Typical and Suggested Measures for Accreditation Evidence

President Cibulka asked the Commission to integrate its deliberation on
standards with deliberations on evidence. Commissioners were to consider
the question, “How would CAEP know that a standard was met by an EPP?”
This was not intended as a request for highly technical judgments or to
define statistical terms. Instead, it was to draw on the breadth of
Commissioners’ expertise to formulate examples of evidence that would be
credible—credible to providers, to state officials, to those in higher
education, to policymakers, to local district leaders, to alternative providers,
and to education entrepreneurs.

Incorporating a template prepared for the Data Task Force and advice from
Peter Ewell, the chart below contains the Commission’s suggestions for
measures from which providers might choose, along with others they
identify, to make their case that CAEP standards are met. In the table:

e Column (1), “Reference to Commission Standard,” provides a link to
the recommended standards and the heading titles for groupings of
components. For example, “Standard 1: Provider Responsibilities”
and “Standard 3: Selectivity During Preparation.”

e Column (2) describes “Evidence Measures” and concludes with
suggested comparison points or benchmarks for each measure.
Many of these specify “peer judgment,” which signals that evidence

Appendix

needs review by trained evaluators and that CAEP would construct
clear rubrics to guide a consistent interpretation.

Columns (3) through (7) bear the labels of Commission standards.
The entry in each cell is a brief descriptor of the aspect of a standard
that is informed by each measure (e.g. “admission indicator”). Each
concludes with a numerical reference to the standard and
component with which the measure is most closely associated (e.g.,
“5.3” or “3.6").

Note that several measures can be applied to Commission
recommendations for more than one standard. Examples are
“preservice P-12 student surveys,” “case study of the effectiveness
of diverse field experiences on candidates’ practices,” and
“standardized capstone assessments.”

The typical and suggested measures are grouped under six headings
that begin with the provider’s (1) “quality assurance system and its
use for continuous improvement” and then follow candidates’ path
from (2) “recruitment and admissions” (3) through “preparation
experience,”, (4) “clinical capstone assessments,” (5) “licensure and
exit assessments” and, finally, to (6) “inservice measures.”
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
1. QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEM AND
ITS USE FOR CONTINUOUS
IMPROVEMENT

Quality assurance system data capabilities to Source of data Source of data Source of data Source of data Indicators of the | Source of

compile, store, access, manage, and analyze and analytic and analytic and analytic and analytic depth and data and
< o data from diverse sources: multiple indicators | capacity for capacity for capacity for capacity for breadth of EPP analytic
& § from standards 1, 2, and 3; feedback from candidate clinical candidate program impact | quality capacity for
% g standard 4; and documentation of program content and experiences quality indicators | measures assurance annual
3 2 outcomes from annual reporting. Peer pedagogical capability, 5.1 reporting
n 3 judgment. knowledge measures
Z £
v _un

Illustrations of EPP efforts to investigate the Indicator of the
é v quality of data sources and to strengthen the quality of data in
E g overall quality assurance system. Peer the quality
258 judgment. assurance (QA)
WS 3 system, 5.2
S2 g
h © E
E ° Processes for testing the reliability and validity Indicator of the
35 é 3 | of measures and instruments. Peer judgment quality of data in
v S5 § against Data Task Force principles. the QA system,
2582 5.2
(%) e :

Documentation that data are shared with both

Indicator of the

:0: ° internal and external audiences and used for functioning of
3 = % 3 | program improvement. Peer judgment. the QA system,
B S5 2 5.5
T < ]
5O B E
Descriptions of tested innovations and Indicator of the

@ improvements that have been made. Peer use of the QA
g 8 judgment system to make
S s continuous
'E 5 improvement
S g analyses and
w9 decisions 5.3
- &
& E
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
9 Documentation of leadership commitment to Indicators of
g - continuous improvement and of stakeholder capacity and
ué T involvement in the EPP’s assessment of the commitment to
S § " effectiveness of programs and completers, for sustain
o g_ § peer review evaluation. Peer judgment. continuous
2ES improvement 5.3
- Documentation of stakeholder involvement. Indicator of use
@ é Peer judgment. of quality
.S o assurance system
h 2z 34 )
=32 B E for improvement
- € Q o
ZSEs 55
e Graduation rates. Comparisons over time and Capability of Annual report
g ; iE' with EPP self-selected peers quality measure
g S assurance
2 %< system, 5.3
2 Licensing (certification) and other state Capability of Annual report
- i& accreditation requirements. Comparisons over quality measure
w E g time and with EPP self-selected peers. assurance
2 2 < system, 5.3
2 = Hiring of completers in fields for which Capability of Annual report
S= = prepared. Comparisons over time and with quality measure
o g g EPP selected peers. assurance
2 %< system, 5.3
Student loan default rates. 3-year floating Capability of Annual report
2 average. Reported for consumer information, quality measure
ST = not judged in accreditation. assurance
il £ 8 system, 5.3
8 o
b &
Cost of attendance for the EPP compared with Capability of Example of
2 similar providers quality additional
S = assurance consumer
i g g system, 5.3 information,
©
525 4.8
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
= Beginning salary of completers compared with Capability of Example of
24 national data for similar locations quality additional
> = assurance consumer
S g system, 5.3 information,
ho© 4.8
S 3
v ®©
= Pattern of placement locations of completers, Capability of Example of
g g trends over time. quality additional
& = assurance consumer
S 2 system, 5.3 information,
5 4.8
- 3
v _@©
2. RECRUITMENT AND ADMISSIONS
Strategic recruitment plans, based on EPP Indicator of
mission and employment opportunities planned
(including STEM and ELL) for completers and recruitment
needs to serve increasingly diverse trajectory, even
populations. Includes plans for outreach, if goals are some
numerical goals and base data, monitoring of years away, 3.1
progress, analyses and judgment of adequacy
of progress toward goals, and making
indicated changes. Also (1) evidence of
resources moving toward identified targets
and away from low need areas; (2) evidence of
marketing and recruitment at high schools and
‘g colleges that are racially and culturally diverse;
£ and (3) evidence of collaboration with other
g providers, states, school districts as an
= indicator of outreach and awareness of
™ employment needs. Peer judgment.
=
" High school GPA for initial preparation at the Indicator of
.§ undergraduate level. Comparison with host candidate ability,
1) institution cohort and over time. 3.2
Z 2
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
College GPA in specialty field and in Candidate Indicator of
professional preparation courses. Compared knowledge, skills candidate
with host institution cohort and over time. and dispositions, performance

Std. 1: Candidate knowledge, skills, and

dispositions;
Std. 3: Admissions

11

ability for initial
preparation
admittance
during the
undergraduate
years, during
preparation; or
for admission at
the graduate
level, 3.2, 3.4

Std .3: Admissions

ACT or SAT scores: admitted cohort average
compared with national norms for initial
preparation at the undergraduate level

Admissions
indicator of
academic ability
for
undergraduate
prep, 3.2

Std .3: Admissions

IB or AP exam scores: admitted cohort average
compared with national norms

Admissions
indicator of
academic ability
for
undergraduate
prep, 3.2

Admissions
and during
preparation

Std .3:

GRE: admitted cohort average compared with
national norms for graduate level program

admission
criterion for
graduate prep,
3.2,3.4

Std .3
IAdmis-
sions

Academic awards. Compare over time.

Admissions
indicator, 3.2
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
. High school course taking (e.g. Advanced Admissions
) g 2 placement, higher level math and languages). indicator, 3.2,
=L Compare with national norms. 3.5
A reliable, valid model that uses admissions Successful Example of a test
2 a criteria other than those in standard 3.2. The teacher of an innovation,
-g S admitted cohort group mean on these criteria prediction study, 5.3
€ % :,‘:j must meet or exceed the standard that has admissions
g S § been shown empirically to positively correlate indicator, 3.2
™ g with measures of P-12 student learning and
22 E development
3. PREPARATION EXPERIENCE
MEASURES
8 Memoranda of understanding or data-sharing Indicator of
B agreements with diverse P-12 and/or partnership
N fcj community partners. Peer judgment. arrangements,
2 2.1
Evidence of tracking and sharing data such as Indicator of
8 hiring patterns of the school district/school or partnership
B job placement rates contextualized by arrangements,
N g partners’ needs. Peer judgment. 2.1
55
Evidence of actions that indicate combined Indicators of
resource allocation and joint decision-making partnership
such as (1) program and course adjustments to arrangements
8 meet partners’ human capital and instructional and functioning,
v needs, (2) stated characteristics and roles for 2.1
E on-site delivery of programmatic courses and
,_it“ (3) recruitment of candidates to meet district
N teacher needs (e.g. in pipeline programs). Peer
2 judgment.
Shared understandings amongst partners that Indicator of
8 guide educator preparation—common work, partnerships
5 roles and responsibilities, authority, and arrangements
a2 accountability. and functioning,
2 2.1
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
= Plans, activities, and results related to Indicators of EPP
% selection of diverse clinical educators and their actions to assure
&£ support and retention (such as training and selection,
g support protocols, including implementation support, and
S data with and for clinical educators in EPP retention of
N programs. Trends over time, peer judgment. clinical
2 educators, 2.2
Evidence of continuous opportunities for Indicator of EPP
formative feedback and coaching from high actions to assure
_ quality and diverse clinical educators. Peer opportunities
g P judgment. and candidates
S < to receive
NG feedback and
2 g coaching, 2.3
Performance data on candidate development Candidate
of “high-leverage” instructional performance
practices/strategies—from early field work to indicators during
culminating experience—in diverse clinical clinical
settings (urban, rural, high poverty, high experiences;
§ achieving as well as non-traditional settings, could be
& such as after school programs and community recurring over
g recreation programs); including but not limited time, 2.3
3 to evidence of how proficiencies are
E demonstrated with/in a diversity of partners,
é settings, and in partnership with school-based
& faculty, families and communities. Peer
g judgment.
Evidence of candidates’ graduated Indicator of Indicator of
_ w0 responsibilities within the classroom and candidates’ candidates’
g g £ s impact on student learning development, development
S < S E 2.3 during
NG o g preparation, 3.4
zTgo
v Vv v o
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
§ Evidence that candidates integrate technology Candidate
& into their planning and teaching and use it to performance
g differentiate instruction. Peer judgment, or an indicator during
E assessment including technology as one clinical
g among many dimensions, and trends over experiences;
S time. could be
N recurring, 2.3
=
wv

Evidence of candidates’ reflection on Evidence of
instructional practices, observations, and their developing

_ own practice with increasing breadth, depth, candidate
g P and intention with an eye toward improving professional
S % teaching and student learning (e.g., video capabilities; 2.3
NG analysis, reflection logs). Evaluation based on
g % rubrics, peer judgment.
5 . Assessments and rubrics used to assess Indicator of Indicator of Indicator of
82y teaching practice at key points along a candidate ability | candidate candidate
g % 3 developmental continuum, including but not to apply content | developing development
S a0 g % limited to documentation of expected and pedagogical | proficiencies, 2.3 | during
8 & 5 5 1 instructional practices and candidate knowledge, 1.1, preparation, 3.4
d 3 & @ performance 1.3,and 1.4
52385
wv ~ \n T

M Demonstration of assessments of non- Nonacademic
E § academic quality of candidates and how these factors at
§ 3 relate to teacher performance (student self- admissions or
$ s c assessments, letters of recommendation, during
é g % interviews, essays, leadership, surveys, Gallup preparation, 3.3,
& é g measure.s, strength find.er 2/0, Myers-Briggs, 3.4
g 5 g personality tests). Peer judgment.
Ty Analysis of video recorded lessons with review | Indicator of Indicator of
- and evaluation based on rubrics and capacity to use developing
g _g %D < disinterested raters instructional candidate abilities;
g =34 & practice and could be
& %P m 8 INTASC conducted
2g2%8 knowledge, 1.1 multiple times, 3.4
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous

and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Observation measures with trained review Indicator of Indicator of

= 3 procedures, faculty peer observation with candidate capacity developing

g ° rubrics. Progress during candidate preparation, | to use instructional candidate abilities;

g H %D s trends across cohorts. Peer judgment. practice and could be

S<3=% InTASC knowledge, conducted

] 1.1 multiple times, 3.4

T9T @

w o un o
Case study of how developing non-academic Successful Study of
factors relate to subsequent teacher teacher innovations, 5.3
performance; also, illustrate candidate prediction study

5 commitment and dispositions such as (1) using non-

b= teaching, volunteerism, coaching, civic academic factors

§ organizations, commitment to urban issues; during

g_ (2) content related, goal oriented, data-driven preparation, 3.3

2 contributions/ value-add to current employer and 3.4

E or organization; (3) mindsets/ dispositions/

@ characteristics such as coachability, empathy,

g teacher presence of “with-it-ness,” cultural

.“’S competency, collaboration, beliefs, that all

£ children can learn; or (4) professionalism,

g perseverance, ethical practice, strategic

i thinking, abilities to build trusting, supportive

2 relationships with students and families during

™ preparation. Peer judgment.

z
Student performance on valid, reliable Performance Pre-service Backup measure

ob assessments aligned with instruction during measures of measure of P-12 | of P-12 student

@_ clinical practice experiences. Trends over time. | candidate student performance

T Peer judgment. application of performance

; 59 knowledge and

g3 E pedagogical

S gL skills, 1.1, 1.3

ey é and 1.4
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
@ § P-12 student surveys of their preservice Performance Indicator of
§ g candidate teachers during clinical practice and | measure of candidate
= & analysis of data on candidate instructional candidate progress during
g :‘5 practices application of preparation, 3.4
£ g knowledge and
8§ & pedagogical
i z ™ skills, 1.1, 1.3
2 <32 and 1.4
S College GPA compared with content subject Indicator of Candidate
o Z < majors content and quality during
S <3 pedagogical preparation, 3.5
HORa knowledge or exit measure,
Tg3TQ 3.5
v o un Qo
Assessment curriculum inputs to promote Indicators of Candidate
o 5 S | candidates’ assessment proficiencies: (1) candidate progress curing
§ § ‘E course work focused on assessment, (2) opportunity to preparation, 3.4
T 5 § embedded assessment topics in content and learn and
; g :-5 methods courses, (3) providing candidates practice uses of
% % £ | real-world opportunities to apply what they assessment to
S 5< & | have learned about assessment, and (4) the enhance
; %‘ g 2 assessments the EPP employs in all aspects of learning, 1.1 and
% £ ¢ 2 | preparation. 1.2
Descriptive evidence of candidates’ graduated | Indicator of Descriptive Progression
ab § S | responsibility for all aspects of classroom candidate’s indicator of measure, 3.4
g IS *E teaching and increasing ability to impact all ability to apply candidate’s
IO ’ q q .
g § §- students’ learning. Peer judgment. content gnd experlenFe of
2 s pedagogical progressively
£ g ?::n knowledge, 1.1 greater
S ©a responsibilities
= Fdam during clinical
2223 preparation, 2.3
o Case study of the effectiveness of diverse field Continuous Example of
_ § experiences on candidates’ instructional improvement innovation
N 8% practices. Peer judgment. study on clinical testing, 5.3
R experiences, 2.3
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous

and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Reliable and valid measures or innovative Measure of EPP Measure of EPP

_ models of high-quality practices, partnerships, performance, performance,

g P clinical educators, or clinical experiences. Peer example of example of

S % judgment. measures for measures for

N5 continuous continuous

g % improvement, 2.3 improvement, 5.3

3 Ability of candidates to design and use a Indicator of Indicator of

‘g ; & @‘ variety of formative assessments with P-12 candidate completer

: g g o | students. Peer judgment. assessment capability in

ST & g proficiencies, 1.3 assessment, 3.6

Hh o &8 A

Cohort completers disaggregated by racial, Completer Annual report
w0 ethnic and other target groups identified in program measure of
= £ EPP recruitment plans. Indicate trends over outcome completers
g ?‘; time and comparisons with similar EPPs. measure 5.1
< 2
Cohort hires in any education position and in Hires program Annual report
w0 field for which trained with trend over time outcome measure of
= £ and comparisons with similar EPPs measure 5.1 hires
g
< @
4. CLINICAL CAPSTONE ASSESSMENTS
‘ch Videos of teaching: scores compared with Application of Application of
‘g = rubric values and monitored across cohorts pedagogical pedagogical
oy knowledge, 2.3 knowledge, 3.5
— g ™M
- 29T
b3 €&
& Clinical capstone assessments; also, evidence Indicator of Teaching Exit measure of
'§ from a culminating experience with a ability to apply proficiency, 2.3 teaching
0‘;' g significant level of candidate responsibility for | content and proficiency,
o "'C‘ .. | all aspects of classroom teaching and pedagogical including student
8 S X | increased ability to impact all students’ knowledge, 1.1 learning and
= & & | |earning and development. Subscale scores and 1.3 development, 3.5
2 2 2 2 | compared with rubric values.
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Standardized capstone assessments: Indicator of Multi-measure Capstone
edTPA or ETS pre-service portfolio; sample ability to apply capstone measure with
measures that often appear in these forms of content and assessments of multiple
assessment include: (1) differentiated pedagogical teaching dimensions of
instruction based on group and subgroup knowledge, 1.1 proficiency, 2.3 teaching
results on teacher created or standardized and 1.3,1.4 proficiency,
g assessments (ELL, special education, gifted, including
fb high-needs students); (2) evidence of student learning
'é differentiated instruction in response to and
0‘;— g student test data; and (3) evidence of teacher development,
" 2 - reflection on practice. Some measures of 3.5
95 3 student learning and development included.
= N Average cohort scores compared with national
222 norms or national cut scores
S | Provider criteria for completion on Indicator on Indicator of Indicator of
gb ‘E opportunities for candidates to reflect on candidate developing candidate
T % 2 g personal biases, access appropriate resources proficiencies to candidate quality during
; g E :-5 to deepen their understanding, use this address equity proficiencies, 2.3 | preparation, 3.5
% ki g £ | information and related experiences to build concerns, 1.1
S 0 5 A& | stronger relationships with P-12 learners, and
i %P ~ & | adapt their practices to meet the needs of
2 8 2 2 | each learner. Peer judgment.

State required performance measures, or Indicator of Multi-measure Indicator of
= other appropriate performance measures ability to apply capstone completer
%D g content and assessments of capabilities, 3.4
a= pedagogical teaching and 3.5
™ § - knowledge, 1.1 proficiency, 2.3
2L% and 1.3, 1.4

Std. 3 : Exit

EPP criteria for completion, with performance
documentation that all completers have
reached a high standard for content
knowledge

Completion
indicators
specified by EPP,
3.5
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

Standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous

and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

EPP criteria for completion, with performance Completion

e documenting that all completers can teach indicators

E effectively with positive impact on P-12 specified by EPP,

§e student learning and development 3.5

(%)
EPP criteria for completion, with performance Completion

- information indicating that all completers indicators

X understand expectations set out in codes of specified by EPP,

™ ethics, professional standards of practice, and 3.6

> relevant laws and policy

;‘f Teacher-of-record measures for candidates in Feedback on Feedback on Candidate

5 £ 2| some alternative preparation: State supported | progress of progress of impact on P-12

O X B

z g é E_ measures that address P-12 student learning candidates candidates student learning

& S E £ | and development that can be linked with and

— 9 < S | teacher data. CAEP guidelines and peer development,

585 E|.

Z % 2 S | judgment. 4.1, also
5. LICENSURE AND EXIT ASSESSMENTS
State licensure exams: there should be a Measure of Exit measure, 3.4 Annual
recommended specific and common cut-score | content and reporting
across states, and a pass-rate of 80% within pedagogical measure for

Std. 1: Content on pedagogical knowledge

two administrations. CAEP should work with
states to develop and employ new or revised
licensure tests that account for college and
career readiness standards, and establish a
common passing score for all states. (Note:
Recent reports from CCSSO, Our Responsibility,
Out Promise: Transforming Educator
Preparation and Entry into the Profession, and
from AFT, Raising the Bar: Aligning and

.fgo Elevating Teacher Preparation and the
- §_ Education Profession, address preparation and
& 2 entry requirements, indicating growing
™ g support for vastly improved licensure
2 < assessments.)

knowledge, 1.1

licensure pass
rates
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Licensure test: Praxis specialty field, cohort Content and Exit measure of Annual
@ average score compared with state and pedagogical content reporting
< - national norms knowledge, knowledge and measure for
z 3 provider pedagogical licensure pass
o responsibilities, candidate rates
22 all components knowledge, 3.5
@ Licensure test: Principles of Learning and General Exit measure of Annual
% - Teaching, cohort average score compared with | pedagogical general reporting
z 3 state and national norms knowledge, 1.1 pedagogical measure for
o knowledge, 3.5 licensure pass
22 rates

" Licensure test: Pearson/State content, cohort Content and Exit measure of Annual
o average score compared with state norms pedagogical content reporting
=2 - knowledge, knowledge and measure for
: X provider pedagogical licensure pass
g ™ responsibilities, candidate rates
2 g all components knowledge, 3.5
§ Licensure test: Pearson/State General Exit measure of Annual rpting
5w pedagogy, cohort average compared with pedagogical general measure for
< '-'>j state norms knowledge, 1.1 pedagogical licensure pass
:‘_9! ; knowledge, 3.5 rates
v

Licensure test: Pearson online, cohort average | Content and Exit measure of Annual
@ compared with state and national norms pedagogical content reporting
% - knowledge, knowledge and measure for
z 3 provider pedagogical licensure pass
= o responsibilities, candidate rates
22 all components knowledge, 3.5

Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure, Content and Exit measure of Annual
@ e.g., Elementary General Curriculum + Pearson | pedagogical content reporting
% B Foundations of Reading, cohort average knowledge, knowledge and measure for
z 3 compared with state norms provider pedagogical licensure pass
o responsibilities, candidate rates
22 all components knowledge, 3.5
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
) Connecticut/ Pearson Foundations of Reading Part of content Exit measure of Annual rpting
= &
g 8 B X | licensure test, cohort average compared with pedagogy for reading measure of
i f B & | state norms elementary pedagogical licensure pass
23 g 2 teachersin 1.1 knowledge, 3.5 rates
5 £ ETS Praxis test, Elementary Education: Content and Exit measure of Annual
o O Multiple Subjects, cohort average compared pedagogical content reporting
% 5 “E with state and national norms knowledge for knowledge and measure of
= g X elementary pedagogical licensure pass
oMo teachers, 1.1 candidate rates
ey g knowledge, 3.5

Std. 3: Exit

GRE: exit cohort average compared with
national norms

Exit measure of
academic ability,
3.5

knowledge
Std. 3: exit

GRE field tests when applicable, cohort
average score compared with national norms
in:

Biochemistry, cell and molecular biology;
biology; chemistry; computer science;
Literature in English; Mathematics; Physics and
Psychology.

Content
knowledge, 1.1

Content
knowledge
assessment, 3.5

Std. 1: Content |Std. 1: Content

knowledge
Std. 3: exit

ETS Major fields tests: average cohort score
compared with national norms

Content
knowledge, 1.1
and 1.3

Exit measure of
content
knowledge, 3.5
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement
(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
6. IN-SERVICE MEASURES
% Value added student growth measures where Feedback on Feedback on Completer Annual report
§ 2 :éj available from the state. CAEP guidelines and progress of progress of impact on P-12 measure of
= $ S g_ peer judgment. completers completers student learning student
TS § L and growth
<5 development,
TQ3T E
hoh 4.1
% State supported measures that address P-12 Feedback on Feedback on Completer Annual report
[N oo g .
S .. student learning and development that can be | progress of progress of impact on P-12 measure of
= i S §_ linked with teacher data. CAEP guidelines and completers completers student learning student
& 3 g £ | peerjudgment. and growth
- <3 development,
5835 E
Hh oh 4.1
Case studies of completers that demonstrate Completer Annual report
R the impacts of preparation on P-12 student impact on P-12 measure of
©c O > Q a .
go Ei= learning and development and can be linked student learning student
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Refer- Evidence Measures Standard 1 Standard 2 Standard 3 Standard 4 Standard 5 Recommen-
ence to Content and Clinical Candidate Program EPP Quality dations
Comm. Pedagogical Partnerships Quality, Impact Assurance and

standard Knowledge and Practice Recruitment, Continuous
and Selectivity Improvement

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
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satisfaction, 4.3

Annual report
measure of
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