,1.2, 1.5 & Dieipening Studant Pelean: 2.5 2.3 3 2 3 2 3 4 2.3 2 3 256 2.76
e 14,15 35 Learning
Std. Diew: 05 0.3 1] 0 i 0 o7 i 0.5 1] 0 0.35 0.53
aa5g |1M1215 a Subject-Epecific Tlean: 27 3.1 1 H 3 2 2.3 2 27 2 3 304 2.60
T 14,15, 35 Ped
SEEEER Stal. D 0.8 ot 0 ] o 0 0.4 o 05 0 0 064 05
a 1'11';'2‘?; ;‘1' 1w Analyzing Teaching Pelean: 2.6 2.8 3 2.5 3 2 2.5 2 2 2 2 2566 2.60
e Effactiveness
36 St Diew: 05 0.3 0 05 o 0 0.4 o 0 1] 0 0.35 0.43
6 11214 M Analyziz of Srudent Pelean: 2.7 3 3 1] 3 3 3 2 2 2 25 3.23 2.62
15, 3.6 Learni
" S St D ot 0 0 0 o 0 o o 0 0 0 0.70 0.68
. 112,14 | ™ | Providing Feckack o | Plean: 3.2 54 4 o 4 z 3.5 z 25 2 3 3.57 314
15 3.6 Guide: Learning
Std. Diew: 0.5 0.5 0 0 o 0 0.5 o 0.4 1] 0 0.73 0.54
141214, | 13 Mlean: 27 2.3 3 05 3 2 25 2 2.5 3 2 323 2.56
E ) 1' 5' 3' 6 * Student Usze of Feedback
o St Diew: 0.5 1 0 05 o 0 0.5 o 0.5 1] 0 .55 0.75
14,142,153, | T | Analyszing Students' | Mlean: 2.1 28 2 3 3 3 z 28 2 z 304 265
12,45 14,15, Language Usze and
33,36 Content Learni
. B N F- 0.6 05 1 o 0 o o 06 0 0 0.35 053
11,1.2,1.3,
6153 | 115 | g [ UYeingAszeszmentie g 27 23 3 25 3 1 3 1 2z 3 z 256 2.66
T 33,55, InForm Instruction
36 Erd. Diew: 0.5 0.6 0 0.5 0 0 0.7 0 0.5 0 0 0.53 0.75
Tvlean 282 233 2.32 197 307 227 257 233 253 227 263 303 2.74
Std. Diew. 063 0.60 0.00 023 oo 0.00 0.36 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 062 0.53
Lhneral
Abeaw LEE
Drera St
e, g7
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Exhibit 1.1.B

Spring 2018 Data

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

INTAFCH
MJPET CAEP Hiztary- | izual Feience - Early Mathematics - | Performing | Health Phyzical Englizh -
Standards  Ekandards Rubricz EFP Elzmentary | Epanizh | Sccondary|  Arkz Zecondary | Childheod Ed|  Secondary Arkz Education | Education | Sccondary MAT UG
N=32 N=4F N=2 =3 N=T =5 N=2 N=3 =3 N-=1 N=4 N=16 N= 27 =65
11,12, 1.4, Planning far Content Mean: 2.3 2.8 2 3.3 3.1 26 25 3.2 2 2 2 3.1 3.07 2.76
254,18 1 )
15, 55 Understandings
Std. Dew: 0.5 0.5 a 05 0.8 05 05 08 28 a a 05 0.66 0.7
12,47, [Mhi&A4L 5 |Planning te Suppert Waried | Moan: 2.5 2.3 3 a1 34 26 z 2.1 3 3 23 25 307 2.74
i S (B Std. Dlas 0.6 0.6 0 o 0.3 0.5 0 0.5 0 0 0.3 o4 0.47 0.56
Using Knewledge of
11,12, 14 :
1847 LB 5 | Students to nform Tesching Mean: 23 3 25 3 3.3 2.4 25 3.3 3.3 3 2 23 31 2.56
o and Learning 3td. Dew: 0.7 o7 05 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 05 1.2 i a 0.5 0.65 0.7z
11,1.2,13, o -
Identifying and Supporting | Mean: 2.8 2.3 a7 GG 2 2.5 3 3 2 2 K] 2.52 2.8
1,2,4,58| 14,15 4
Language Demandz
33,55, Frd. Dew: 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.5 0 0 ] 07 0T 067 .63
Planning Assess kst
11,1214, NG AZZEEMAEES ] hean: 23 a7 2 53 5 3 15 33 33 2 23 3 3.04 a7
1,6, 15 5 Manitor and Support
) Frudent Learning Std. Dev: 0.7 0.7 0 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 05 0.5 0 0.4 0.5 055 0.75
11,1.2, 1.4, .
2,3,8 1.5 3.3, & Learning Environment Mean: 8 3 8 3 & 3 3 5 3 3 25 3 S0 3.02
56 Ftd. Dew: 0.2 0.2 ] 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 ] 0.5 0.2 0.23 0.21
11,12, 1.5, . L ]
254,58 1415 7 E:ﬂ?':ng Frudents in Mean: 2.8 2.9 25 3 3 26 3 2.3 3 2 2.3 2.3 2.93 2.78
3.3, 3.5, ¥ Std. Do 0s 0.4 0s 0 05 05 0 0s 0 a 0.4 0.6 047 051
3458 :l 1125 1335 & | Despening Srudent Learning Mean: 2.4 2.9 25 3.3 3 2.8 3 2.8 3 2 25 2.9 2.8 2.90
o Ftd. Dow: 0.5 05 05 o5 0.5 0.7 1] 0.z 1] o 05 ot 0.55 053
11,1213, ) - : ; . . . ! . I .
5455 |50 g | subjecr-Specific Pedagoay Mean 25 34 2 33 31 2 1 3 3 1 23 25 2.93 2.50
o Ftd. D 0.5 or o] a5 ok 0.5 0 a 0 o] 04 05 0.56 0.7
11,12, 1.4, . .
3 15 5a | qg |fnaleing Teaching Mean: 26 2.8 2 2.3 2.6 2 3 27 2.3 2 25 25 2.0 260
e Effectivensss
36 Std. Do 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 05 0.5 i 05 o 0.60 0.60
3 1.11. ;.23.1;. 1| tnslysic of Srudent Learning Mean: 8 2.9 2 2.3 3.4 2.2 2 3 27 2 1.6 2.5 2.8 21
o Ftd. Dow: 1 ot o a5 05 1.2 0 0 12 o 0. 05 0.2 0.54
5 11,12, 1.4, o Providing Fecback to Guide | Mean: 51 5.2 5 ] 23 &4 1.5 5.5 4 3 2 31 307 .05
15, 36 Learning
Std. Dev: 0.3 0.7 ] 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.5 05 0.8 ] 0.7 0.8 0.86 0.56
11,12, 14 :
‘ VI3 15 | Student Use of Fosdbach Mean: 25 27 25 27 3 2 1 2 3.3 3 1.8 24 267 243
o Std. Dev: 0.5 0.7 05 0.5 0.5 0.6 0 0 0.3 i 0.4 o 0.77 0.75
11, 1.2, 1.5, Analyszing Students' |
1245 14,15, | 14 |Langunge Use and Contesnt Mean: 2.1 27 2.3 3 26 25 3 3 3 2.3 27 287 266
55,56 Learning Frd. Dew: 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 ] 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.64
11,1.2, 1.3, .
1 | M5 | 45 [Ueinas to Inform LHlzam: 2.1 2.9 25 2.3 27 2 2 2.8 3.3 2 25 2.6 275 2.70
T 3.3, 5.5, Instruction
36 Srd. Dev: 0.7 0.7 05 0.5 0.5 0.3 1 0.2 0.5 0 05 0.8 0.74 0.74
Mean 2.83 283 242 2.3z 3.05 241 220 253 301 233 22 254 232 278
Std. Dev. 0.67 0.61 043 0.40 0535 051 0.27 0.25 0.56 0.00 0.47 0.67 0.63 0.66
Drecad Mloan SHE
[ ]
e, LAE

16




Exhibit 1.1.B

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

edTPA® Connections to CAEP

edTPAis a performance-based, subject-specific support
and assessment system used by educator preparation
programs (EPPs) nationwide. edTPA complements a
multiple-measures assessment system as a summative
capstone that allows candidates to integrate what

they have learned about effective teaching practica
throughout their program and to demonstrate that
they can plan, teach, and assess based on knowledge
of their students.

Using edTPA to Achieve CAEP
Accreditation

The Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP) developed an evidence-based
accreditation process that is rooted in its standards
and requires commaon unit assessments that are valid
and reliable. As of June 2016, programs pursuing CAEP
accreditation are required to use multiple measures in
their review. They are also required to make their own
case as to how varied sources of data provide evidence
of candidate performance and are used to inform
program renewal. edTPA can contribute substantially
to that body of evidence. This document offers
connections among CAEP standards and elements
and ed TPA rubric constructs.

Aligning edTPA Evidence to CAEP
Standards

CAEP 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.

SCHLE
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Datpamnis; [Pk
et et il

By, wd
Wy Eay Gudhi® 1

a, '
"r":’”ﬁup] _|||.|.'-E'P'="1

For CAEP Standard 1, Interstate Teacher Support and
Assessment Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching
Standards are used to define and support teacher
effectivenass, and to develop and inform policies and
programs to prepare, license, support, and evaluate
teachers. These standards maintain the delineation

of knowledge, dispositions, and performances as a

way to probe the complexity of the teacher’s practice.
Developers of edTPA used the InTASC Standards and
research on effective teaching to determine and refine
the constructs within edTPA rubrics and apply them

in subject specific ways. The edTPA Crosswalk: InTASC
Standards document developed by Stanford Center for
Assessment, Learning and Evaluation (SCALE) includes
commentary prom pt excerpts and rubric language from
the operational edTFA (2014) and maps their alignment
with the ten InTASC Standards [2013). As the crosswalk
shows, the InTASC Standards are strongly aligned with
the constructs measured within the three tasks of edTPA
EPP=s may find the crosswalk useful in constructing their
argument for using edTPA evidence in CAEP review.

Sanfiord Coner faor Al naat, Lusmisgk Equiy
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Exhibit 1.1.B

CAEP 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 CAEP Standard 4.

EPPs have a responsibility to address the quality of

their candidates. This responsibility continues from
purposeful recruitment to admissions selectivity,
through monitoring of candidate progress and providing
necessary support, to demonstrating that candidates are
proficient at completion of their program and eligible for
licensura.

edTPA was authored by faculty and staff at the Stanford
Center for Assessment, Learning and Equity [SCALE)
with input from educators around the country. It was
validated in accordance with standards for licensure
assessments (APA, AERA, NCME, 2014), and intended

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

to be used as a measure of the knowledge, skills, and
abilities necessary for beginning teaching. Research
on edTPA supports its use as an evaluation tool for
both pedagogical and subject-specific knowledge
and skills — which together with other measures of
teacher competence form the basis of what teacher
candidates must possess starting on day one of their
professional career.

The following table shows how edTPA rubric constructs
align with CAEP Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical
Knowledge and CAEP Standard 3: Candidate Quality,
Recruitment and Selectivity. The left column shows the
ed TPA rubric; the center column, a description of the
construct of effective teaching measured; and the right
column, the correspanding CAEP standard and elements.
CAEP Standards 1 and 3 are represented in the table
because they show the strongest alignment between
their components and the edTPA rubrics.

Following the table are descriptions of CAEP Standard 2:
Clinical Partnerships and Practice and CAEP Standard
4: Program Impact. EPPs may find that CAEP Standards
2 and 4 demonstrate alignment batween some of their
components and the edTPA rubrics, and therefore are
not represented in the table.

edTPA Rubric Construct Measured CAEP Standard

R1- Planning for Content Candidate's plans for instruction address content-specific skills, 11 15

Learning: concepts, strategies, and/or processes 12 33
14

R2 - Planning to support Candidate uses knowledge of hisfher students to target support 11 33

varied student learning needs for students to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, 12 16

and|for processes 14

R32 - Using knowledge of Candidate uses knowledge of his/her students to justify 11 15

students to inform teaching instructional plans 12 33

and learning 14

R4 - Identifying and Candidate identifies and supports language demands associated 11 15

Supporting Language with content learning tasks 12 33

Demands: 13 315
14 16

RS - Planning Assessments to Candidate selects or designs informal and formal assessments to 11 14

Monitor and Support Student mignitor students’ progress toward developing content-specific 12 15

Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes

RE - Learning Environment Candidate demonstrates a positive leaming environment that 11 33

supports students’ engagement in leaming 12 36

14
15

RT - Engaging Students in Candidate actively engages students in developing content-specific | 1.1 15

Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 12 3.3
13 i5
14 16
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edTPA Rubric Construct Measured CAEP Standard
RE - Deepening Student Candidate elicits student responses to promote thinking and 11 14
Knowledge to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/for 12 15
IOCESSES 13 is
RO - Subject-Specific Pedagogy Candidate uses subject specific pedagogical strategies and/for 11 14
materials to support students’ understanding of content-specific 12 15
skills, concepts, strategies and/or processes 13 315
R10 - Analyzing Teaching Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 11 15
Effectivensss do to plan next steps in instruction 12 33
14 X
R11 - Analysis of Student Candidate analyzes evidence of student leaming of content- 11 15
Learning specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 12 36
14
R12 - Providing Feedback to Candidate provides feedback to focus students that addresses 11 15
Guide Learning their strengths and needs 12 16
14
R132 - Student Use of Feedback Candidate provides opportunities for students to use feedback to 11 15
guide their further leaming 12 316
14
R14 - Analyzing Students’ Candidate analyzes students’ use of language to develop content 11 15
Language Use and Content understanding 12 33
Learning 13 16
14
R15 - Using Assessment to Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 11 15
Inform Instruction do to plan next steps in instruction 12 33
13 EL
14 EX:

CAEP Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice
focuses on effective partnerships and high-quality
clinical practice are central to candidates’ preparation.
Indoing so, it lays the groundwork for opportunities
for candidates to develop, practice, and demonstrate
the content and pedagogical knowledge and skills that
promote leaming for all students.

EPPs secking accreditation should have strong
collaborative partnerships with school districts and
individual school partners, as well as other community
stakeholders, in order to pursue mutually beneficial
and agreed upon goals for the preparation of education
professionals. Partnerships canm be built and maintained
through clinical experiences, as demonstrated in the
following excerpt:

Clinical Experiences 2.3

The provider works with partners to design
clinical experiences of sufficient depth, breadth,
diversity, coherence, and duration to ensura

that candidates demonstrate their developing
effectiveness and positive impact on all students’
learning and development. Clinical experiences,

including technology enhanced leaming
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 CAEP
Standard 1, that are associated with a positive
impact on the learming and development of all
P-12 students.

When discussing edTPA's common language for
“readiness to teach™ with P-12 partners and other
stakeholders, campuses and states using InTASC as
the basis for state teaching standards and teacher
evaluation will find the edTPA Crosswalk: InTASC
Stondards useful. Because edTPA s aligned to InTASC
Standards, campuses and states can collaborate with
P-12 partners to support candidates’ experiences from
preparation through entering the classroom. Further,
programs may wish to use the edTE4 Professional Growih
Plan resource to support program exit goal setting and
communication with P-12 partners about planning for
induction support as evidence for this standard.
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CAEP 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.

This standard requires evidence of program completers
contributing to an expected level of student-leaming
growth as well as evidence that program completers
can effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills,
and dispositions that the preparation experiences weare
designed to achieve.

SCALE is supportive of predictive validity studies

that follow candidates into employment where it is
possible to link teachers to classrooms, and is currently
waorking with states that have requested these studies.
Additionally, programs that have the capability to
follow their candidates as they have become teachers of
record have faculty working on research that focuses on
predictive validity of ed TPA. Finally, SCALE collaborates
with researchers to develop projects that focus on the
impact of edTPA implementation as an assessment

and educational tool on EPPs, faculty, candidates, P-12
educators, and P-12 students' achievement.

Candidate Performance Data

Score reports are available to EPPs that participate

in official ed TPA scoring. Each EPP designates an
edTPA score reporting contact. The contacts and their
designees may access the following types of reports
through their secure score reparting website. These
reports and data can also be used to support an EPP's
position in using ed TPA data for CAEP accreditation:

» Score Reports for candidates will be
available per the submission and
reporting schedule.

+ General Reports using ResultsAnalyzer®:
Contacts may generate reports for
all handbook areas within a defined
timeframe.

For More Information

edTPA: Teacher Performance Assessment

Custom Reports using ResultsAnalyzer:
Contacts may generate handbook-specific
or population-specific data for their state
Or program.

Candidate Status Reports are accessible
to edTPA score report contacts. These
reports are updated daily and list the
current status of candidates from their
program as registered, submitted, and
withdrawn.

Biannual Report Access: These reports
and a comesponding communication
will be posted twice a year. These reports
contain descriptive statistics for
different populations:

- Mational Report

- State Report

- EPP-Specific Report

Additional Resources

Additional CAEP standards information and
resources include the following:

L]

L]

L]

CAEP Stamdards Introeduction

2013 CAEP Standards

Quick Peference: Top 10 edTP4 Resources
edTPA Frequently Asked Questions
2013 edTPA Field Test: Summary Report

ITPA Admini e R
2015 edTPA Administrative Repart

To learn more about edTRA* and become a member of the adTPA® community, visit wew edTPAAACTE org

The edTPA® trademarks are owned by The Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford Junior University.
Use of the edTPA® trademarks is permitted only pursuant to the terms of a written license agreement
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