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TSPC Newsletters and Field Notes -- 2017
This is a repository of TSPC communications to educator preparation providers for 2017.
Information contained in newsletters and field notes are a reflection of then-current laws and processes. Current rules can be found in Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 584. 
See the TSPC website for current information or contact TSPC staff.

	Date
	Subject

	12/13/2017


	Program Approval Committee – meeting materials:
Items covered included:
· Criteria for specialization requests;
· American Sign Language (ASL) Specialization;
· ACTFL requirement for Bilingual and Dual-Language specializations;
· Program Review: Cycles of data requirements;
· Annual Report template DRAFT;
· Impact of Commission decisions made for Art, Music, and PE;
· Consideration of Theater test for Drama;
· Program rule redesign update;
· AAQEP; and
· Future meetings.

	12/4/2017


	Newsletter – December 4, 2017, issue:
     Oregon’s educator licensing agency names new director (Dr. Anthony Rosilez)
     TSPC January Commission meeting

	11/28/2017


	Field Notes
     Commission meeting dates
     PAC 12/14/17 meeting – time revised
     CAEP advanced handbook
     CAEP leadership team
     CAEP site visit costs
     SPED not an advanced standard
     Spring 2018 CAEPCon
     Fall 2017 CAEPCon presentation slides available
     edTPA cut-scores
35 for 15-rubric handbooks
29 for 13-rubric handbooks
42 for 18-rubric handbooks 
Also, edTPA scores will be annually reviewed
     edTPA additional handbooks
     edTPA 2016 administrative report
     Agency Process Information:
          Program Completion Reports (aka C-2s)
[bookmark: _GoBack]          Program Review and Standards Handbook
          Field Placement Liaisons

	11/21/2017


	Email to OACTE:
     Follow-ups on October OACTE meeting items:
          Endorsement survey agenda item (re-sent endorsement survey agenda item from June 2017
               Commission meeting
          SPED as advanced (not)

	11/9/2017


	Newsletter – November 9, 2017, issue:
     Commission meeting update for November 2017
     Commission Business
          Elections, committee chairs and assignments
          Executive Director search
     Licensure Agenda Items
          4.2 Licensure Committee
          4.4 Licensure Production Report
          4.3 eLicensing/communication/website update
          4.5 Administrator Licensure Redesign
     Program Approval Agenda
          edTPA update
          Kaplan University update
          PSU reinstates their undergrad SPED endorsement
     Rules, rules, rules: Adopted and proposed
     TSPC Commission Meeting: January 18-19, Roth’s Fresh Market, Salem

	11/1/2017


	Field Notes:
     Commission due dates
     EPP data needs team
     CAEP data requirements
     How EPPs can help with data collection
     New data publication: Data Qulity Campaign: 
          Roadmap for Effective Data Use and Research Partnerships between State Agencies and Education Researchers and an
          Infrographic
     PAC meeting: December 14, 4-6 p.m. THIS HAS BEEN CHANGED to 3-5 p.m.
     Spring CAEPCon dates: 3/13-16/18, Kansas City, Missouri, Sheraton Kansas City Hotel, Crowne Center

	10/13/17


	Field Notes:
     November Commission meeting
     CAEP communications: How to sign up for CAEP information
     Program completion requirements: EPPs must ensure candidates meet all completion requirements.
     How edTPA can help meet CAEP requirements attachment

          
     CAEPCON DEBRIEF
          Initial and advanced definitions
          Miscellaneous:
               State Clinic PowerPoint

               
               Standard 4 CAEP publication of an analysis of Standard 4 for the 50 states:
                    CAEP Standard 4 Evidence: A Resource for EPPs
               Component 2.1: What co-constructed means
          Self-Study Reports (SSRs) information
          Formative Feedback Report (FFR) information
          Uploading evidence to AIMS information

	10/9/17


	Program Rule Revisions – PAC Draft 3

	9/28/17


	Newsletter – September 27, 2017, issue:
     Access to our office
     Professional Practices: Witness Interviews
          Five tips for conducting witness interviews for investigations
     Professional Practices is going nearly paperless
     SB 205 follow-up
     License for Conditional Assignment
     PEER Form clarity
     TSPC Commission Meeting

	8/23/17


	Field Notes:
     Time out (CR out of the office)
     CAEPCon: Called for CAEP questions to take to the state clinic
     CAEP policies: CAEP adoped an Accreditation Policy July 2017

	8/22/17


	Field Notes: June 2017 Commission meeting debrief

	8/17/17


	Newsletter – August 15, 2017, issue: 
     SB 205 Guidance:
          Eff. 6/22/17
          What SB 205 allows a district to do
          Expedited service
          “Back Dating” licenses
          How does this affect renewals?
          How does this affect reinstating licenses?
          Relevant bill text

	8/15/17


	Field Notes:
     Time out: CR out between 8/24 and 9/11. Who to contact during that time.
     CAEPCon: I’m attending the state clinic. Send CAEP questions by 9/21.
     Program rule revisions: PAC reviewed draft revisions at their 8/8 meeting. A discussion will go to
          the OACTE general membership and the deans/directors/chairs e-group. A webinar will be offered
          the week of 9/11. A Doodle poll will go to OACTE and the d/d/c group. Notify me to be added.
     Fast Track: Available for first-time teacher completers.
     Communications: TSPC notifications information.
     Data: CEdO, HECC, ODE, and TSPC are in early talks with OACTE leadership on EPP data needs.

	8/8/17


	PAC meeting materials: 8/8/17 meeting
     edTPA standard-setting process
     Additional edTPA handbooks
     Warner Pacific item
     Draft program rule revisions

	7/19/17


	Newsletter – July 19, 2017:
     Summertime status
     Professional Practices webinars with the districts
     How do applicants receive fingerprinting instructions?
     Restricted licenses – FAQs
     Update on Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue
     Legacy Middle Level Endorsement
     eLicensing update
     Beginning Teacher and Beginning Administrator Mentoring

	7/19/17


	Field Notes:
     eLicensing updates
     November Commission meeting
     Self-Study evidence sufficiency criteria
     Program approval (accreditation, accrediting agencies, SPA recognition)

	7/14/17


	Newsletter – July 12, 2017, issue:
     Implementation of the new legacy Middle Level Endorsement
     Transition details
          Future renewals
          Previously renewed
     Teaching assignments for the Legacy Middle Level endorsement
     Sample email to Licensees
     Relevant administrative rule
          Legacy Teaching Endorsements

	7/12/17


	Newsletter – July 12, 2017:
     Implementation of the New Legacy Middle Level Endorsement
     Transition Details
     Teaching Assignments for the Legacy Middle Level Endorsement
     Sample Email to Licensees
     Relevant Administrative Rule

	7/10/17


	Field Notes:
     Administrator programs (must have license and 3 yrs. Experience for admission)
     CAEP Scope for Advanced Programs (clarified and narrowed, sent links)
     CAEPCon spring 2017 presentations
     Candidate contact information
     Commission website (links to Commission, Licensure Committee, Professional Practices, and PAC)
     Dyslexia and ELL next steps (will be part of program or unit review)
     Fingerprint clearance dates
     Program Review and Standards Handbook (linked on the website now)
     Self-Study report presentations from the spring CAEPCon
     Site Visit Schedule (linked on the website now)

	6/30/17


	Newsletter – June 30, 2017
     Commission meeting updates
     Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue
          Humanities 7th and 8th grade
          Elementary Multiple Subjects endorsement
          Legacy Middle Level endorsement
          Drama (drama endorsement is required to teach drama)
          HOUSSED and “HQ” (Maybe was supposed to be HOUSSE?)
     Other relevant items
          Adding Foundational Endorsements with “Full” Test
          SB 205: Allowing teachers to begin work for 90 days prior to licensure
          What’s an emergency?
          New rule implementation
     Administrative rule filings
          Temporary and permanent rule changes resulting from Commission actions at the June meeting
               = effective 7/1/17
          Adopted:
               Substitute and Restricted Substitute licenses: Remove sunset clause for PD req’s. for renewal
               CTE licensure redesign
          Proposed: Text is subject to change. Public comment period = 8/1 – 10/1
               Allowing 120-day grace period for restricted licenses
               Implementation of SB 205
               PEER form and transcripts no longer acceptable documentation for a name change
               American Indian Language and Culture License: Amends languages list, allows tribe to verify
                    The applicant has been assessed and demonstrated knowledge of Civil Rights.
               Adds a Legacy Middle Level (ML) endorsement
          Temporary: Effective 7/1/17. Also are part of the proposed rules. Subject to change.
               Implementation of SB 205 (allows a teacher to work 90 days w/out a license if conditions met)
               Transition rule for the Legacy Middle Level endorsement
     Next meeting is November 2-3 at the Salem Convention Center

	6/9/17


	State agreement update
Program review update

	6/9/17


	Course-To-Endorsement Catalogue
     (The webpage can be found here.)

eLicensing delayed announcement

	6/2/17


	edTPA standard-setting panel nomination issue

	5/19/17


	Newsletter – May 17, 2017
     Endorsements survey reminder
     Course-to-Endorsements catalogue
     Last day to submit comments on proposed rules (5/31/17)
     Speech and Language Pathologist Licensure (formerly Communication Disorders endorsement)
     Submitting PEER forms
     Considerations for Emergency Licenses for 2017-18
     Applications for Restricted Teaching, Administrator, and Personnel Services Licenses
     Applying for LCAs for 2017-18
     Advanced PDUs: Who needs them?
     NASDTEC Clearinghouse Access
     TAPP Symposium
     TSPC June 19-21 Commission Meeting
     Contact us

	5/12/17
	Field Notes – April 2017 Commission meeting debrief



CAEP transition funds distributed | Equity questions survey results | OACTE report | Orgeon Leadership Network (OLN) / Wallace Foundation – final draft version of their crosswalk between OR Educ. Leadership Standards and PSEL | Administrator survey results | Licensure Committee chair report | 2017-18 Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue | Substitute teaching shortage update | new system / communication / website update | CTE license process update | Licensure production update | Program Approval Consent agenda | COSA/Concordia and UO annual reports | revised site visit schedule | Program Review and Standards Handbook | CAEP advanced standards scope | PAC Chair report | edTPA update | ASL rules discussion | NES Testing Passing Scores – list of tests reduced to 220 | Reading Instruction Standards review | Multnomah University Teacher Education Department Closure | Professional Practices Committee chair report | permanent rules for adoption and repeal | Single-subject endorsement program standards | TOSA | IVTL | SPED: Early Intervention | Proposed rules for public comment | annual report from the unit | Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments | Cooperating Teachers program standards |Substitute teaching license | Restricted Substitute Teaching License | Teacher Leader License | Teacher Leader program standards | Definitions for CTE and a bunch of CTE licenses and other information | Waivers | License for Conditional Assignment | Professional Development Requirements | Repealed rules | Counting substitute teacher time

	5/11/17
	TAPP Symposium (Tribal Attendance Pilot Project)




	5/5/17
	Field Notes – Fingerprint refunds




	4/27/17

	Field Notes – NES test scores follow-up




	4/25/17



	Newsletter (4/23/2017)
     Commissioner appointment opportunity
     eLicensing update
     April 6, 2017, Commission meeting update
          ORELA update: accepting the 220 test score
               To retrieve test scores: http://www.orela.nesinc.com/FindInfo.aspx?c=blank#findinf 
          Course-to-Endorsement catalogue
     April 6, 2017, Commission rules: Adopted
          Professional Practices: Changes the 60-day notice for resignations…
          Licensure
               Created a definition of “prekindergarten” to allow the SPED endorsement to begin at birth
               Clarifies recency requirements for applicants moving directly from reciprocal to preliminary
               International Visiting Teacher License (IVL)
               TOSA (Teachers on Special Assignment)
     April 6, 2017, Commission Rules: Proposed
          Professional Practices:
               Proposes to prohibit sexual conduct for 90 days after a student leaves school. Defines student.
               Proposes to add marijuana to list of prohibited substances
          Licensure:
               Sub and restricted substitute licenses PD requirement
               Substitute assignments – Proposes long-term assignments count toward 135-day requirement
               Teacher Leader
               CTE
          Career and Technical Educator Licensure Redesign – includes chart
     Other Commission Topics of Discussion
          Adding Music, Art, and Physical Education endorsements
     Loan forgiveness announced: Lists teacher shortage areas and counties
     Questions and Answers:
          When should we submit applications for LCAs and Restricted Licenses for 2017-18?
          Can a teacher “sub” in their own classroom if they are mis-assigned (teaching out of area more
               than 10 hours per week)?
          How do I know that someone is in their grace period?
          If a teacher has a master’s degree, do they automatically meet the Advanced Program
               requirement to move to the Professional once they meet the experience requirement?
          When can I submit documents for a new applicant?
     Next Commission meeting: June 19-21, 2017, Best Western Agate Beach, Newport

	4/11/17


	Field notes: NES test scores Q & A

	3/20/17


	Administrator program admission requirements
Administrator rules revisions
Annual reports
CAEP transition checks
Civil Rights test requirement prior to field placements
edTPA (cut score, consequential, and vouchers)
EPP-created assessments evaluation tool
Fingerprinting: How can I tell if my fingerprints have cleared?
Licensure redesign
NASDTEC tools
Program review options
Program rules revisions
Recency (program completers)
TSPC notifications and subscriptions
OACTE membership

	3/7/17


	Announcement that the program items will be presented to Commissioners on Thursday, April 6, rather than the following day.



	2/17/17




	Field Notes:
     CAEP Advanced-Level Programs
     CAEP Annual Reports
     CAEPCon
     CAEP Correspondence
     Cooperating teachers and faculty supervisors
     edTPA recency requirements
     Fast-Track: Basic Skills Work-Around
     Inclement weather policy for clinical practices
     TAWS Conference materials
     Testing recency rules
     Title II training: Location change
     Website reminder 

	2/10/17



	Newsletter (2/13/2017)
     Notes from the Director of Licensure
     Reminder: Submitting Complaints
     January Commission Meeting
          Equity, OACTE update, licensure and professional practices production reports, edTPA update
          C approved a proposed rule to allow IVTL to extend
          Music, Art, and Physical Education (PE)
          Be sure to review Notices of Proposed Rulemaking, how to receive notices
          Rules adopted at the January meeting:
               Middle Level / Multiple Subjects:
               30 days to reopen an application
               Part-time teaching experience to move to the Professional
          How to bring an issue to the Commission: Email monica.beane@oregon.gov; complete Delegation
               Sign-Up form at the beginning of a Commission meeting
     License Guide Update
     I’ve been hearing:
          Submitting PDUs: PDU log or certificates of completion not required with a PEER form
          Social Security Numbers (SSNs): Do not include applicants’ full SSNs. Once eLicensing is fully
               functional, correspondence with a full SSN will be rejected.
          Testing Requirement for Substitutes
     What’s in a letter? Document listing all of the district sponsorship letters required when applying for
          certain license types.
     Senate Bill 612 (2015) – Dyslexia Training Required
     Aspiring Administrator Application Process Open

	2/10/17



	Field Notes: January Commission meeting debrief Agenda
     Equity Plan
     OACTE update
     Early Intervention Endorsement / Definition of Pre-Kindergarten
     International Visiting Teacher License (IVTL)
     Administrator Licensure Redesign Update
     Adding Art, Music, and Physical Education (PE) endorsements
     Dyslexia Reports
     ELL Reports
     CAEP Transition Grant Requests
     Concordia University-Oregon: Major Modification of their BA in Education (Preliminary Licensure)
          Program
     Program Review and Standards Handbook
     edTPA update
          edTPA standard Setting Process
          edTPA Handbook Corrections
               edTPA handbook changes summary
          edTPA vouchers
          edTPA information items and edTPA 2016 completer data
               edTPA 2016 completers presentation

	1/5/17



	Field notes
     January Commission meeting dates, location, program meeting date, link to draft agenda
     Alternative testing arrangements
     CAEP call coming up
     eLicensing update
     ELL reports
     NASDTEC developing Multi-State Educator Lookup System (MELS)
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At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 



 



If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.



 



Next steps:



TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:



ｷ         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and



ｷ         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:



o    By phone (503-378-3586);



o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or



o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 



 



Things to know:



ｷ         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.



ｷ         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:



o    The Administrator test;



o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or



o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.



 



Questions and answers:



 



Non-completers:



Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?



A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.



 



Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?



A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.



 



edTPA:



Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?



A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.



 



Standard Margin of Error (SEM):



Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.



A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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EPP Field Notes and Newsletters Paper Trail: 2017
EPP Field Notes and Newsletters Paper Trail: 2016



 



Administrator Program admission requirements:



Q.: According to rule, candidates for admission into a Preliminary Administrator Licensure program are required to be licensed as a teacher or personnel service specialist (in any state) and have three years of in-school experience as a licensed educator or the legal equivalent (OAR 584-017-1028 (5)(a) and (b)). Can candidates be admitted into our program if they had a license but it expired? Can candidates be admitted into our program if they do not currently meet the years of experience requirement but they will meet that requirement when they apply for licensure?



A.: No. Providers may not admit candidates that do not meet the requirements in rule. However, a waiver (such as of the three years of experience required for admission to the program) may be requested, as provided in OAR 584-017-1010, Request for Waiver of Rules. Just such a waiver request was granted by the Commission at the November 2016 meeting. However, it should be noted that waiving the requirement for program admission does not waive the requirement for three years of experience that is required for licensure. Candidates should be advised accordingly.



 



Administrator rules revisions:



The administrator rules review is on hold to see if the Legislature makes any changes that impact the redesign of administrator rules. This effort will resume after the end of session.



 



Annual reports:



As a reminder, CAEP annual reports are due Friday, April 14. EPPs have already provided information for the same time period (2015-16) to the state because our reporting deadline has been in the fall. The rules are undergoing changes to align the TSPC annual reporting timeline to CAEP’s timeline. The next state report you will have to provide to TSPC will be in April 2018.



CAEP’s 2017 EPP Annual Report Technical Guide



CAEP’s 2017 EPP Annual Report Template



 



What is required?



ｷ         EPPs still in the application process: These EPPs must submit the following sections of the annual report:



o    Section 1: EPP programs, faculty information, and if EPP information is accurate; 



o    Section 2: Completer numbers from the last academic year; and 



o    Section 8: Signature of the individual completing the report on the report.



ｷ         NCATE, TEAC, or CAEP accredited: These EPPs must submit the remaining sections (except section 5), including the sections listed above and sections connected to maintaining accreditation. These include:



o    Section 3: Substantive changes;



o    Section 4: Providing a link to public display of candidate performance data;



o    Section 6: Reporting on AFIs/weaknesses/stipulations; and 



o    Section 7: Pathway specific material.



 



Section 5 is not required for any EPP this year as it is under review.



 



CAEP transition checks:



2015’s SB 78 provided $200,000 to EPPs to help offset the cost of transitioning to CAEP by 2022. On Thursday, 3/9/17, payment requests were sent to DAS, which means the checks should be mailed in four to six weeks from that date. The checks will be sent to the dean at the college or school of education. Regarding reporting and spending requirements:



ｷ         EPPs must spend the funds by July 1, 2022.



ｷ         There are no additional requirements for EPPs to complete regarding the use of these funds. The initial ‘estimated expenses’ document provided to TSPC was utilized to justify the distribution of these funds.



 



Civil Rights test requirement prior to field placements:



OAR 584-017-1028 (4)(a) requires passage of the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in the Educational Environment test (aka the Civil Rights test) prior to placement in any clinical, student teaching, or internship experiences where work samples are required. The rule language will need to be updated to say, “where teacher performance assessments are required” rather than “Work Sample.” The Testing webpage has been updated to reflect this requirement. Previously, the web page indicated the Civil Rights test is required prior to licensure.



 





edTPA:





ｷ         Program Approval Committee members will recommend to the Commission at their April 6 meeting that:





o    The edTPA standard-setting (cut score) process be set by January 1, 2018 (currently September 1, 2017); and



o    Consequential scoring for edTPA become effective September 1, 2018 (currently September 1, 2017).



The recommendations to delay the cut score was based on the increased amount of state data that will be available to determine the recommended cut score. The recommendation to delay consequential would provide some time between adoption of the cut score and implementation of consequential.



ｷ         Vouchers: A total of 450 $100 vouchers (or as determined by the EPP) are being provided by Pearson to Oregon’s EPPs, based on their percentage of completers. The programs’ allotments and detailed information will be emailed to the institutions’ edTPA coordinators.





 





EPP-created assessments evaluation tool: From the CAEP website.





CAEP can no longer review assessment tools due to a potential conflict of interest. However, CAEP has provided access to the guidelines CAEP site teams will follow: CAEP Evaluation Framework for EPP-Created Assessments. This tool can be used by EPPs to design, pilot, and judge the adequacy of EPP-created assessments.



 



Fingerprinting:



Q.: How can I tell if my fingerprints have cleared?



A.: You can find your fingerprint clearance dates on the TSPC website under Educator LookUp. To obtain the actual dates of clearance, you must have a “positive ID match.” Fields needed for a “positive ID match” are:



ｷ         The name exactly as it was indicated on the application for clinical practices;



ｷ         Date of birth; and 



ｷ         The last four digits of the Social Security number.



When the screen opens with the needed information, the fingerprint clearance dates will be shown in a blue box.



 



Licensure redesign:



January 2016’s educator license redesign changed teacher, administrator, and personnel license names as well as license, endorsement, specialization, and certification names. If your institution has not already done so, please update your course titles, program names, etc., to reflect the new names. 



 



A Redesign webpage is available, which summarizes the changes made in the redesign. The following specific documents will also be helpful for name changes:



ｷ         Conversion Table: Teaching Licenses



ｷ         Conversion Table: Old to New Endorsements



ｷ         Conversion Table: New to Old Endorsements



ｷ         Conversion Table: Titles of Administrator Licenses



ｷ         Conversion Table: Titles of Personnel Service Licenses 



 



NASDTEC tools:



NASDTEC membership and a password are required to access this information. Membership information



ｷ         Educator lookup map page: here.



ｷ         Misconduct lookup map here.



 



Program review: 



ｷ         All EPPs seeking CAEP accreditation must complete the program review process. Program review is part of the overall accreditation process and occurs prior to the on-site accreditation visit. EPPs use the results of program review as evidence to meet CAEP standards.



ｷ         Program review options are available as outlined in the CAEP State Partnership Agreement. In Oregon, the following three options are available:



o    CAEP Program Review with National Recognition (aka, the SPA option). CAEP recently adopted Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition Using Specialized Professional Association (SPA) Standards. These guidelines are for the development, review, and implementation of new and/or revised SPA standards.



o    Program review with Feedback. The timeline for this option differs from the SPA and state review options. For this option, the review is submitted as an addendum to the self-study report.



If your institution is using the program review with feedback option, please notify Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov so the Site Visit Schedule can be adjusted.



o    State Program Review:



ｧ  The Program Review template has typically been used by EPPs for this option. This tool remains available; however, additional options are now provided in OAR 584-010-0004. This transitional rule was developed to provide institutions with flexibility as providers transition to mandatory CAEP accreditation.



ｷ         The Program Review and Standards Handbook was adopted at the January 2017 Commission meeting. The Handbook will be an agency-wide publication designed to provide guidance on TSPC agency processes. The Handbook will include new information for program review and unit review for consideration at the April 6 Commission meeting.



 



Program rules revisions:



Program Approval Committee members have recommended a stakeholder group be convened to begin the review and revision process for TSPC’s program rules. Additional information will be provided at the April Commission meeting.



 



Recency: Program completers who did not apply for licensure at the time of completion:



ｷ         Q.: Nine years ago, a candidate fulfilled all of the requirements for licensure, including student teaching and Work Sample, and the EPP submitted a C-2 form. However, the candidate decided not to apply for a license but rather stay with his non-teaching position. Now he wants to apply for licensure. Is he held to the requirements set in 2008 or is he expected to meet the current requirements for licensure?



ｷ         A.: The rule covering recency is found in OAR 584-210-0030 (4). This candidate is held to the requirements for licensure when he completed his program; however, because it has been more than six years since he completed the program, he must also complete the requirements outlined in rule to demonstrate he can teach in today's environment. When he completes these requirements, the institute will need to submit a new C-2 form.



 



TSPC notifications and subscriptions:



ｷ         To sign up for TSPC notifications: Go to the TSPC Online Services – Account Setup web page and select the appropriate type of subscription you desire.



ｷ         To sign up for TSPC rule-making actions: Email Tamara Dykeman (tamara.dykeman@oregon.gov) and put “Add to rule-making list” in the subject line.



ｷ         To be added to TSPC’s email contact groups: Information is provided to EPP staff via periodic newsletters and emails. Notify Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to be added to TSPC’s email contact groups.



 



OACTE membership:



The Oregon Association of Colleges for Teacher Educators (OACTE) maintains their own listserv. When staffing changes are made, please notify both TSPC (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) and OACTE.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, licensure and placement contacts, and other college and university staff.



 



 



 



Please note that program items will be presented to the Commissioners on Thursday, April 6, rather than the following day, as originally planned. 



 



If you plan to attend the Commission meeting, please update your calendar.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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[OACTE] April 6-7 Commission meeting -- program items on Thursday

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, licensure and placement contacts, and other college and university staff.



 



 



 



Please note that program items will be presented to the Commissioners on Thursday, April 6, rather than the following day, as originally planned.



 



If you plan to attend the Commission meeting, please update your calendar.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Field Notes

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is also going to the OACTE listserv.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



CAEP Advanced-Level Programs: 



ｷ         Advanced-level programs to be submitted for CAEP review are those that meet any of the following conditions:



*	Program is designed to develop P-12 teachers or other school professionals for employment in P-12 schools/districts or to further the pedagogical knowledge and skills of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals; 

*	More than 50% of the program’s enrollees serve as teachers and/or other school professionals in P-12 schools/districts; 

*	Program is part of M.Ed.; M.S.; M.A.; Ed.D, or Ph.D., program specific to the preparation of specialists for to P-12 schools/districts (e.g., reading specialists, school librarians; school psychology, school administrators); and 

*	Advanced level programs that are designed to further the knowledge and skills of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals such as curriculum and instruction, educational technology, etc. 



ｷ         Any track, endorsement, or “add on” programs would need to be reviewed under component 1.1. The EPP is only required to submit evidence of candidate content knowledge documented by state licensure test scores or other proficiency measures.



ｷ         Criteria for exclusion are:



*	Advanced level degree programs specific to content areas such as an M.S., M.A., Ph.D., or Ed.D. in mathematics, history, etc.; 

*	Educational leadership programs not specific to the preparation of other school professionals for P-12 schools/districts; 

*	Any Ed.D. or Ph.D. program not specific to the preparation of other school professionals for P-12 schools/districts; 

*	Other advanced level programs already approved by another national accreditor recognized by either the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) or the United States Department of Education.



*	CAEP will allow EPPs to petition for exemptions.



*	Scope and instructions

*	Petition form



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



CAEP Annual Reports:



ｷ         CAEP annual reports are due Friday, April 14, 2017.



ｷ         For questions, contact Richard Rice.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



CAEPCon: 



The Spring CAEPCon is March 22-24, 2017, in St. Louis, MO. Register online by February 22.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



CAEP Correspondence: 



Please include TSPC in your CAEP communications. One of our primary goals is to help you through the accreditation process so we want to make sure we know what is happening relative to that transition.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Cooperating teachers and faculty supervisors:



When a teacher candidate has their clinical experience, they have both a cooperating teacher at the school where they are doing their placement and they have a faculty member assigned to them as a supervisor. Licensure requirement language for cooperating teachers will be proposed to the Commission in April 2017 with the following implications:



*	Cooperating teachers are required to be licensed in the same area as the candidate.

*	Supervising faculty are not required to be licensed in the same area as the candidate.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



edTPA recency requirements:



Q.: I have a candidate who completed more than six years ago. Does this individual have to complete edTPA?



A.: Completing edTPA is not an issue for someone who completed some time ago, so long as a Program Completion Report (C-2) is on record for the candidate. C-2s are required for all completers, regardless of whether or not they wish to seek licensure. When the provider completed the C-2, they affirmed the candidate successfully completed the program. If a C-2 was not submitted for the completer, TSPC will need to be notified.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Fast-Track: Basic Skills Work-Around:



Please see the attached work-around for bypassing the basic skills fields in Fast Track. Our thanks to Sharon Chinn for developing this process and sharing it with others. 



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Inclement weather policy for clinical practices:



According to 584-017-1040, EPPs are able to partially waive field experience requirements for teacher candidates whose field placements are impacted by school closures due to inclement weather. 

If this does occur, the EPP must submit several stipulations in their annual report for that year. See the rule, linked above, for those requirements.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



TAWS Conference materials:



NASDTEC, Westat and CCSSO shared a resource titled the Book of Proceedings, which they hope will be shared widely. It is a compilation of conversations guided by the focus question: “What can I learn, share, and explore with you regarding how states, districts, and education preparation programs can partner to attract and retain effective teachers and leaders for all students?”



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Testing recency rules:



ｷ         Licensure rule does not provide time limits for acceptable scores.



ｷ         If TSPC staff receive a Program Completion Form (C-2) that includes a test that was approved by the Commission when the candidate took and passed that test, staff will accept the "old" test.



ｷ         There is one exception: The exception is the multiple subjects exam (MSE), because it did not include Reading. That test had a firm cut-off date.



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Title II training: Location change



Warner Pacific College is generously providing space for a Title II training by Westat, Pearson, and TSPC on Tuesday, Feb. 28, 1-4 p.m. 



 



The meeting will be at the Mt. Tabor Campus, Room CCR. It is in the AFGRAY building (brick building at the back of the campus) – building 5. Confirming information with a campus map and parking pass will be emailed to those who RSVP their attendance to me (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov). 



 



* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *



Website reminder:



EPP folks have your own TSPC website! It looks like a section heading on the left-hand navigation panel unless you know it actually is a page. It looks like this:



 



            



 



There is a link at the bottom of this page to 2016 and 2017 EPP Field Notes and TSPC newsletters. Use these documents to find specific items by searching for a specific word or phrase.



 



Please let me know if you have topics, questions, or other requests for a future Field Notes email.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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Scope of Accreditation for Advanced Programs

1. Advanced level programs to be submitted for CAEP review will be limited to programs
that meet any of the following conditions:

e program is designed to develop P-12 teachers or other school professionals for
employment in P-12 schools/districts or to further the pedagogical knowledge
and skills of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals;

e more than 50% of the program’s enrollees serve as teachers and/or other school

professionals in P-12 schools/districts;

e program is part of M.Ed.; M.S.; M.A,; Ed.D, or Ph.D., program specific to the
preparation of specialists for to P-12 schools/districts (e.g., reading specialists,
school librarians; school psychology, school administrators); and

e Advanced level programs that are designed to further the knowledge and skills
of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals such as curriculum and
instruction, educational technology, etc.

2. Any track, endorsement or “add on” programs would be reviewed under CAEP
Standards for Advanced Level Preparation Programs component 1.1 and only require
that EPPs submit evidence of candidate content knowledge documented by state
licensure test scores or other proficiency measures.

3. Advanced level programs that will not be reviewed by CAEP include:

e Advanced level degree programs specific to content areas such as an M.S., M.A,,
Ph.D., or Ed.D. in mathematics, history, etc.;

e Educational leadership programs not specific to the preparation of other school
professionals for P-12 schools/districts;

e Any Ed.D. or Ph.D. program not specific to the preparation of other school
professionals for P-12 schools/districts;

e Other advanced level programs already approved by another national
accreditor recognized by either the Council for Higher Education Accreditation
or the United States Department of Education.

4. CAEP will allow EPPs to petition for exemptions for advanced level program submission.
EPPs would provide a rationale for the exemption and submit that rationale for
consideration by staff.







Rationale: The growth of graduate programs over the last 20 years has been extensive with
multiple changes. For example, many educational leadership programs prepare candidates
for leadership roles at non-profits or religious organizations. These programs are exempt
from CAEP review. Discipline specific degrees outside of colleges of education are the
purview of the academic discipline with unique discipline specific requirements. Ed.D. and
Ph.D. programs are highly specialized with unique set of requirements that are not specific
to CAEP’s mission. The intent of these programs are beyond the scope of CAEP and are
exempt from review.
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Scope of Accreditation for Advanced Programs

1. Advanced level programs to be submitted for CAEP review will be limited to programs
that meet any of the following conditions:

e program is designed to develop P-12 teachers or other school professionals for
employment in P-12 schools/districts or to further the pedagogical knowledge
and skills of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals;

e more than 50% of the program’s enrollees serve as teachers and/or other school

professionals in P-12 schools/districts;

e program is part of M.Ed.; M.S.; M.A,; Ed.D, or Ph.D., program specific to the
preparation of specialists for to P-12 schools/districts (e.g., reading specialists,
school librarians; school psychology, school administrators); and

e Advanced level programs that are designed to further the knowledge and skills
of P-12 teachers and/or other school professionals such as curriculum and
instruction, educational technology, etc.

2. Any track, endorsement or “add on” programs would be reviewed under CAEP
Standards for Advanced Level Preparation Programs component 1.1 and only require
that EPPs submit evidence of candidate content knowledge documented by state
licensure test scores or other proficiency measures.

3. Advanced level programs that will not be reviewed by CAEP include:

e Advanced level degree programs specific to content areas such as an M.S., M.A,,
Ph.D., or Ed.D. in mathematics, history, etc.;

e Educational leadership programs not specific to the preparation of other school
professionals for P-12 schools/districts;

e Any Ed.D. or Ph.D. program not specific to the preparation of other school
professionals for P-12 schools/districts;

e Other advanced level programs already approved by another national
accreditor recognized by either the Council for Higher Education Accreditation
or the United States Department of Education.

4. CAEP will allow EPPs to petition for exemptions for advanced level program submission.
EPPs would provide a rationale for the exemption and submit that rationale for
consideration by staff.





Rationale: The growth of graduate programs over the last 20 years has been extensive with
multiple changes. For example, many educational leadership programs prepare candidates
for leadership roles at non-profits or religious organizations. These programs are exempt
from CAEP review. Discipline specific degrees outside of colleges of education are the
purview of the academic discipline with unique discipline specific requirements. Ed.D. and
Ph.D. programs are highly specialized with unique set of requirements that are not specific
to CAEP’s mission. The intent of these programs are beyond the scope of CAEP and are
exempt from review.
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Newsletter

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, licensure and placement contacts, and other college and university staff.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, and placement contacts.



 



 



Commission meeting debrief (January 26-27, 2017):   Agenda



 



Commission meeting date correction: 
The June Commission meeting is June 19-21 at the Best Western in Newport.



 



These are licensure and program highlights from the January Commission meeting. This is not a complete list of Commission actions or agency priorities.



ｷ         Item 1.7 – Equity Plan: Hilda Rosselli from the Chief Education Office posed four equity policy questions. Commissioners are seeking feedback from the public to determine the public’s perception of the Commission’s role around these questions. The survey is open until March 1 and will return to Commissioners at the April Commission meeting. The survey is linked on the TSPC website and is available at: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/M2Y9B7W. 



 



ｷ         Item 2.2 – OACTE update: OACTE will have a standing item on the Commission agenda. For this first one, OACTE President Leif Gustavson provided an overview of OACTE, requested OACTE representation on all work groups, and discussed the creation of pathways for licensure. He asked Commissioners to consider OACTE to be a resource.



 



ｷ         Item 3.1a – Early Intervention Endorsement / Definition of Pre-Kindergarten: Commissioners referred proposed rule to public comment that revises the early intervention scope from age three to grade 12 to birth to grade 12, to align with current practices in the early intervention area. They also referred a rule for public comment that defines pre-kindergarten as birth to age 5. These changes were sent out for public comment and will return to the Commission in April to consider permanent adoption.



 



ｷ         Item 3.5 – International Visiting Teacher License (IVTL): Commissioners referred proposed rules for public comment to adjust the maximum three years to five years to follow what federal law currently permits. The policy does not automatically adopt the federal right of return for a second five-year period after a period of time. That issue, and other questions listed on the item, will go to the Licensure Committee for review and recommendations. The rules changes were sent out for public comment and will return to the Commission in April to consider permanent adoption.



 



ｷ         Item 3.6 – Administrator Licensure Redesign Update: The agency used the licensure database to reach out to every practicing administrator, which resulted in 3,000 survey responses. The results will be shared at the April Commission meeting. The original schedule was to reconvene the committee in February; however, two legislative bills could impact these rules so the redesign committee will not meet again until after adjournment of the legislative session.



 



ｷ         Item 3.7 – Adding Art, Music, and Physical Education (PE) endorsements: Commissioners referred this item to the Licensure Committee for further work and discussion.



 



ｷ         Item 4.2 – Dyslexia Reports: The Commission approved plans submitted by EPPs. Thank you for providing this information!



 



ｷ         Item 4.3 – ELL Reports: The Commission approved plans submitted by EPPs. Thanks here, too, for this information. We know it was a lot to do at once.



 



ｷ         Item 4.5 – CAEP Transition Grant Requests: The 2015 Legislature granted $200,000 to assist educator preparation providers (EPPs) in the transition to national accreditation. Commissioners approved distribution of the funds to be divided among the qualifying EPPs. Funds will be held for providers who have not yet submitted their CAEP application until that step has occurred. Portland State University declined their portion of the funds, so Commissioners approved their portion to be divided among the other providers. TSPC will issue checks to the EPPs prior to June 30, 2017. If EPPs do not make application by that date, next steps will need to be determined.



 



ｷ         Item 4.6 – Concordia University-Oregon: Major Modification of their BA in Education (Preliminary Licensure) Program: TSPC staff is working to standardize the process for EPPs to present modification requests to the Commission. To that end, a form was developed to provide guidance to providers on what documentation is required for Commission review. This was the first modification that used the new process. The Commission adopted resolutions to approve this major modification.



 



ｷ         Item 4.7 – Program Review and Standards Handbook: Some of the rules being considered for permanent adopt at this meeting contained references to the Program Review and Standards Handbook. The handbook, which is a work in progress, was adopted in its initial form. A more robust version of the document will be provided for the April Commission meeting. The handbook is the successor for the Site Visit Manual and Professional Standards Handbook.



 



ｷ         Item 4.8 -- edTPA update: This cover sheet included Commission resolutions. The Commission did not adopt 4.8a, the standard setting process. The Commission did adopt these resolutions:



 



RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Commission approves the edTPA handbook changes identified in Attachment 4.8b (1). This includes an edTPA waiver provision for 2016-17 Music completers who did not select edTPA based on the website error. This exception applies between 9/1/2016 and 8/31/2017 only;



 



RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Commission designates the Program Approval Committee to determine how TSPC should distribute edTPA vouchers to the educator preparation providers (EPPs) as identified in attachment 4.8c.



 



ｷ         Item 4.8a -- edTPA Standard Setting Process: The Program Approval Committee will consider further actions for the standard setting cut-score process, including whether or not to delay implementation of consequential scoring for one year. Recommendations will be provided to the Commission for consideration at the April meeting. Note: Stakeholder comments regarding the use of early data for score reporting will be provided to Program Approval Committee members for consideration at their February 24 meeting.



 



ｷ         Item 4.8b -- edTPA Handbook Corrections and Attachment 4.8b (1) edTPA handbook changes summary: Background: Commissioners adopted 14 handbooks at the July 2014 Commission meeting. However, the list posted on the Oregon edTPA handbook web page does not exactly match the handbooks adopted. At the January 2017 meeting, Commissioners approved Attachment 4.8b (1), which provided details for recommended changes to bring the two lists into alignment. Commissioners adopted protections for 2016-17 Music completers who made incorrect handbook decisions based on faulty website information. (See the resolution language, below). At the January meeting, the Commission adopted this resolution:



 



RESOLVED, that the Commission approves the edTPA handbook changes identified in Attachment 4.8b (1). This includes an edTPA waiver provision for 2016-17 Music completers who did not select edTPA based on the website error. This exception applies between 9/1/2016 and 8/31/2017 only.



 



ｷ         Item 4.8c -- edTPA Vouchers: Pearson has generously offered to provide 450 $100 vouchers for candidates to use for edTPA assessments this spring. The Program Approval Committee will determine how to allocate the vouchers and the EPPs will determine how to allocate their share of the vouchers. Additional information about distribution of edTPA vouchers will be provided to deans and directors as well as edTPA coordinators and stakeholders. The Commission adopted this resolution:



 



RESOLVED, that the Commission designates the Program Approval Committee to determine how TSPC should distribute edTPA vouchers to the educator preparation providers (EPPs).



 



ｷ         Item 4.8d -- edTPA Information items and edTPA 2016 Completer Data and Attachment 4.8d (1) -- edTPA 2016 completers presentation: These were all information items so no Commission action was required. See the linked item to find out more about efforts underway to better understand edTPA’s impact on Oregon’s equity efforts, Listening Tours, Regional Support Workshops, outreach efforts, and 2016 performance data for Oregon candidates.



 



 



Please let me know if you have topics, questions, or other requests for a future Field Notes email.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to the OACTE general membership, TSPC’s deans/directors/chairs list, program liaisons, and others who have RSVP’d for this meeting. My apologies to those of you who receive this more than once.



 



 



Dear stakeholders ~



 



Materials and information for tomorrow’s meeting of the Program Approval Committee (12/14/2017, 3:00-5:00+ p.m.), can be found online at: http://www.oregon.gov/tspc/Pages/PAC_12-14-2017.aspx. 



 



Items to be covered include:



ｷ         Criteria for specialization requests;



ｷ         American Sign Language (ASL) Specialization;



ｷ         ACTFL requirement for Bilingual and Dual-Language specializations;



ｷ         Program Review: Cycles of data requirements;



ｷ         Annual Report template DRAFT;



ｷ         Impact of Commission decisions made for Art, Music, and PE;



ｷ         Consideration of Theater test for Drama;



ｷ         Program rule redesign update;



ｷ         AAQEP; and



ｷ         Future meetings.



 



If you will attend and have not already done so, please RSVP. This will speed-up the opening of the meeting.



 



.........................................................................................................................................



REMOTE PARTICIPATION INFORMATION:



Join online meeting: https://meet.lync.com/tspcmanagement/trent.danowski/2U6UX1ND 



To join by phone only: 1-971-337-2281 | Conference ID: 79730813



Meeting location: TSPC Conference Room ● Map/Directions ● 250 Division St. NE ● Salem, OR 97301



.........................................................................................................................................



 



Thank you,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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Here are a few things that have crossed my desk recently. 



 



January Commission meeting: 



This month’s Commission meeting is January 26-27, 2017, at Roth’s Market in West Salem. Program items are scheduled for Friday, January 27. A draft agenda will be posted here prior to the meeting.



 



Alternative testing arrangements: 



Trent and I recently attended a statewide meeting that involved educators from schools, providers, community colleges, TSPC, and other state agencies. We came away with an assignment to make it more clear that alternative testing arrangements may be available for non-native English speaking people. To that end, the notes below were added to the TSPC testing web page:



 



            ORELA: Note: Alternative arrangements may be available for examinees with documented physical, learning, or cognitive disabilities, or for non-native English speakers. Additional information



 



            Praxis: Note: Alternative arrangements may be available for examinees with documented physical, learning, or cognitive disabilities, or for non-native English speakers. Additional information



 



CAEP call coming up: 



Monica, Trent, and I have a phone call scheduled for January 17 with CAEP staff. Please send me any specific questions you have and we will do our best to get as many questions answered as possible.



 



eLicensing update: 



We want to thank you for your patience as we worked through many changes in 2016, such as the preliminary move to eLicensing. The next and final eLicensing update, which is estimated to be later this spring, will give providers increased permissions and abilities. As with all planning, though, time estimates should not be considered concrete. The next phase will occur when needed changes are well-vetted and we are confident the system is ready.



 



ELL reports:



Reminder: The ELL report is due by Wednesday, January 11, 2017. 



ELL Report Revision Guidance:







Revised ELL Standards Template:







 



NASDTEC developing Multi-State Educator Lookup System (MELS)



NASDTEC has developed a Multi-State Educator Lookup System (MELS) that is now functional and being piloted in several states. The primary purpose of the MELS is the electronic validation of out-of-state credentials and related information. This will include the almost instantaneous validation of credentials, employment, and preparation records for out-of-state educators who apply for a certificate or license. In addition, MELS will help state agencies and EPPs locate their program completers who work out-of-state. 



 



 



Please let me know if you have questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, field placement staff, program staff, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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COMMISSION INFORMATION:



 



Commission meeting dates:



ｷ         January 18-19 (not January 25-26), 2018: Roth’s Fresh Markets, Inc., West Salem



ｷ         April 5-6, 2018: TBD



ｷ         June 18-20, 2018: TBD



ｷ         November 1-2, 2018: TBD



ｷ         February 7-8, 2019: TBD



ｷ         April 4-5, 2019: TBD



 



Program Approval Committee (PAC) meeting – time revised:



The next PAC meeting is December 14, 3-5 p.m. The time was previously 4-6 p.m. The end time may go longer, which is why we are starting the meeting earlier. Please RSVP to Candace Robbecke if you’d like to participate remotely or attend in person and indicate whether you will participate remotely or in person.



 



 



CAEP INFORMATION:



 



CAEP advanced handbook:



A new CAEP Handbook: Guidance on Self-Study Reports for Accreditation at the Advanced Level is available. It includes a section for each standard, including the underlying concepts, considerations that summarize the focus of each standard, and reflection questions to prompt EPPs to investigate their successes and evidence to include in self-study reports to demonstrate CAEP Standards are met. The Handbook concludes with sufficiency criteria to guide evaluation of evidence and appendices on the schedule for phasing new types of evidence. The Handbook will guide self-study reports for site visits beginning spring 2018.



 



CAEP leadership team:



CAEP has an accreditation leadership team that is comprised of a vice president and four directors.



ｷ         Dr. Gary Railsback, M.B.A., Ph.D. — Dr. Railsback will join CAEP January 1, 2018, as Vice President and will be responsible for oversight of the CAEP Accreditation process and the Accreditation Team. He is currently a Professor of Educational Leadership at Azusa Pacific University and a trained CAEP Lead Site Visitor. Dr. Railsback served as Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs and Dean at Northwest Christian University School of Professional Studies and was also on faculty for eight years at George Fox College. He has served as Dean at Point Loma Nazarene University and, while at Azusa Pacific, he was the Chair of the Educational Leadership Department. Dr. Railsback is deeply knowledgeable and practiced in accreditation through his work at his previous institutions, and through his work at CAEP as a trained Lead Site Visitor and Inquiry Brief Lead Site Visitor. He performed site visits in 15 different states and was a reviewer with the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing and served on the Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission. Dr. Railsback has expressed his commitment to Oregon colleagues and TSPC staff plan to utilize his expertise as he moves into his new position at CAEP.



ｷ         Banhi Bhattacharya, Ph.D. — Dr. Bhattacharya leads the program review policies and procedures of CAEP Accreditation.



ｷ         Jennifer Carinci, Ed.D. — Dr. Carinci leads CAEP’s research, application process, EPP annual reporting, and strategic data initiatives.



ｷ         Vince O’Neill, Ed.D. — Dr. O’Neill manages the Accreditation Council meetings, the decision process, and coordinates CAEP conference content.



ｷ         Tatiana Rivadeneyra, Ed.D. — Dr. Rivadeneyra directs site visitor development and educator preparation provider (EPP) accreditation procedures.



 



CAEP site visit costs:



Costs associated with site visits were revised for the year July 2017 to June 2018. Information on visit fees, visit expenses, and online expenses can be found online.



 



SPED not an advanced standard



TSPC and CAEP staff recently spoke about the idea of endorsement areas being determined by states to be advanced standards for CAEP purposes. The feedback we received was that this is not something CAEP allows because the definitions of initial, advanced, and add-on is in rule. The attached one-pager provides notes from the CAEP conversation (at the top) and, at the bottom, why I believe we thought this was something that could be done.



 



This was included in the Program Approval Committee Chair report at the November 2 Commission meeting and, because the Commission took action to make SPED advanced for CAEP purposes, it will return to the Commission in January for correction.



 



Spring 2018 CAEPCon:



Registration is open for the Spring 2018 CAEPCon: Registration | March 13-16, 2018 | Kansas City, Missouri



Presentation slides are also available from the 2017 Fall CAEPCon.



 



 



edTPA INFORMATION:



 



edTPA cut-score recommendation:



At the November meeting, Commissioners adopted the following cut-scores:



35 for 15-rubric handbooks



29 for 13-rubric handbooks



42 for 18-rubric handbooks 



 



Additionally, there will be an annual review of the cut score, to determine if the score needs to be changed.



 



EPPs will start using the scores on January 1, 2018, which will provide transition time before the scores become consequential on September 1, 2018.



 



edTPA additional handbooks:



Commissioners adopted a number of new edTPA handbooks, to be effective for candidates starting on or after September 1, 2018. 



 



Commissioners adopted the following guidelines for handbook use:



ｷ         If more than one handbook is listed for an endorsement area, EPPs will have flexibility to determine whether some or all can be used for their candidates.*



ｷ         Dual endorsement candidates: For candidates seeking qualification in more than one endorsement area:



o    Only one teacher performance assessment is required;



o    When one area requires edTPA and the other(s) do not, the candidate must complete edTPA;



o    When all areas require edTPA, the EPP will consult with the candidate to select which handbook to use from the handbooks listed for the endorsement areas.



 



* There only ended up being one area with multiple handbooks: Elementary – Multiple Subjects. Going into the meeting, though, it was a possibility that other areas would also have more than one handbook. 



 



Currently required Oregon edTPA handbooks can be found online at: http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_Oregon.html.



 



edTPA 2016 Administrative Report:



A new public report is now available on the third full year of edTPA implementation. The Educative Assessment and Meaningful Support: 2016 edTPA Administrative Report presents analyses of 34,786 edTPA portfolios from 31 states that were scored in 2016.



 



 



AGENCY PROCESS INFORMATION:



 



Program Completion Reports (aka C-2s):



Q.: For master’s level programs, should institutions submitting Program Completion Reports provide information about degrees that were earned at other institutions? 



A.: When completing Program Completion Reports, institutions are asked to document only the degrees that were earned at your own institution.



 



Program Review and Standards Handbook:



The TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook will be a year old in January. While the Handbook, which replaced the Site Visit Manual and Professional Standards Manual is, and will continue to be, a work in progress, information in the publication should be given the same weight as program rule. Because the rule-changing process is lengthy and cumbersome, TSPC moved process information out of rule and into the handbook, where the revisions process is less cumbersome.



 



Revision process: Updates are made to the Handbook at each Commission meeting and the item is adopted as part of the consent agenda. Two attachments are prepared for each meeting: One with tracked changes to identify proposed revisions and another without tracked changes. In order to ensure the changes don’t fly under the radar, attachments will be emailed to EPP deans/directors/chairs and program contacts at least a week prior to Commission meetings with a request that EPP staff review the proposed changes. If you wish to receive this notice and are not on one of these lists, please email me: candace.robbecke@oregon.gov.



 



Field placement liaisons:



As the Liaison for Higher Education, I manage email groups for several EPP staffing types, including EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure front-line staff, placement front-line staff, program staff, etc. 



 



I am putting together an email group for field placement liaisons. Please either forward this request to the appropriate person at your institution or complete and return the contact information for the person or people who serve in this manner. 



 



If you wish to form a group for other such positions, please let me know.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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State ability to define programs Advanced (November 2017)





Excerpt from 10/24/17, conference call (CAEP: Matt Vanover, Tatiana Rivadeneyra, and Banhi Bhattacharya | TSPC: Tamara Dykeman, and Candace Robbecke):





Q.: What is the purpose of allowing states to determine whether programs are considered advanced? On one hand, states seem to have discretion and on the other hand, CAEP seems to have specific definitions for initial and advanced.


A.: Banhi:  The distinction of initial and advanced level programs are based on CAEP’s defined scope of accreditation. For CAEP, they look through the scope of programs to define initial and advanced. Initial licensure is defined as programs for candidates pursuing licensure for the first time in any specialty area in a P-12 setting. Advanced programs are where a program is designed for candidates already certified securing additional certification and P-12 professionals who are not classroom teachers (principals, librarians, reading specialists, school counselors) are considered advanced by CAEP. 





Q.: So where does the state’s determination come in? Why is the state allowed to define initial and advanced?


A.: Matt: Is not sure where the state has that ability. These definitions are defined in rules. If it’s a program where you’re a first-time teacher, that’s initial. If you have a teaching license and wants to go back for a certification or specialty license, that’s advanced. Or if it’s other school personnel (principal, etc.), that’s advanced. Was unsure where we got that the state has the ability to make those decisions. The only thing he can think of is if we’re talking about a separate state licensure or accreditation or approval process – not accreditation through CAEP. If we’re talking national accreditation under CAEP, the state does not have that ability.





Q.: We have very small N’s with some of these because it’s a small state. Perhaps that has something to do with this.


A.: Banhi: Low numbers do not preclude it from getting reviewed.





[bookmark: _GoBack]Q.: It’s more about which standards must be met at unit review. Being under the umbrella of advanced would work a lot better for some of our providers. That is why they are asking about making programs advanced. 


A.: Whether it is initial or advanced totally falls to definitions.





Excerpt from June 2016 Commission item:





Advanced Programs: 


The standards for advanced programs were just approved by the CAEP Board of Directors at the June 2016 meeting. The results have not yet been published. Draft standards have been circulated for review and feedback. There are several critical issues relate to these standards. Advanced programs have generally been defined as programs that are completed after an educator has already completed an initial licensure program. Generally, all administrator and personnel service preparation programs (counseling and psychology) have been considered advanced programs. In some states, any program that adds an endorsement onto a teaching license (such as special education or ESOL) is considered an advanced program subject to different review. In these cases (adding endorsements), it is possible that the candidates in the programs are taking identical coursework for both “initial – (first licensure)” and “advanced – (added endorsement)” program purposes. The TSPC has considered ESOL, SPED, Reading Intervention as both initial and advance programs. A key policy consideration is whether to continue this practice or designate the required programs as either initial or advanced for consistency across the state. CAEP may accept the state’s decision regarding which programs are initial and advanced if the state is conducting the program reviews.


 


The first issue is the final definition of advance programs. CAEP has indicated that states may be able to define advance programs. CAEP is taking the position that any programs (initial or advance) with candidates that focus on the education of P-12 students should be considered in the accreditation process. This could possibly include doctoral programs. CAEP has also discussed that advanced programs could either have a practicum or a group project to meet field experience requirements. Advanced programs may not be required to have common assessments, as is the case for initial programs. In addition, advance programs may only be required to have 4 key assessments, not the 6-8 for initial programs.


E_P\CAEP\Advanced programs.docx		November 1, 2017




EPP program contacts.xlsx

Field Placement


			Institution			Name			Title			Email Address			Phone number


			Concordia University


			Corban University


			Eastern Oregon University


			George Fox University


			Lewis & Clark College


			Linfield College


			Marylhurst University


			Multnomah University


			Northwest Christian University


			Oregon State University


			Pacific University


			Portland State University


			Southern Oregon University


			University of Oregon


			University of Portland


			Warner Pacific University


			Western Oregon University





&"-,Bold"&16Educator Preparation Program (EPP)
Newsletter staff not covered elsewhere	



&"Arial,Regular"&9O:\Licensure\EPP Licensure Leads.xlsx	&"Arial,Regular"&10Page &P	&"Arial,Regular"&9November 22, 2017
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[OACTE] Follow-up from October OACTE meeting

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This item is to follow up on two items from the October OACTE meeting.



 



Endorsement survey agenda item: 



At the meeting, TSPC staff were asked to re-send an endorsement survey agenda item from the June 2017 Commission meeting.



 



4.2           Endorsement Survey Results



                           Information Item.................................................................... Peter Tromba and Dr. Laura Lien



                           ............................................................................................................................................. Click to play



 



SPED as advanced:



As CAEP advanced standards were in development, agency staff believed the state could determine programs we wished to be considered as advanced for CAEP purposes. So, in August 2016, the Commission passed a resolution to consider SPED advanced for CAEP purposes.



 



Agency staff recently sought clarification about this from CAEP staff. They indicated this actually is not something a state can determine because the definitions of initial, advanced, and add-on are in rule. Therefore, there is no flexibility in that regard. In researching this matter, it appears this at one time was a consideration but it did not make the final cut when advanced standards were adopted.



 



Commissioners were notified at the November Commission meeting and action will be taken at the January 2018 meeting to reverse the Commission’s August 2016 action.



 



We apologize for any inconvenience this may cause and are available for further conversation if you have questions.



 



Thank you,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.


 


 


The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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PLEASE REVIEW SO I CAN SEND THIS INFORMATION TODAY. I’M OUT AFTER TODAY UNTIL THE MIDDLE OF NEXT WEEK.



 



 



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



Commission due dates:



New program and major modification requests are due to TSPC no less than one month prior to the Commission meeting date at which the provider wishes the item to be considered. New program requests should go to Trent and cc Candace and major modification requests should go to Candace and cc Trent. If you don’t remember that, just be sure we both need to receive these requests.



 



EPP data needs team:



An inter-agency and EPP representatives team began meeting recently to directly address EPP data needs to reach national accreditation. The team includes representatives from OACTE, OAICU, Chief Education Office, HECC, ODE, and TSPC. This group completed a pilot project designed to identify where graduates go after completion using TSPC, ODE, and Employment Department data. The group is also tracking how the state can help EPPs meet CAEP standards 3 and 4 data needs.



 



CAEP data requirements:



CAEP data requirements are as follows:



ｷ         Program review:



o    CAEP requires two cycles of data for initial applicants and three cycles of data for NCATE and CAEP institutions 



o    The state requires three cycles of data for everyone at the program review level.



ｷ         Site visit / unit review:



o    CAEP requires three cycles of data by the time of the site visit for initial applicants.



ｷ         For revised assessments or responses to conditions, a minimum of one cycle of data is required.



 



How EPPs can help with data collection:



Issue: Outdated candidate email addresses. Licensure and placement staff in particular can encourage candidates interacting with TSPC to provide their personal email address in addition to their school email address. Many candidates use their institutional email addresses with TSPC while they are in education prep programs. Once they complete and go elsewhere, they often don’t use those email addresses again until renewal time, if ever. This makes follow-up activities more difficult. Please encourage candidates to also include a personal email address.



 



New data publication:



On 10/18/2017, the Data Quality Campaign posted an 18-page Roadmap for Effective Data Use and Research Partnerships between State Agencies and Education Researchers and an infographic that explains how research helps students and schools succeed. Please forward this to your institution’s data / research staff.



 



Program Approval Committee (PAC) meeting:



The next PAC meeting will be Thursday, December 14, 2017, 4:00-6:00 p.m. It will be at the TSPC office in Salem and by remote participation.



 



Spring CAEPCon dates:



March 13-16, 2018, in Kansas City, Missouri, at the Sheraton Kansas City Hotel at Crowne Center.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, program staff, front-licensure and placement contacts, school counselor representatives, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



November Commission meeting:



The Commission meeting agenda has been posted at: http://www.tspc.state.or.us/meetings/November2017/Agenda.docx. Program items are currently scheduled for Thursday, November 2, 11 a.m. to 2:15 p.m. (With a break for lunch.) Friday’s meeting will largely be conducted in executive session for professional practices items.



 



CAEP communications: 



If you have not already done so, I highly recommend you sign up to receive CAEP Connections (monthly) and CAEP Accreditation Weekly. Directions



 



Program completion requirements:



As a reminder, EPPs must ensure candidates who qualify as completers after a period of absence meet all completion requirements of the state-recognized program. That includes the EPP’s plan for meeting dyslexia, reading instruction standards, and any other changes the programs have undergone since the candidates participated in the programs. This question has arisen several times since the Commission’s April and June actions to revise test score changes.



 



How edTPA can help meet CAEP requirements:



edTPA has provided the attached publication that demonstrates how edTPA can be used to achieve CAEP accreditation. The publication has been provided to the statewide coordinators and stakeholders.



 



CAEPCON DEBRIEF:



The Fall CAEPCon was held in Washington D.C. and included the following highlights.



 



Initial vs. Advanced programs:



ｷ         Initial-level program: A planned sequence of academic courses and experiences leading to a degree, a recommendation for a state license, or some other credential that entitles the holder to perform professional education services in schools.



ｷ         Advanced-level program: Advanced-level programs are defined by CAEP as education preparation programs at the post-baccalaureate or graduate levels leading to licensure, certification, or endorsement. Advanced-level programs are designed to develop P-12 teachers who have already completed an initial prep program, currently licensed administrators, and other certificated (or similar state language) school professionals for employment in P-12 schools/districts. (From the Advanced-Level Program Standards Handbook.)



 



Miscellaneous:



ｷ         The attached State Clinic PowerPoint contains a lot of good information.



o    Page 5: CAEP Accreditation Process Map



o    Page 5: CAEP has a new policy manual (July 2017).



o    Page 6: CAEP has new Part 1 and Part 2 applications for EPPs seeking first-time accreditation.



o    Pages 12 and 13: Be sure to check out these pages! CAEP now allows EPPs to miss one required component so long as the standard is met. This includes both initial accreditation applicants and continuing (NCATE) institutions.



o    Page 12: EPPs applying for initial accreditation: Accreditation will be denied if the EPP misses one or more standard(s).



o    Page 13: Continuing EPPs: Accreditation will be denied if the EPP misses more than one standard. (This is different than NCATE.)



ｷ         Standard 4: CAEP recently published an analysis of Standard 4 for the 50 states: CAEP Standard 4 Evidence: A Resource for EPPs. This handout includes shaded boxes (starting on page 5), which provide CAEP staff feedback.



ｷ         TSPC staff will review Oregon’s licenses, endorsements, and specializations with CAEP staff to determine whether they are initial, advanced, or add-ons.



ｷ         Component 2.1: (This includes the word co-constructed, which a lot of people have a hard time understanding.)



o    Co-construction means two or more people getting together and putting something together.



o    Co-construction is not:



ｧ  Sending a memo to someone.



ｧ  Having one meeting of an advisory group.



ｧ  A video file of a conference call between a field work coordinator asking for places for 12 student teachers in the upcoming semester.



o    Co-construction example:



ｧ  Minutes of an EPP Advisory Council that document anticipated placements for the upcoming semester.



 



Self-Study Reports (SSRs):



ｷ         CAEP has revised the SSR template in AIMS. It includes tips for initial and advanced standards. They will no longer use the old template.



ｷ         What evidence do you have to show your candidates will become great classroom teachers?



ｷ         Organizing the EPP for gathering evidence:



o    Continuous improvement and accreditation of EPP



o    Have each program review how they meet CAEP standards.



 



CAEP standard and component



What is your EPP doing?



1.1



 



 



ｷ         If the EPP is large enough, organize a committee for each of CAEP’s five standards. 



ｷ         Review drafts from each program in Word (how they meet the standards).



ｷ         Submit the committee drafts to the CAEP coordinator or dean, make sure they are thoroughly reviewed, then upload the information into AIMS.



o    Someone needs to review the information!



o   Consider who might be able to provide good feedback (e.g., state consultant).



ｷ         The SSR shell is available 18 months prior to your site visit.



ｷ         You’ll see some of the fields have a 30,000 character limit. FYI, that is about 12 typed pages.



ｷ         Steps to preparing the SSR (to be repeated for all five CAEP standards):



o    Review the CAEP standards.



o    Inventory available evidence.



o    Gather information, categorize and prepare evidence to upload, and draft a table to be completed.



o    Analyze and discuss the evidence.



o    Formulate summary and narrative statements. Write statements that both summarize and analyze the information you wish to present.



o    Draft the SSR.



ｷ         Drafting the SSR:



o    Internal reviewers: Make sure it is not just written by one person. Collaborate, don’t hoard!



o    External reviewers: Most EPPs are too close and can’t read it objectively. Hire an external consultant to provide feedback.



o    The better written it is, the less confusion there will be on the part of the review team.



o    EPPs should have at least one person who is not part of the team review the document. 



o    Be sure to address program strengths.



ｷ         Timeline: 



o    The shell is available 18 months prior to the site visit.



o    The SSR is due 9 months prior to the site visit.



o    After the SSR is uploaded:



ｧ  CAEP assigns a team lead and team members to your EPP.



ｧ  CAEP site visitors read and review the SSR and evidence.



ｧ  The team holds an offsite meeting via video conference / phone.



 



Formative Feedback Report (FFR):



ｷ         What was called the Offsite Report under NCATE is now called a Formative Feedback Report (FFR).



ｷ         The team submits the FFR to the provider by five months prior to the site visit.



ｷ         The EPP has 60 days to respond to the FFR.



ｷ         The team writes the FFR, which includes:



o    Questions for clarification;



o    Possible AFIs; and



o    Possible stipulations.



ｷ         The FFR is provided to the EPP by AIMS.



 



Uploading evidence to AIMS:



ｷ         Within the SSR there is a link to an instructional video.



ｷ         To upload, click on [Add] (upper left).



ｷ         Choose [File] or [Folder]. Up to 90 items can be added to the SSR. Be kind to your team! If there are five people and 90 files to review, make sure all information is relevant and valuable.



ｷ         EPP-wide Assessment Instrument = Rubric



ｷ         Description: Name your file. Make sure it matches the narrative. 



ｷ         Select [Edit] to tag it to standards.



ｷ         Assessments are mostly for Standards 1 and 2.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Goals For the Presentation








Share the latest developments at CAEP




Questions, Discussion, Suggestions

































To refine and implement a uniform process for accreditation focused on accountability, continuous improvement, and comparability 


To establish an accreditation process that is rigorous, high quality, fair, clearly communicated, applied consistently, and managed by a CAEP team of knowledgeable and effective staff.
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CAEP ACCREDITATION PROCESS: GOAL
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The CAEP Accreditation Process 


comprises three (3) stages: Engagement, Action and Review, Decisions. Within these three stages there are multiple steps and sub-steps that function collectively as a system





relies on enhanced relationships with EPPs, states, affiliates and other stakeholder groups (e.g., Deans, CHEA, USED, and the public)





includes tools and resources to support the process and capture each EPP’s context and narrative





Provides timely responses, consistent and proactive communication, and quality customer service
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CAEP ACCREDITATION PROCESS
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CAEP Accreditation Process























Latest Developments At CAEP





New Part 1 and Part 2 Application for EPPs seeking first-time accreditation


Revised Self-Study Report template in AIMS


Formative Feedback Report and Site Visit Report under review and revision


New Site Visitor Training and related performance feedback process for site teams


Revised Accreditation Councilor Training


New CAEP Policy Manual with clear decision rules for accreditation


Scope of Advanced standards updated/Handbook available


Resource site on CAEP website under re-development


Enhanced external communications and customer service























Program Review


All EPPs seeking CAEP Accreditation must complete the program review process





Program review is an essential part of the overall accreditation process





EPPs use the results of program review as evidence of meeting CAEP standards





States (with CAEP agreements) determine which program review option can be selected by the EPP:


SPA review with national recognition


State Program Review 


CAEP Program Review with Feedback


Combination of the above























CAEP Standards for Initial Programs


2013: CAEP Standards for Initial Licensure Programs released:


Scope: Policy 3.01 Initial Licensure Programs


	


Initial Programs are defined by CAEP as programs at the baccalaureate or post-baccalaureate levels leading to initial licensure, certification, or endorsement that are designed to develop P-12 teachers. All programs offered by the EPP that fall within CAEP’s scope must be submitted in a single self-study report that addresses CAEP Standards for Initial Licensure Programs. First-time licensure areas beyond teaching that are limited to advanced level degrees for other school professionals, such as reading specialists, are addressed [under the advanced level programs].
























































CAEP Standards for Advanced Programs


Early 2016: Draft guidelines for standards for advanced level programs released:





2017 Scope updated: Policy 3.02 Advanced Level Programs


Advanced Level Programs are defined by CAEP as educator preparation programs submitted for review at the post-baccalaureate or graduate levels leading to licensure, certification, or endorsement. Advanced Level Programs are designed to develop P-12 teachers who 	have already completed an initial preparation program, currently licensed administrators, other certificated (or similar state language) school professionals for employment in P-12 schools/districts. These programs are submitted to CAEP using the CAEP Standards for Advanced Level Programs. For an EPP with advanced level programs 	only, or both initial and advanced level programs, a single self-study 	report 
is submitted for review























Advanced Program Standards – 
TIMELINE


			Semester EPP submits 
Self-Study Report (SSR)			Evidence Required for SSR


			Spring 2017			Initial Programs


			Fall 2017 +
Fall 2017 begins September 1, 2017			Initial Programs
Advanced Programs


			Any self-study report due before Sept. 1, 2017 does not have to include advanced level programs.  			Any self-study report due after September 1, 2017 must include advanced level programs.  


























Accreditation – Procedures


EPP





18 months self-study report shell opens in AIMS





9 months before site visit EPP submits self-study report in AIMS


Site Team





2 +/- months site team review





2 +/- weeks team’s formative feedback report (FFR), in AIMS


























Decision Rules for Initial Accreditation Visits
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Decision Rules for Continuing  Accreditation Visits
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edTPA® Connections to CAEP

edTPA is 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 practice
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 common 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 edTPA 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.
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For CAEP Standard 1, Interstate Teacher Support and
Assessment Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching
Standards are used to define and support teacher
effectiveness, 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 prompt excerpts and rubric language from
the operational edTPA (2014) and maps their alignment
with the ten INnTASC Standards (2013). As the crosswalk
shows, the InTASC Standards are strongly aligned with
the constructs measured within the three tasks of edTPA.
EPPs may find the crosswalk useful in constructing their
argument for using edTPA evidence in CAEP review.

Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning & Equity







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
licensure.

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

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
edTPA rubric; the center column, a description of the
construct of effective teaching measured; and the right
column, the corresponding 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 between 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, 1.1 1.5
Learning: concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 33
14
R2 - Planning to support Candidate uses knowledge of his/her students to target support 1.1 3.3
varied student learning needs for students to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, 1.2 3.6
and/or processes 1.4
R3 - Using knowledge of Candidate uses knowledge of his/her students to justify 1.1 1.5
students to inform teaching instructional plans 1.2 33
and learning 1.4
R4 - Identifying and Candidate identifies and supports language demands associated 1.1 1.5
Supporting Language with content learning tasks 1.2 3.3
Demands 1.3 3.5
1.4 3.6
R5 - Planning Assessments to Candidate selects or designs informal and formal assessments to 1.1 1.4
Monitor and Support Student monitor students’ progress toward developing content-specific 1.2 1.5
Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes
R6 - Learning Environment Candidate demonstrates a positive learning environment that 1.1 33
supports students’ engagement in learning 1.2 3.6
1.4
15
R7 - Engaging Students in Candidate actively engages students in developing content-specific 1.1 1.5
Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 3.3
13 3.5

14

3.6







edTPA Rubric ‘ Construct Measured ‘ CAEP Standard
R8 - Deepening Student Candidate elicits student responses to promote thinking and 1.1 1.4
Knowledge to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/or 1.2 1.5
processes 13 3.5
R9 - Subject-Specific Pedagogy Candidate uses subject specific pedagogical strategies and/or 1.1 1.4
materials to support students’ understanding of content-specific 1.2 1.5
skills, concepts, strategies and/or processes 13 3.5
R10 - Analyzing Teaching Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 1.1 1.5
Effectiveness do to plan next steps in instruction 1.2 3.3
1.4 3.6
R11 - Analysis of Student Candidate analyzes evidence of student learning of content- 1.1 1.5
Learning specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 3.6
1.4
R12 - Providing Feedback to Candidate provides feedback to focus students that addresses 1.1 1.5
Guide Learning their strengths and needs 1.2 3.6
14
R13 - Student Use of Feedback Candidate provides opportunities for students to use feedback to 1.1 1.5
guide their further learning 1.2 3.6
1.4
R14 - Analyzing Students’ Candidate analyzes students’ use of language to develop content 1.1 1.5
Language Use and Content understanding 1.2 3.3
Learning 1.3 3.6
1.4
R15 - Using Assessment to Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 1.1 1.5
Inform Instruction do to plan next steps in instruction 1.2 33
1.3 3.5
1.4 3.6

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

EPPs seeking 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 can 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 ensure

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

including technology enhanced learning
opportunities, are structured to have multiple
performance-based assessments at key points
within the program to demonstrate candidates’
development of the knowledge, skills, and
professional dispositions, as delineated in CAEP
Standard 1, that are associated with a positive
impact on the learning 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 INnTASC as

the basis for state teaching standards and teacher
evaluation will find the edTPA Crosswalk: InTASC
Standards useful. Because edTPA is 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 edTPA Professional Growth

Plan resource to support program exit goal setting and
communication with P-12 partners about planning for
induction support as evidence for this standard.




https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=591&ref=rl


https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=591&ref=rl





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-learning
growth as well as evidence that program completers
can effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills,
and dispositions that the preparation experiences were
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
working 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 edTPA. 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 edTPA 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 reporting website. These
reports and data can also be used to support an EPP’s
position in using edTPA 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

+ 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 corresponding communication
will be posted twice a year. These reports
contain descriptive statistics for
different populations:

- National Report
- State Report
- EPP-Specific Report

Additional Resources

Additional CAEP standards information and
resources include the following:

« CAEP Standards Introduction

» 2013 CAEP Standards

+ Quick Reference: Top 10 edTPA Resources
+ edTPA Frequently Asked Questions

» 2013 edTPA Field Test: Summary Report

» 2014 edTPA Administrative Report

» 2015 edTPA Administrative Report

To learn more about edTPA® and become a member of the edTPA® community, visit www.edTPA.AACTE.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





https://www.edtpa.com/PopUp.aspx?f=HTML_FRAG/GENRB_ScoreReportDates.html


https://www.edtpa.com/PopUp.aspx?f=HTML_FRAG/GENRB_ScoreReportDates.html


http://caepnet.org/standards/introduction


http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/standards/caep-standards-one-pager-061716.pdf?la=en


https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=2496&ref=edtpa


http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_FAQ.html


https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=313&ref=edtpa%0Dhttps://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=313&ref=edtpa%0D2015%20edTPA%20Administrative%20Report


https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=558&ref=rl


https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=647&ref=rl


http://www.edTPA.AACTE.org
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edTPA® Connections to CAEP

edTPA is 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 practice
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 common 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 edTPA 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

Planning 4
’DQQ Building Content Understanding (“9
> Supporting Learning Needs %
,b(‘ \OC‘\ Using Knowledge of Students J[’w O)/
~ $ A Assessments to Monitor o "/;_ o ¢
& Q.o Student Learning e % o
o & c o -
£ & & . 0 o
g 9F 2% ¢
g 2 »3 o
v = - 5 (o]
< 3 Student d %

Learning

Instruction
Leaming Environment
Engagement in Learning
Deepening Thinking
Subject-Specific Pedagogy

Assessment

Analysis of Student Learning
Providing Feedback

Supporting Student Use
of Feedback

6,
{I!‘/JL'cli F)mzf\\‘“\\d

) N
Oenbue 5ywop®

For CAEP Standard 1, Interstate Teacher Support and
Assessment Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching
Standards are used to define and support teacher
effectiveness, 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 prompt excerpts and rubric language from
the operational edTPA (2014) and maps their alignment
with the ten INnTASC Standards (2013). As the crosswalk
shows, the InTASC Standards are strongly aligned with
the constructs measured within the three tasks of edTPA.
EPPs may find the crosswalk useful in constructing their
argument for using edTPA evidence in CAEP review.

Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning & Equity





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
licensure.

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

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
edTPA rubric; the center column, a description of the
construct of effective teaching measured; and the right
column, the corresponding 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 between 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, 1.1 1.5
Learning: concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 33
14
R2 - Planning to support Candidate uses knowledge of his/her students to target support 1.1 3.3
varied student learning needs for students to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, 1.2 3.6
and/or processes 1.4
R3 - Using knowledge of Candidate uses knowledge of his/her students to justify 1.1 1.5
students to inform teaching instructional plans 1.2 33
and learning 1.4
R4 - Identifying and Candidate identifies and supports language demands associated 1.1 1.5
Supporting Language with content learning tasks 1.2 3.3
Demands 1.3 3.5
1.4 3.6
R5 - Planning Assessments to Candidate selects or designs informal and formal assessments to 1.1 1.4
Monitor and Support Student monitor students’ progress toward developing content-specific 1.2 1.5
Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes
R6 - Learning Environment Candidate demonstrates a positive learning environment that 1.1 33
supports students’ engagement in learning 1.2 3.6
1.4
15
R7 - Engaging Students in Candidate actively engages students in developing content-specific 1.1 1.5
Learning skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 3.3
13 3.5

14

3.6





edTPA Rubric ‘ Construct Measured ‘ CAEP Standard
R8 - Deepening Student Candidate elicits student responses to promote thinking and 1.1 1.4
Knowledge to develop content-specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/or 1.2 1.5
processes 13 3.5
R9 - Subject-Specific Pedagogy Candidate uses subject specific pedagogical strategies and/or 1.1 1.4
materials to support students’ understanding of content-specific 1.2 1.5
skills, concepts, strategies and/or processes 13 3.5
R10 - Analyzing Teaching Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 1.1 1.5
Effectiveness do to plan next steps in instruction 1.2 3.3
1.4 3.6
R11 - Analysis of Student Candidate analyzes evidence of student learning of content- 1.1 1.5
Learning specific skills, concepts, strategies, and/or processes 1.2 3.6
1.4
R12 - Providing Feedback to Candidate provides feedback to focus students that addresses 1.1 1.5
Guide Learning their strengths and needs 1.2 3.6
14
R13 - Student Use of Feedback Candidate provides opportunities for students to use feedback to 1.1 1.5
guide their further learning 1.2 3.6
1.4
R14 - Analyzing Students’ Candidate analyzes students’ use of language to develop content 1.1 1.5
Language Use and Content understanding 1.2 3.3
Learning 1.3 3.6
1.4
R15 - Using Assessment to Candidate uses the analysis of what students know and are able to 1.1 1.5
Inform Instruction do to plan next steps in instruction 1.2 33
1.3 3.5
1.4 3.6

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

EPPs seeking 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 can 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 ensure

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

including technology enhanced learning
opportunities, are structured to have multiple
performance-based assessments at key points
within the program to demonstrate candidates’
development of the knowledge, skills, and
professional dispositions, as delineated in CAEP
Standard 1, that are associated with a positive
impact on the learning 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 INnTASC as

the basis for state teaching standards and teacher
evaluation will find the edTPA Crosswalk: InTASC
Standards useful. Because edTPA is 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 edTPA Professional Growth

Plan resource to support program exit goal setting and
communication with P-12 partners about planning for
induction support as evidence for this standard.



https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=591&ref=rl

https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=591&ref=rl



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-learning
growth as well as evidence that program completers
can effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills,
and dispositions that the preparation experiences were
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
working 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 edTPA. 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 edTPA 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 reporting website. These
reports and data can also be used to support an EPP’s
position in using edTPA 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

+ 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 corresponding communication
will be posted twice a year. These reports
contain descriptive statistics for
different populations:

- National Report
- State Report
- EPP-Specific Report

Additional Resources

Additional CAEP standards information and
resources include the following:

« CAEP Standards Introduction

» 2013 CAEP Standards

+ Quick Reference: Top 10 edTPA Resources
+ edTPA Frequently Asked Questions

» 2013 edTPA Field Test: Summary Report

» 2014 edTPA Administrative Report

» 2015 edTPA Administrative Report

To learn more about edTPA® and become a member of the edTPA® community, visit www.edTPA.AACTE.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




https://www.edtpa.com/PopUp.aspx?f=HTML_FRAG/GENRB_ScoreReportDates.html

https://www.edtpa.com/PopUp.aspx?f=HTML_FRAG/GENRB_ScoreReportDates.html

http://caepnet.org/standards/introduction

http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/standards/caep-standards-one-pager-061716.pdf?la=en

https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/res_get.php?fid=2496&ref=edtpa

http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_FAQ.html

https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=313&ref=edtpa%0Dhttps://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=313&ref=edtpa%0D2015%20edTPA%20Administrative%20Report

https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=558&ref=rl

https://secure.aacte.org/apps/rl/resource.php?resid=647&ref=rl

http://www.edTPA.AACTE.org
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Goals For the Presentation





Share the latest developments at CAEP



Questions, Discussion, Suggestions






















To refine and implement a uniform process for accreditation focused on accountability, continuous improvement, and comparability 

To establish an accreditation process that is rigorous, high quality, fair, clearly communicated, applied consistently, and managed by a CAEP team of knowledgeable and effective staff.
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CAEP ACCREDITATION PROCESS: GOAL
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The CAEP Accreditation Process 

comprises three (3) stages: Engagement, Action and Review, Decisions. Within these three stages there are multiple steps and sub-steps that function collectively as a system



relies on enhanced relationships with EPPs, states, affiliates and other stakeholder groups (e.g., Deans, CHEA, USED, and the public)



includes tools and resources to support the process and capture each EPP’s context and narrative



Provides timely responses, consistent and proactive communication, and quality customer service
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CAEP ACCREDITATION PROCESS
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CAEP Accreditation Process















Latest Developments At CAEP



New Part 1 and Part 2 Application for EPPs seeking first-time accreditation

Revised Self-Study Report template in AIMS

Formative Feedback Report and Site Visit Report under review and revision

New Site Visitor Training and related performance feedback process for site teams

Revised Accreditation Councilor Training

New CAEP Policy Manual with clear decision rules for accreditation

Scope of Advanced standards updated/Handbook available

Resource site on CAEP website under re-development

Enhanced external communications and customer service















Program Review

All EPPs seeking CAEP Accreditation must complete the program review process



Program review is an essential part of the overall accreditation process



EPPs use the results of program review as evidence of meeting CAEP standards



States (with CAEP agreements) determine which program review option can be selected by the EPP:

SPA review with national recognition

State Program Review 

CAEP Program Review with Feedback

Combination of the above















CAEP Standards for Initial Programs

2013: CAEP Standards for Initial Licensure Programs released:

Scope: Policy 3.01 Initial Licensure Programs

	

Initial Programs are defined by CAEP as programs at the baccalaureate or post-baccalaureate levels leading to initial licensure, certification, or endorsement that are designed to develop P-12 teachers. All programs offered by the EPP that fall within CAEP’s scope must be submitted in a single self-study report that addresses CAEP Standards for Initial Licensure Programs. First-time licensure areas beyond teaching that are limited to advanced level degrees for other school professionals, such as reading specialists, are addressed [under the advanced level programs].





































CAEP Standards for Advanced Programs

Early 2016: Draft guidelines for standards for advanced level programs released:



2017 Scope updated: Policy 3.02 Advanced Level Programs

Advanced Level Programs are defined by CAEP as educator preparation programs submitted for review at the post-baccalaureate or graduate levels leading to licensure, certification, or endorsement. Advanced Level Programs are designed to develop P-12 teachers who 	have already completed an initial preparation program, currently licensed administrators, other certificated (or similar state language) school professionals for employment in P-12 schools/districts. These programs are submitted to CAEP using the CAEP Standards for Advanced Level Programs. For an EPP with advanced level programs 	only, or both initial and advanced level programs, a single self-study 	report 
is submitted for review















Advanced Program Standards – 
TIMELINE

		Semester EPP submits 
Self-Study Report (SSR)		Evidence Required for SSR

		Spring 2017		Initial Programs

		Fall 2017 +
Fall 2017 begins September 1, 2017		Initial Programs
Advanced Programs

		Any self-study report due before Sept. 1, 2017 does not have to include advanced level programs.  		Any self-study report due after September 1, 2017 must include advanced level programs.  

















Accreditation – Procedures

EPP



18 months self-study report shell opens in AIMS



9 months before site visit EPP submits self-study report in AIMS

Site Team



2 +/- months site team review



2 +/- weeks team’s formative feedback report (FFR), in AIMS

















Decision Rules for Initial Accreditation Visits
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Decision Rules for Continuing  Accreditation Visits
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This email

is being

sent to the TSPC Program Approval Committee members,

OACTE general membership, TSPC’s deans/directors/chairs, program liaison contacts, licensure front-line staff, placement front-line staff, school counselor representatives, and

a

newsletter email group.




 




 




 




 




Dear EPP stakeholders:




 




We are including the PAC Draft 3 for Division 400 and 410 with this email. The PAC Draft 3 versions include stakeholder feedback from the EPP webinar and the RAC meeting and

 the responses from TSPC staff. 




 




The EPP webinar and responses are in blue text.  The RAC meeting input and responses are in green text.






 




PAC members will review the PAC Draft 3 at the PAC meeting on Thursday from 4 to 6 pm.




 




Thanks,




 




Tamara and Candace




 




Teachers Standards and Practices Commission




250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301




w: 503-373-1450

● f: 503-378-4448

● c: 253-988-6102
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Division 400 - PAC Draft 3 (after Webinar and RAC).pdf

Division 400: State Approval Process for Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs) — New Division

584-400-0010 Purpose of Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) State Approval Processes
584-400-0015 Transition to National Accreditation

584-400-0020 Definitions

584-400-0030 State Approval: New Units

584-400-0040 State Approval: Continuing Units (Site Visit Process)
584-400-0050 State Approval: Closure of the Unit

584-400-0055 Denial of Approval

584-400-0060 State Recognition: New Programs

584-400-0070 State Recognition: Continuing Programs (Program Review Process)
584-400-0080 Unit or Program Modifications

584-400-0090 Elimination of Programs

584-400-0100 Annual Reports

584-400-0120 Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments
584-400-0130 Candidate Recommendations

584-400-0140 Clinical Practices

584-400-0145 Cooperating Teachers

584-400-0150 Internship Agreements

584-400-0160 Program Completion (Fast Track)

584-400-0170 Experimental Programs

584-400-0180 Waiver of Program Requirements

584-400-0190 Waivers of State Standards

DO: Dykeman | Robbecke
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584-400-0010 Purpose of Educator Preparation Providers (EPP) State Approval Processes

(1) The Oregon Legislative Assembly has delegated to the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission
the authority to establish standards for approval of education preparation providers and education
preparation programs pursuant to ORS 342.147 and 342.165.

(2) The scope of the state approval process includes review and approval of programs leading to
licensure, including endorsement and specialization programs. Pursuant to ORS 342.147 (4), the scope
of the state approval process does not include establishing degree requirements, review of degree
programs that do not lead to licensure, or the authority of the institution to grant degrees.

(3) The Commission has established Oregon standards for Educator Preparation Providers (Unit), as
provided in Chapter 584, Chapter 410.

(4) The Commission has established Oregon standards for licensure, endorsement, and specialization
programs (Programs) within the Unit, as provided in Chapter 584, Division 420.

(5) The Commission has adopted the Program Review and Standards Handbook (Handbook), which
governs procedures for program implementation, Program Review, and Unit Review. The Handbook
may only be amended upon official action by the Commission.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430, 342.455 - 342.495 & 342.533
Hist.:

EPP input on Purpose: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP
representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates existing purpose provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates existing purpose provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule mostly restates existing purpose provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact
or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Purpose: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC meeting. The RAC
representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.
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584-400-0015 Transition to National Accreditation

(1) The Oregon Legislative Assembly has delegated to the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission
the authority to establish standards for approval of Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs) through
Oregon Revised Statutes 342.147 and 342.165.

(2) The Oregon Legislative Assembly has required all EPPs to be nationally accredited by July 1, 2022,
pursuant to Sections 2 through 6, chapter 756, Oregon Laws 2015 (Enrolled SB 78).

(3) Purpose of the rule: In order to facilitate the implementation of the national accreditation
requirement, the agency is establishing transition provisions for the state approval process. The purpose
of the transition provisions is to provide guidance and flexibility to EPPs in the state approval process as
they pursue new or renewing national accreditation.

(4) State Approval of Unit: Effective July 1, 2016, the Commission established the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) 2013 Accreditation Standards as the Oregon standards for
state approval of units.

(5) In accordance with subsection (4) of this rule, the Unit will not be required to meet the following
standards for the state approval process:

(a) 584-017-1008 Conceptual Framework;

(b) 584-017-1015 Knowledge Skills and Professional Dispositions;

(c) 584-017-1022 Assessment System and Unit Evaluation;

(d) 584-017-1038 Field Experience and Clinical Practice;

(e) 584-017-1052 Faculty Qualifications, Performances and Development; and
(f) 584-017-1055 Unit Governance and Resources.

(6) Single-Subject Endorsements: The Unit may aggregate all single-subject endorsement areas into one
program report, unless the endorsement requires completion of a Commission-adopted program as
provided in Chapter 584, Division 220. The Commission will provide state recognition of the aggregated
single-subject programs in accordance with state standards for educator preparation (InTASC).

(7) Program Review Report Templates: The Unit may submit a program report in any of the following
forms:

(a) TSPC Program Review Report Template;
(b) Specialized Professional Association (SPA) template;
(c) Modified Specialized Professional Association (SPA) template; or

(d) Any other template that meets the needs of the Unit and provides the required information for TSPC
program review.
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(8) State-Specific Standards (State Addendum Report): The Units must submit a state addendum report
for review of state-specific standards.

(a) The report must include evidence of meeting following state standards:
(A) Request for Waiver of State Standards (OAR 584-017-1010);

(B) Waivers of Academic Requirements and Appeals on Academic Decisions (OAR 584-017-1012);
(C) Knowledge of School Law for Licensed Educators (OAR 584-017-1020);
(D) Cultural Competency and Equity in the Classroom (OAR 584-410-0070);
(E) Candidate Recommendations (OAR 584-400-0130);

(F) Clinical Practices (OAR 584-400-0140);

(G) Internship Agreements (OAR 584-400-0150);

(H) Reading Instruction: Program Standards (584-420-0015);

() Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards (584-420-0016); and

(J) English Language Learners: Program Standards (584-410-0080).

(b) The state addendum report may be submitted in conjunction with the state recognition of program
(program review process) or with the state approval of unit process.

(c) The state addendum report may be submitted in the form and manner that best meets the needs of
the Unit, especially in regard to its national accreditation process.

(9) Applicability: Unless otherwise stated, all requirements and procedures set forth in this rule become
effective July 1, 2016. This rule supersedes any provisions contained in OAR Chapter 584, Division 10 and
17 relating to the continuing state approval of unit and state recognition of programs process and any
conflicting rule requirements will be resolved accordingly. Fhis+uleand-at-previsiens-included-therein
yeitstrseian b I 2040,

EPP input on transition rule sunset date of July 1, 2018: EPP would like to remove this sunset date and
include an effective date for each rule separately.

Staff Response: Based on comments from EPP representatives at the webinar, agency staff has removed
the proposed sunset date of the draft changes to the transition rule. The EPP representatives would
prefer that an effective date be assigned to each new rule, as the appropriate timing of rule
implementation will depend on the provisions of each rule. For example, rule changes that will require
major curriculum changes could take up to two years for the EPPs to implement. Minor changes to
process could be implemented by the EPPs immediately.
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Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates existing transition provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing transition provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule mostly restates existing transition provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430, 342.455- 342.495 & 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 3-2016(Temp), f. 6-30-16, cert. ef. 7-1-16 thru 12-27-16; TSPC 1-2017, f. & cert. ef. 2-1-17

RAC input on transition rule: RAC members agreed that the Commission should assign a specific
effective date to each rule, as each rule will have its own implementation implications for EPPs. In
addition, RAC members asked the agency to make sure we are using consistent definition of single
subject areas.

Staff Response: Staff made replaced the term “approved program” to “state-recognized program”
throughout the draft rules. Staff has aligned the definition of single-subject areas throughout the draft
rules. Staff will bring the effective date issue to the PAC members.

Staff Changes: Staff changed the term from Program Review Report to Program Report. Program
reports are the reports submitted by the EPPs as the first step in the process for state recognition of
programs (program review process). The Program Review Reports are the reports created by the
Program Review Teams.

584-400-0020 Definitions

(1) “Approved Institution:” A U.S. regionally accredited or internationally accredited institution of higher
education approved to prepare licensed personnel by the governmental jurisdiction in which the
institution is located.

(2) “Area for Improvement (AFl):” A statement cited by the Commission that identifies a weakness in the
evidence for a standard. A single AFl is usually not of sufficient severity that it leads to an unmet
standard. AFls should be remediated by the end of the state’s term of approval.

(3) “At-Risk Unit:” A determination that the Commission finds a Unit to be “at risk” of becoming “low
performing.” The Commission may designate a Unit to be “at-risk” if it finds multiple AFls. Such Unit is
required to respond to Commission-imposed conditions and-stipulatiens-and must provide evidence
within the time indicated by the Commission that the Commission’s concerns have been addressed.
Units receiving an “at-risk” designation will be subject to a follow-up review site visit that focuses on the
AFls noted by the Commission. Additionally, if the Commission finds a Unit has not corrected multiple
AFls within the time indicated, it may designate a Unit to be “at-risk.”
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(4) “Candidate:” Candidate are people admitted to and enrolled in Commission-appreved recognized
programs, including, but not limited to, people preparing to teach, teachers continuing their
professional development, and people preparing for other professional roles in PreK-12 schools, such as
administrators, school counselors, school psychologists, and school social workers.

(5) “Clinical Practices:” All supervised field experiences, student teaching, or practicum opportunities
necessary to complete a preparation program that provide candidates with an intensive and extensive
field-based set of responsibilities, assignments, tasks, activities, and assessments that demonstrate
candidates’ progressive development of the professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions to be
effective educators. This definition does not apply to supervised practica, as provided in OAR Chapter
584, Division 220.

(6) “Commission:” Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC).

(7) “Conceptual Framework:” An underlying structure in a professional education unit that gives
conceptual meaning to the Unit’s operations through an articulated rationale and provides direction for
programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, faculty scholarship and service, and Unit
accountability.

(8) “Director of Program Approval:” The Commission staff member responsible for coordinating program
approval within the agency.

(9) “Educator Preparation Providers:” Providers that prepare teachers, personnel service specialists,
and/or administrators.

(10) “Executive Director:” The Executive Director of the Commission.

(11) “Inservice candidate:” An advanced candidate who has completed an initial educater teacher
preparation program and has been issued a non-provisional teaching license in Oregon or another

NASDTEC jurisdiction. ferthe-program-area-in-which-theyarecurrently-enroled:

EXAMPLE: An inservice candidate includes a licensed teacher completing a program to add an
endorsement to an existing license.

EXAMPLE: An inservice candidate includes a licensed administrator completing a professional
administrator program.

EXAMPLE: An inservice candidate does not include a licensed teacher completing a preliminary
administrator or personnel program.

(12) “Low-Performing Unit:” A Unit is determined to be “low performing” by the Commission if,
following a Unit site visit, the imposition of conditions erstipulatiens and a subsequent follow-up on-site
visit, the institution failed to meet the Commission’s standards of quality and effectiveness. Units found
to be “low performing” are denied TSPC approval to offer educator licensure programs. A Unit denied
approval is prohibited from offering EPPs in Oregon and denied from recommending educators for
licensure for a minimum of two years. At the end of such time, the Unit may apply for program approval
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and is required to submit a formal application and demonstrate that the problems identified in the
original Unit review have been addressed and that the provider meets all current requirements for Unit
approval and educator licensure in effect at the time of application for approval.

(13) “Preservice candidate:” An initial candidate enrolled in an initial educater teaching license
preparation program or a candidate who has completed an initial teaching preparation program but has
not apphed-forand been issued a non-provisional teaching license in Oregon or another NADSTEC
jurisdiction. i i eachers-en i et ini

(14) "Program:" A program includes, but is not limited to, an academic program that results in eligibility
for a license, endorsement, or specialization.

(15) "Regional Accrediting Associations:" Colleges and universities approved for teacher education must
be accredited by the appropriate regional association at the time the degree or program is completed.
The regional associations are: New England Association of Schools and Colleges; Commission on
Institutions of Higher Education; North Central Association of Colleges and Schools; The Higher Learning
Commission; Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities; Middle States Association of Colleges
and Schools; Commission on Higher Education; Southern Association of Colleges and Schools;
Commission on Colleges; or Western Association of Schools and Colleges; Accrediting Commission for
Senior Colleges and Universities.

(16) “Self-Study:” The process and document that an Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) creates and
undergoes to evaluate its practices against Unit standards.

(17) “Single-subject endorsement:” Includes content endorsements, as follows:
(a) Advanced Mathematics (including Foundational Mathematics)

(b) Agricultural Science

feiA

(d) Biology

(e) Business: Generalist

(f) Business: Marketing

(g) Career Trades: Generalist

(h) Chemistry

{}-Brama

(j) English Language Arts (including Foundational English Language Arts)
(k) Family and Consumer Studies

() Health

(m) Integrated Science (including Foundational Science)
{n}-Library-Media

{e}-Musie

(o) Physical E .

(q) Physics

(r) Social Studies (including Foundational Social Studies)

(s) Speech (Forensics)

£ World Languages
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(18) "Site Visit Review Team:” The team appointed by the Commission to conduct a site visit review for
purposes of approval of Units.

(19) “Specialized Professional Associations or SPAs:” The national organizations that represent teachers,
professional education faculty, and other school professionals who teach a specific subject matter (e.g.,
mathematics or social studies), teach students at a specific developmental level (i.e., early childhood,
elementary, middle level, or secondary), teach students with specific needs (e.g., bilingual education or
special education), administer schools (e.g., principals or superintendents), or provide services to
students (e.g., school counselors or school psychologists).

(20) “Approved State-Recognized Educator Preparation Program:” A licensure, endorsement or
specialization program that is offered by an approved educator preparation provider and meets the
standards of the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission.

(a) Oregon programs: A state-recognized Oregon educator preparation program is a program recognized
by the Commission through:

(A) The previous state recognition (program review) process; and
(B) Any subsequent Commission-approved modifications to the program.

(b) As-itapphes-te Out-of-state or international programs: A state-recognized out-of-state or
international educator preparation program is a program that is approved by the licensure body of the
governmental jurisdiction authorized to approve the equivalent of Oregon’s licensure, endorsement, or
specialization programs.

(21) "Unit:" Also known as the Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs). The college, school, or
department or other administrative body in colleges, universities, or other organizations recognized by
the Commission as having the responsibility for managing or coordinating all programs offered for the
preparation of teachers and other school professionals regardless of where these programs are housed
in an institution. In its site visit review, the Unit must include all programs offered by the institution for
the purpose of preparing teachers and other school personnel to work in PreK-12 settings.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533

Hist.: TSPC 2-2008, f. & cert. ef. 4-15-08; TSPC 9-2012, f. & cert. ef. 9-14-12; TSPC 1-2015, f. & cert. ef. 2-
10-15

EPP input on definition: Staff asked EPP representatives to help with defining preservice and inservice.
There has been some confusion over the exact definition of preservice.

Staff Response: Based on comments from EPP representatives at webinar, agency staff has defined
preservice candidate as follows, “A candidate enrolled in an initial educator teaching license preparation
program or a candidate who has completed an initial teaching preparation program but has not applied
for and been issued a non-provisional teaching license in Oregon or another NADSTEC jurisdiction.”
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Staff Response: Based on comments from EPP representatives at webinar, agency staff has defined
preservice candidate as follows, “A candidate enrolled in an initial educator teaching license preparation
program or a candidate who has completed an initial teaching preparation program but has not applied
for and been issued a non-provisional teaching license in Oregon or another NADSTEC jurisdiction.”

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing definition provisions. The agency does
not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing definition provisions. The agency does
not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.
Public: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing definition provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on definition: RAC members asked to add initial and advanced to the definitions for
preservice and inservice, as CAEP uses the terms initial and advanced. They also asked that the agency
change the term from approved programs to state-recognized programs, to maintain consistency of
terms and distinguish the state recognition of programs process from the unit approval process. In
addition, RAC members asked the agency to make sure we are using consistent definition of single
subject areas.

Staff Response: Staff made the suggested changes to definitions of preservice and inservice to add
initial and advanced to the definition. In addition, staff has removed “applied for” to the definition of
preservice because it is sufficient to say “has not been issued” to capture candidates who have
completed but have not obtained a license.

Staff more specifically defined “state recognized educator preparation program” to include subsequent
major and minor modifications.

Staff removed art, music, PE and library media from the list of single-subject endorsements. These areas
have separate program standards (not just InTASC standards) and require a program for licensed
teachers to add to their existing licenses. The new list of single-subjects aligns with the single-subject
rule in Division 420 — except for World Languages. World Languages has its own program standards in
Division 420. The World Language program standards pre-date licensure redesign and were simply
moved over to the new Division 420. Staff will be asking the PAC members for input on whether world
language should be considered a single-subject. World languages do not require a program for licensed
teachers seeking to add a language endorsement, but the area does have a separate state standard (not
just InTASC standards) in Division 420.

584-400-0030 State Approval: New Units

(1) Pre-Conditions: An Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must meet the following pre-conditions
prior to requesting state approval of a new Unit. To satisfy the pre-conditions, the EPP must:
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(a) Obtain full regional accreditation from the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities or
another appropriate institutional regional accrediting agency recognized by the U.S. Department of
Education;

(b) Obtain approval by the Oregon Office of Degree Authorization or its equivalent authorizing body. If
the requesting Unit is an Oregon public institution, it must obtain approval by the Oregon Higher
Education Coordinating Commission or its equivalent authorizing body;

(c) Submit an institution letter attesting that the institution has granted the EPP the responsibility and
authority to prepare licensed educators.

(d) Have national accreditation or be seeking national accreditation, with the expectation that they will
obtain national accreditation by July 1, 2022.

(e) Placeholder for other Commissioner ideas about pre-conditions.

(f) Submit evidence that a dean, director, or chair has been officially designated as head of the Unit and
is assigned the authority and responsibility for its overall administration and operation;

(g) Submit written policies and procedures that will guide Unit operations, including, but not limited to,
student handbooks, procedures on admission, program waivers, and student appeal rights;

(h) Provide evidence the Unit has established a conceptual framework that provides a shared vision for
the Unit's efforts to prepare educators to work in PreK-12 schools and that provides direction for
programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, scholarship, leadership, service, and Unit
accountability and additional information, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;

(i) Provide evidence that the Unit regularly monitors and evaluates its operations, the quality of its
offerings, the performance of its candidates, and the effectiveness of its graduates; and

(j) Provide evidence the Unit has published criteria for admission to and exit from all initial teacher
preparation and advanced programs and can provide summary reports of candidate performance at exit
from the program.

(2) Commission-approval of Pre-Conditions: The Commission must approve the pre-conditions in
subsection (1) of this rule prior to the Unit’s request for state approval and state recognition of
licensure, endorsement, and specialization programs.

(3) After approval of pre-conditions in subsection (1) of this rule, the Unit may petition the Commission
for state approval of the Unit and state recognition of licensure, endorsement, and specialization
programs intended to be offered, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) State Approval of Unit: In order to receive state approval of the Unit, the Unit must:

(a) Meet Oregon standards for Units, as provided in Chapter 584, Division 410.
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(b) Obtain state recognition of all requested licensure, endorsement, and specialization programs, as
provided in OAR 584-400-0060, State Recognition: New Programs.

(5) The Executive Director or designee shall review the request for state approval of Unit and state
recognition of programs and shall make recommendations to the Commission. The Commission may
accept or reject the findings of the Executive Director or designee.

(6) By a public vote of its members, the Commission must take one of the following actions on state
approval of the Unit:

(a) Unconditional approval. All standards met. The Commission approves the Unit without AFls and/or

conditions erstipulatiens.

(b) Approval with conditions. All standards met. The Commission approves the Unit with conditions,
and/or AFlIs and/erstipulations. The EPP must meet the requirements for removal of the conditions
and/or AFls erstipulatiens, as required by the Commission.

(c) Provisional approval: One or more standards is not met. The Commission approves the Unit for a
provisional period to enable the EPP to meet the standard(s). The EPP must meet the requirements for
removal of the provisions prior to the end of the provisional term, as required by the Commission. If the
EPP meets the requirements for removal of the provisional status, the EPP will be granted the remainder
of the seven-year term of state approval.

(d) Denial of state approval. The EPP may reapply for state approval of the new Unit two years from the
date of denial.

(7) Unless otherwise determined by a vote of the Commission, the term of the first state approval of a
new Unit is two years of provisional state approval.

(a) New Units and programs are subject to a focused site visit review during the first eighteen to twenty-
four months of operation.

(b) The state approval of a new Unit expires on August 31 of the final year of the approval period.

(8) If the EPP was previously issued a provisional state approval of the new Unit (two years), the second
term for state approval of the new Unit is the remainder of a seven-year state approval term (five
years).

(9) Previously Closed Units: If an EPP is seeking to re-establish state approval of a closed Unit, it must
meet the provisions for approval of a new Unit, as provided in this rule.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533
Hist.:
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EPP input on definition: Staff asked EPP representatives if they had ideas for pre-conditions for new
units wanting to be approved in Oregon. The EPPs didn’t have any specific to suggest, but liked the idea
of looking into pre-conditions for previous financial issues, lawsuits and issues related to student
financial aid.

Staff Response: The EPPs said that they will email the agency with suggestions for pre-conditions. Staff
is looking at what others states use as pre-conditions.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing new unit process. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing new unit process. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing definition provisions. If the Commission adds pre-
conditions, there may be additional costs to colleges or universities that may want to prepare teachers in
Oregon. These costs could be associated with gathering evidence and reporting for the new
precondition. In addition, the rule requires previously closed unit to re-apply under the new unit rules.
This requirement may require the previously closed unit to incur costs of applying and meeting the pre-
conditions.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Approval of New Units: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC
meeting. The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: Staff removed references to stipulations — see next section.

584-400-0040 State Approval: Continuing Units (Site Visit Process)

(1) Program Recognition Prior to State Approval of Unit: Prior to requesting continuing state approval
of the Unit, an Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must complete the state recognition process
(program review) for all current licensure, endorsement, and specialization programs, as provided in
OAR 584-400-0070, State Recognition: Continuing Programs (Program Review Process);

(2) State Approval of Unit: If an EPP meets the program review requirement in subsection (1), the EPP
must submit a petition for:

(a) Continuing state approval of the Unit, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;
or

(b) An extension of state approval of the Unit. The request for extension must occur prior to the
expiration of the Unit’s approval period, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.
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(3) Site Visit Process: To obtain continuing state approval of the Unit, the EPP must complete the site
visit process, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) Site Visit Report: After completion of the site visit, the visitor team will provide a written report to
the Executive Director that:

(a) Includes a summary of the team’s evaluation of the completeness, quality, and strength of evidence
for each standard; and

(b) Assigns areas for improvement and/or stipulations.

(5) Executive Director Recommendation: Upon receipt of the site visit report, the Executive Director, or
designee, shall review the findings and make recommendations to the Commission for state approval of
the unit. en:

{7) (6) After consideration of the Executive Director’s recommendations, the Commission, by a public
vote of its members, the-Commission must take one of the following actions for state approval of the
Unit:

(a) Unconditional approval;

(b) Approval with conditions. All standards met. The Commission approves the Unit with conditions
and/or Areas for Improvement (AFls).-and/erstipulatiens: The EPP must meet the requirements for
reporting on or removal of the conditions and/or AFls, erstipulatiens-as required by the Commission.

(c) Probationary approval: One or more standards is not met. The Commission approves the Unit for a
probationary period to enable the EPP to meet the standard(s). The EPP must meet the standard(s)
prior to the end of the probationary term, as required by the Commission. If the EPP meets the
requirements for removal of the probationary status, the EPP will be granted the remainder of the
seven-year term of state approval.

(d) Denial of state approval. If the Commission denies Unit approval, the Commission may grant limited
continuance of identified programs or grant sufficient time for candidates in a program to complete
work that is underway for a reasonable period of time.
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(7) Term of State Approval Period: The Commission may grant a state approval period that does not
align with the-CAEP national accreditation cycle.

(8) Unless otherwise determined by a vote of the Commission, the term of the state approval of a Unit
is:

(a) Seven years for full state approval;
(b) Five years if the EPP was previously issued a two-year probationary state approval period;
(c) Two years for a probationary state approval.

(9) The state approval of a Unit expires on August 31 of the final year of the approved period;

(10) The EPP must apply for continuing state approval prior to the expiration of their current state
approval period.

(11) Extension of the State Approval Period: The EPP may apply for an extension of their current state
approval period by written request to the Commission. The Commission may grant an extension of
current state approval period with or without conditions.

(12) Field Operations Audit: The Commission will conduct a field audit of student records for verification
of candidate recommendations for each Unit, in conjunction with their site visit, as provided in the
Program Review and Standards Handbook.

EPP input on Commission Unit Approval/CAEP findings: The EPPs discussed at length whether the
Commission should accept the CAEP accreditation findings on unit approval or write the rules to allow
the Commission to have its own determination of state approval of the unit.

The EPPs expressed mixed feelings on this subject, but a strong majority of EPPs felt that the Commission
should simply accept the CAEP Accreditation Council report for the unit standards that are not state-
specific standards. The EPPs also suggested that the Commission could create an appeals process on
AFls if the unit felt the CAEP-assigned AFl was not substantiated. Under an appeals process, the EPPs
could come to the Commission and have that removed under the state approval process.

The new CAEP process includes stipulations. Stipulations are more serious than AFls. Stipulations are
required to be noticed to the public and removed within two years. The Commission’s current process
does not include stipulations, only AFls. The EPPs do not recommend the Commission adopt stipulations
for the state unit or program approval process.

Staff Response: The Commission will begin to see CAEP accreditation reports and will need to decide how
it wants to handle the findings of these reports: Does the Commission want to just accept the findings
for state approval or do they want to consider the findings (AFls and stipulations) and make their own
findings on state approval? After July 1, 2022, the Commission will need to require CAEP accreditation
before providing state approval. But even after that date, the Commission could still assign its own AFls.
Staff recommends that the Commission review this decision carefully prior to making any rule changes.
Staff can simply move the current language into the new rule divisions and allow the Commission to
discuss the role of CAEP findings in the state approval process with the new Executive Director.
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Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing Unit approval provisions. The agency
does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing Unit approval provisions. The agency
does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.
Public: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing Unit approval provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

Input from RAC members: RAC participants encouraged the agency to make a distinction between the
legislatively required national accreditation and CAEP accreditation. There was some concern about
making state requirements too CAEP centered. RAC participants requested that the Commission review
the field audit requirement. RAC members reported that the field audit was developed to support the
Fast Track process, but over the years the audit seems to be no longer needed for this purpose because
TSPC staff still verifies all relevant licensure requirements.

Staff Response: Staff has removed any references to CAEP, stipulations and CAEP unit findings. The new
draft rule maintains the same unit approval findings as is in currently adopted rule, except the draft rules
remove the NCATE specific language of “at risk” and “low performing” designations. Staff has
maintained the field audit language in the new draft rule, but plans to recommend to the PAC that the
Field Audit requirements need further review.

584-400-0050 State Approval: Closure of the Unit

(1) If an Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) is closing its Unit and eliminating all its educator
preparation programs, the EPP must provide to the Commission, in writing:

(a) The name of the governing body with authority to close the Unit;

(b) The date the decision was made to close the Unit;

(c) The exact date programs will end;

(d) The reasons for the closure;

(e) Assurances that enrolled candidates will be able to complete their programs; and

(f) A teach-out and student transition plan that details how enrolled candidates will complete their
programs, including:

(A) Staffing plans that detail the major areas of responsibility for staff members;

(B) For each academic year (September 1 to August 31), details must be provided for each program,
including the date each program will close, the expected number of impacted students, and the courses
that will be offered;

(C) Transfer plans for students, including:

(i) Plans for students who have declared Education as their major but who have not been formally
admitted;
(i) Plans for enrolled students who will stay with the institution;

DO: Dykeman | Robbecke

Classified 1 - Published:

PAC Draft 3 Page 15
Date: 10/7/17







(iii) Plans for enrolled students who choose to transfer to another EPP;
(iv) Which institution(s) have been consulted about a potential transfer of students and plans that have
been made for a transition of students.

(D) Plans for maintaining academic records after the education program is closed.

(2) The Commission will accept recommendations from the EPP for a period of one year after programs
have closed. No recommendations for licensure will be accepted from the EPP after that date.

(3) Within three months of the closure, the EPP must provide the Commission with an update on the
transition, including any major changes that have occurred to the teach-out and student transition plan
and to provide any lessons learned in the close-out process.

EPP input on Closure of Unit: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP
representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Closure of the Unit. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.
Local governments: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Closure of the Unit. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.

Public: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Closure of the Unit. Educator preparation
programs will incur costs associated with compliance, such as: developing and implement plans for
students finishing their programs, reporting requirements and record retention.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

584-400-0055 Denial of Unit Approval and-Appeal

(1) Whenever any Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) or educator preparation program is denied
approved status or has such status W|thdrawn the denlal or W|thdrawal must be treated as a contested
case under ORS chapter 183. A-Uni o
hearirg-However, in an effort to adjudlcate the matter short of a formal hearing, the Commission will
inform the Ynit EPP of:

(a) The Commission's intent to deny approval before taking formal action; and

(b) The time and place the matter will come before the Commission and make provisions in the agenda
for institutional representatives to address the Commission.

(2) Should the Ynit EPP not accept Commission denial of approval, the Uait EPP may request a contested
case hearing pursuant to ORS Chapter 183.
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(3) Unless the decision of the Commission is accompanied by a finding that immediate withdrawal of
approval is necessary to protect the safety and well-being of students in the Unit EPP’s programs, an
appeal in a proceeding to withdraw approval shall operate as a stay of the Commission’s determination
to deny or withdraw approval until final determination of the appeal.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533

Hist.: TS 14, f. 12-20-76, ef. 1-1-77; TSPC 1-1998, f. & cert. ef. 2-4-98; TSPC 2-2008, f. & cert. ef. 4-15-08;
TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP input on Denial of Unit: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP
representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing denial provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing denial provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing denial provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

Input from RAC members: RAC participants ask the agency if this rule applies to denial of programs.

Staff Response: Staff has replaced the currently adopted rule language with the current statutory
language, ORS 342.147, related to denial of providers and programs. The statutory language provides
that denial of providers or programs, including withdrawal of approval, is considered eligible for
contested case status.

584-400-0060 State Recognition: New Programs

(1) An Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must receive state recognition of a new licensure,
endorsement, or specialization program prior to recommending program completers for licensure,
endorsements, or specializations.

(2) New programs include the addition of adding-the following programs to an existing-Unit:

(a) Teaching license programs, as provided:

(A) Preliminary Teaching License programs;

(B) Professional Teaching License programs; and
(C) Teacher Leader License programs.
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(b) Endorsement programs with specific Commission-adopted standards, as provided:
(A) Art;

(B) Drama;

(C) Elementary — Multiple Subjects;

(D) English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL);

(E) Music;

(F) Physical Education;

(G) Reading Intervention;

(H) Special education (all SPED program areas);

(I) World Language (all language areas);

(c) Specializations with specific Commission-adopted standards;
(d) Administrator programs;

(e) School counselor programs;

(f) School social worker programs; and

(g) School psychologist programs.

(3) To receive state recognition of a new licensure, endorsement, or specialization program, an EPP
must:

(a) Submit evidence that all program standards, as provided in Chapter 584, Division 420, will be met
upon implementation of the program; and

(b) Complete the State Recognition of New Program process, as provided in the Program Review and
Standards Handbook.

(4) The TSPC Executive Director, or designee, will review the submitted materials and make a
recommendation for state recognition to the Commission. The Commission may accept or reject the
recommendation of the Executive Director or designee.

(5) By a public vote of its members, the Commission must take one of the following actions on state
recognition of a new licensure, endorsement, or specialization program:

(a) State recognition;
(b) State recognition with conditions;
(c) Non-approval.

(6) New programs may be subject to a focused program review at the discretion of the Commission.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533
Hist.:

EPP feedback on New Programs: EPP would like clear definition of new programs, major modifications
and minor modifications. In general, EPPs suggest if EPP is adding an area that has its own program
standards (e.g. Elementary, Art, Music, ESOL, TAG specialization etc.) then it is a new program. If the
EPP js changing a current program but has significant changes (new curriculum path, etc.) it is a major
modification. If the EPP is adding a single-subject area to an existing Preliminary Teaching License, it
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may be a minor modification. If the core stays the same and the EPP is just adding one course, it may be
a minor modification and simply reported in the annual report.

Staff Response: We added a list of programs that are always new programs. We also need to decide if
certain curriculum changes are at such a magnitude they would be considered new programs, even
though the EPP has an approved program in that area. In the alternative, the Commission could decide
that any changes to an existing program, no matter how great, is considered a major modification.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for New Programs. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.
Local governments: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for New Programs. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.

Public: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for New Programs. The agency
anticipates that the educator preparation programs may incur some increased costs of compliance if the
process for new programs requires more changes to be considered new programs, rather than major
modifications. In the alternative, the new rule may allow educator preparation programs to forgo the
new program process and submit their changes as major modifications. The agency is unable to
determine the amount of costs associated with program changes, because of the many variables
associated with an educator preparation program seeking to change its preparation offerings.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

Input from RAC members: RAC participants predominately agreed that a new program should be
defined as an EPP adding a new program that has separate Commission-adopted program standards,
beyond the InTASC standards. RAC participants also felt that modifications should be defined as an EPP
making changes to existing Commission-recognized (approved) programs. RAC participants inquired if
adding a single-subject endorsement area would be considered a new program.

Staff Response: Staff has added teaching license programs to the list of license areas that are considered
new programs if an EPP the teaching license program adding to their unit. (The teaching licensure
programs were inadvertently left off the previous draft.)

In addition, staff has structured the draft rules so that an addition of a single subject area would be
considered a modification of the EPP’s Preliminary Teaching License program. Again, world languages is
an unresolved issue. Staff has written the draft rule so that the addition of a world language
endorsement area would be considered a new program. Staff will ask PAC for input on whether the
agency should consider the addition of a world language program as a new program (e.g., ESOL) or a
single subject (e.g., Math). World languages are unique in that they are not program required
endorsement areas, but they do have their own program standards, beyond the InTASC standardes.

584-400-0070 State Recognition: Continuing Programs (Program Review Process)

(1) An Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must receive continuing state recognition of programs in
order to:
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(a) Submit a petition to the Commission for continued approval of the Unit; and

(b) Continue recommending program completers for licenses, endorsements, or specializations.

(2) To receive state recognition of continuing programs, an EPP must complete the Program Review
process, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook. EPPs may select from the
following program review options:

(a) National Recognition through the Specialized Professional Association (SPA option);

(b) Program Review with Feedback; and/or

(c) The State Program Review process.

(3) Regardless of the option(s) selected, programs must meet state program standards, as provided in
Chapter 584, Division 420.

(4) The Commission shall consider State Recognition of Programs based on the following
documentation:

(a) SPA Review option: SPA program reports and recommendations;

(b) State Program Review option: The Program Review report, including recommendations of the TSPC
Program Review Team, and the Institutional Rejoinder, if submitted by the institution.

(5) The Commission may accept or reject the findings of the TSPC Program Review team (for state
program reviews), the SPA review team (for SPA program reviews), or the Self-Study report and/or

response to that report (for Program Review with Feedback reviews).

(6) By a public vote of its members, the Commission must take one of the following actions on state
recognition of programs:

(a) State recognition;
(b) State recognition with conditions;
(c) Non-approval.

EPP input on Continuing State Recognition (Program Review Process): Staff did not bring any specific
issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:
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Other state agencies: The rule mostly restates existing Program Review provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing Program Review provisions. The agency
does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.
Public: The rule mostly restates or clarifies existing Program Review provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Continuing State Recognition (Program Review Process): Staff did not bring any specific
issues on this rule at the RAC meeting. The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this
rule.

Staff Response: No changes based on RAC Input

Staff Changes: Staff will be asking the PAC members if they want to include Program Review with
Feedback as part of the Program Review options. Many states do not provide this as an option. Oregon
has had the option for several years, but EPPs have never requested to use it. In fact, it would be very
difficult for the Commission to provide this as an option, if requested, because of the Oregon specific
program requirements.

584-400-0080 Unit or Program Modifications
(1) Majer Modifications — General: The Commission must approve modifications to state-recognized

licensure, endorsement or specialization programs and approved Units. Ar-EducatorPreparation

3 Siinsidenalaperevel-eitherasd ification- All

4, Division 400, 410 and 420 and applicable Oregon statutory

provisions.

(2) Major modifications: A-majerredificationisa-change-thatsubstantivelyalters to-the Unitor
program;as-approved-by-the-Commission- A major modification is a change that substantively alters the

program or Unit as currently recognized or approved by the Commission.

(3) To request a-pregram-approval of a major modification to the program or Unit, EPPs must complete
the pregram-major modification process, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) If the EPP is unelear uncertain whether if a meodification change to a program mustbe should be
submitted to the Commission through the major modification process, the EPP will-may request
clarification from the Executive Director or designee. The Executive Director or designee must provide
an official response to the EPP that determines whether the change is a new program, a major
modification or a minor modification. The official response must be provided to the EPP within one
month of receiving the request for clarification.
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(5) Major modifications include, but are not limited to:

(a) Substantive changes to the Unit, including:

(A) The core mission and goals;

(B) The legal status, form of control, or ownership;

(C) The administration, if the change is a result of the Unit head's termination by the institution;

(D) Offerings of academic programs for credit through contractual relationships with external
organizations; and

(E) Structure or content that results in the EPP no longer meeting Oregon statutes or administrative
rules.

(b) Substantive changes to programs, including:

(A) The degree level of the program;

(B) The core curriculum of the program, as defined in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;

(C) The core clinical practices requirements, as defined in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;
(D) Delivery of a program to a new off-campus location; and

(E) Additions of single-subject endorsements within an existing Preliminary Teaching License program,
such as additions of mathematics, health, social studies, etc.
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NOTE: An elimination of a program is not considered a major modification; instead it is subject to the
provisions of OAR 584-400-0090 - Elimination of Programs.

(6) Minor Modifications: A minor modification is a change that affects, but does not substantively alter,
the program or Unit, as currently recognized or approved by the Commission.

(7) To request approval of a minor modification to a program or Unit, the EPP must include the minor
modification in the annual report.

(a) Upon acceptance and approval of the annual report by the Commission, the minor modification will
be considered included in the state-recognized program or approved Unit.

(b) The effective date of the approved minor modifications is the effective date noted with the minor
modification in the annual report.

(c) In absence of a specific effective date in the annual report, the effective date of the approved minor
modification will be the date of submission of the annual report to the Commission.

(8) Minor modifications include, but are not limited to:

(a) Additions or eliminations of courses, if the change does not substantially alter the core curriculum of
the program;

NOTE: Course substitutions are not considered major or minor modifications and are not required to be
reported to the Commission.

(b) Changes to clinical practices, if the change does not substantially alter the core clinical practices
structure; and

(c) Changes to delivery of programs, if the type of delivery is a well-established modality and the change
in delivery does not substantially alter the program. Examples of minor changes in delivery may include:
adding off-campus courses, online courses or other hybrid program offerings.

NOTE: If the EPP is opening a new teacher preparation program on a new campus, this change would be
considered a major modification. The EPP may request clarification if a change in program delivery is a

maJor modlflcatlon as prowded in subsectlon (4) Deh#e#y—ef—p#eg%am—sueh—as—an—addmen—ef—aﬂ—eﬁ—

(9) EPP failure to report required modifications: Fhe-Commission-may-requireareportfrom-the Unit
Upon evidence thatthe-EPRP-has-undergoneamajermodificationto-the that the EPP has failed to report
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a modification to their program or Unit that-has-retbeenreperted to the Commission, the Commission
may require the EPP to report on the program or Unit in order to determine if a modification has
occurred.

(10) If the Commission determines the Unit or program experienced a sajer modification that was not
properly reported te-the-Commission, the Commission may require the EPP to undergo an-interim
wisitreview of the program or Unit to determine if any further action is required.

584-400-0080 Unit or Program Modifications — copy of rule without changes noted (so it is easier to
read)

(1) Modifications: The Commission must approve modifications to an approved unit or state recognized
licensure, endorsement or specialization program. All modifications must comply with Chapter 584,
Division 400, 410 and 420 and applicable Oregon statutory provisions.

(2) Major modifications: A major modification is a change that substantively alters the program or Unit
as currently recognized or approved by the Commission.

(3) To request approval of a major modification to the program or Unit, EPPs must complete the program
major modification process, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) If the EPP is uncertain if a change to a program should be submitted to the Commission through the
major modification process, the EPP may request clarification from the Executive Director or designee.
The Executive Director or designee must provide an official response to the EPP that determines whether
the change is a new program, a major modification or a minor modification. The official response must
be provided to the EPP within one month of receiving the request for clarification.

(5) Major modifications include, but are not limited to:

(a) Substantive changes to the Unit, including:

(A) The core mission and goals;

(B) The legal status, form of control, or ownership;

(C) The administration, if the change is a result of the Unit head's termination by the institution;

(D) Offerings of academic programs for credit through contractual relationships with external
organizations; and

(E) Structure or content that results in the EPP no longer meeting Oregon statutes or administrative
rules.

(b) Substantive changes to programs, including:

(A) The degree level of the program;
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(B) The core curriculum of the program, as defined in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;
(C) The core clinical practices requirements, as defined in the Program Review and Standards Handbook;
(D) Delivery of a program to a new off-campus location; and

(E) Additions of single-subject endorsements within an existing Preliminary Teaching License program,
such as additions of mathematics, health, social studies, etc.

NOTE: An elimination of a program is not considered a major modification; instead it is subject to the
provisions of OAR 584-400-0090 - Elimination of Programs.

(6) Minor Modification: A minor modification is a change that affects, but does not substantively alter,
the program or Unit, as currently recognized or approved by the Commission.

(7) To request approval of a minor modification to a program or Unit, the EPP must include the minor
modification in the annual report.

(a) Upon acceptance and approval of the annual report by the Commission, the minor modification will
be considered included in the state-recognized program or approved Unit.

(b) The effective date of the approved minor modifications is the effective date noted with the minor
modification in the annual report.

(c) In absence of a specific effective date in the annual report, the effective date of the approved minor
modification will be the date of submission of the annual report to the Commission.

(8) Minor modifications include, but are not limited to:

(a) Additions or elimination of courses, if the change does not substantially alter the core curriculum of
the program;

NOTE: Course substitutions are not considered major or minor modifications and are not required to be
reported to the Commission.

(b) Changes to clinical practices, if the change does not substantially alter the core clinical practices
structure; and

(c) Changes to delivery of programs, if the type of delivery is a well-established modality and the change
in delivery does not substantially alter the program. Examples of minor changes in delivery may include:
adding off-campus courses, online courses or other hybrid program offerings.

NOTE: If the EPP is opening an entirely new teacher preparation program on a new campus, this change
would be considered a major modification. The EPP may request clarification if a change in program
delivery is a major modification, as provided in subsection (4).
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(9) EPP failure to report required modifications: Upon evidence that the EPP has failed to report a
modification to their program or Unit to the Commission, the Commission may require the EPP to report
on the unit or programs in order to determine if a modification has occurred.

(10) If the Commission determines the program or Unit experienced a modification that was not properly
reported, the Commission may require the EPP to undergo a review of the Unit or program to determine
if any further action is required.

EPP feedback on Modifications: EPPs would like clear definitions of differences between new programes,
major modifications and minor modifications. In general, EPPs suggest if an EPP is adding an area that
has its own program standards (e.g. Elementary, Art, Music, ESOL, TAG specialization, etc.) then it is a
new program. If the EPP is changing a current program but has significant changes (new curriculum
path, etc.), it is a major modification. If the EPP is adding a single-subject area to an existing Preliminary
Teaching License, it may be a minor modification. If the core stays the same and the EPP is just adding
one course, it may be a minor modification and simply reported in the annual report.

Staff Response: We will draft a set of criteria for new programs, major modifications and minor
modifications.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for Major Modification.
The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this
rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for Major Modification. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.

Public: The rule is seeking to provide more guidance of process for Major Modlification. The agency
anticipates that the educator preparation programs may incur some increased costs of compliance if the
process for major modification requires more staffing time, reporting or other compliance factors. In the
alternative, the new rule may allow educator preparation programs to forgo the major modification
process and submit their changes as minor modifications in the annual report. The agency is unable to
determine the amount of costs associated with program changes, because of the many variables
associated with an educator preparation program seeking to change its preparation offerings.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking

RAC feedback on Modifications: RAC members discussed the need for clarification on major
modification, new program and minor modification. Some members felt that field experience and
delivery of programs could often be minor modifications. In addition, some members felt that adding a
new subject area to the Preliminary Teaching License should be a major medication, not a new program
or minor modification. Lastly, RAC members would like the addition of an “official response” to request
for clarification to the rule.

Staff Response: Staff has significantly changed this rule to provide more clarity around what is a major
and minor modification to an approved unit or recognized program. Staff has defined adding a single
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subject content area to an existing Preliminary Teaching License program as a major modification. As
requested, staff has defined program delivery and smaller clinical practices changes as minor
modifications. Also as requested, staff has added a provision related to official responses to clarification
requests. For ease of use, staff has categorized in subsection (5) into unit major modifications and
program major modifications. Finally, please note that the specific process for how to request a major
modification and what information to provide to the Commission or how to include a minor modification
in annual report will be included in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

584-400-0090 Elimination of Programs

(1) The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must notify the Commission if it plans to eliminate a state
recognized licensure, endorsement, or specialization program. The notification must include:

(a) The exact date the licensure, endorsement, or specialization program will (or did) end;
(b) The reasons for the elimination of the program; and
(c) Teach-out plans, to assure enrolled candidates are able to complete the program.

(2) If an EPP has an appreved state recognized program and does not make any candidate
recommendations for licensure, endorsement, or specialization for five continuous years, the
Commission may require the EPP to show cause to the Commission why state recognition for that
program area should not be removed.

(a) The Commission will notify the EPP of any programs at risk for losing state recognition of a program
due to inactivity.

(b) The EPP may petition the Commission to retain state recognition for the inactive program. The EPP
must provide an explanation for the inactivity and identify reasons for continued state recognition of the
program.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533
Hist.: TS 14, f. 12-20-76, ef. 1-1-77; TSPC 2-2008, f. & cert. ef. 4-15-08; TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP input on Elimination of Programs: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Elimination of Program.
The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this
rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Elimination of Program. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.
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Public: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Elimination of Program. Educator
preparation programs will incur costs associated with compliance, such as: reporting requirements,
staffing time and other compliance costs.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Elimination of Programs: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC
meeting. The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: Staff removed “approved” and added “state-recognized” before program.
584-400-0100: Annual Reports

(1) Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs) must submit an Oregon EPP Annual Report to the Commission
by April 15 of each year. When April 15 falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the Oregon EPP Annual Report is
due the following Monday.

(a) If an EPP is not able to submit an annual report by this date, the Commission must be notified in the
manner and form provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(b) Failure to submit, or notify delay of, annual reports may result in Commission sanctions.
(2) The purpose of the Oregon EPP Annual Report is to:

(a) Monitor conditions and/or areas for improvement (AFls) erstipulationas-that the Commission placed
on the EPP in the preceding state approval process;

(b) Monitor whether the EPP continues to meet Oregon standards and requirements, as provided in
Oregon Administrative Rules and Oregon Revised Statutes;

(c) Collect completer data, including for distance learning programs; and

(d) Provide an opportunity for the EPPs and the Commission to annually review programs within a
continuous improvement environment.

(3) The EPP must submit the Oregon EPP Annual Report in the form and manner as provided in the TSPC
Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) An EPP is not required to submit an annual report for the reporting year in which the EPP underwent
a site visit.

(5) For the purposes of the Oregon EPP Annual Report, a reporting year is from September 1 through
August 31.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342.147
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533
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Hist.:

EPP input on Annual Report: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP
representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing annual report provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing annual report provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates annual report provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of
compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Annual Report: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC meeting. The
RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: Staff removed references to stipulations.
584-400-0120: Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments

(1) Oregon Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs) must require preservice teacher candidates to
successfully complete a teacher candidate performance assessment prior to recommending candidates
for initial licensure, as provided in this rule and the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(2) Preservice Candidates: Between September 1, 2015, and August 31, 2018, the results of the
Commission-approved teacher performance assessment are non-consequential. Oregon preservice
teacher candidates will not be required to have a passing score on the assessment for program
completion, as defined in OAR 584-010-0100. Candidates are subject to the EPP-developed
requirements for completion.

(3) Effective September 1, 2018, all Oregon preservice teacher candidates must receive a passing score
on a Commission-approved teacher performance assessment for program completion, as defined in OAR
584-400-0130, Candidate Recommendations, if the Commission has adopted a performance assessment
for the endorsement area.

(4) If the Commission has not adopted a teacher performance assessment for a subject-matter area,
EPPs may use one of the following assessments to evaluate the teaching performance of preservice
candidates in the endorsement area:

(a) Oregon Work Sample, as provided in subsection (7); or
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(b) A teacher performance assessment that is developed, delivered, and evaluated by the EPP.

(5) Two or More Endorsements (Preservice Candidates): If a preservice candidate is completing two or
more separate endorsement programs, the preservice candidate is not required to complete a teacher
performance assessment for the additional endorsement(s). The preservice candidate must complete
one teacher performance assessment, in accordance with subsections (3) and (4).

(6) Adding Endorsements (Licensed Teachers): Licensed teachers adding endorsements to existing
licenses are not required to complete a teacher performance assessment.

(7) Oregon Work Samples: To qualify as an Oregon Work Sample, a teacher performance assessment
must include the following:

(a) Context of the school and classroom is explained; learners with special needs, TAG learners, ESOL
learners, and learners from diverse cultural, linguistic, and social backgrounds are described;
adaptations for their learning needs are discussed; and prerequisite skills required for the Unit are
considered;

(b) Goals for the unit of study that vary in kind and complexity but that include concept attainment and
application of knowledge and skills;

(c) Instructional plans to accomplish the learning goals for all groups of students that includes
differentiation of instruction for all students listed in subsection (7)(a) of this rule;

(d) Data on learning gains resulting from instruction, analyzed for each student, and summarized in
relation to students' levels of knowledge prior to instruction;

(e) Interpretation and explanation of the learning gains, or lack thereof;

(f) A description of the uses to be made of the data on learning gains in planning subsequent instruction
and in reporting student progress to the students and their parents; and

(g) Purposeful attention to literacy instruction based upon content requirements, appropriate
authorization levels, and student needs in at least one subject.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.127, ORS 342.135, ORS 342.140, ORS 342.143, ORS 342.147, ORS 342.165,
ORS 342.175 & ORS 342.176

Hist.: TSPC 1-2016, f. & cert. ef. 2-10-16; TSPC 1-2016, f. & cert. ef. 2-10-16

EPP input on Teacher Candidate Performance Assessment: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this
rule in the webinar. The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.
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Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing teacher candidate performance assessment provisions.
The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this
rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing teacher candidate performance assessment provisions. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing candidate performance assessment provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Elimination of Programs: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC
meeting. The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule based on RAC input.

Staff Changes: Staff reworded section (5) to hopefully make it clearer.

584-400-0130: Candidate Recommendations

(1) The Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs) may only recommend candidates for licensure,
endorsements, or specializations if the EPP has received state recognition for the corresponding

licensure, endorsements, or specialization programs.

NOTE: For example, if a program does not have a state recognized Social Studies endorsement program,
it may not recommend a candidate for the Social Studies or Foundational Social Studies endorsement.

(2) To recommend a candidate for a license, endorsement, or specialization, an EPP must verify the
candidate has:

(a) Complied with the Standards for Competent and Ethical Performance of Oregon Educators, as
provided in Chapter 584, Division 20.

(b) Acquired the skills and demonstrated the competencies required for the license, endorsement,
and/or specialization;

(c) Completed the approved current state-recognized program(s), asprevided-in-Chapter584,Division

(A) Clinical practices requirements, as provided in OAR 584-400-0140, Clinical Practices;

(B) All required exams, including:
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(i) Civil rights and ethics exam, if required. The exam may be verified through evidence the applicant
holds a TSPC license.

(ii) Subject matter tests, if required; and
(iii) A teacher performance assessment, if required.

(3) The EPP shall retain evidence of program completion in eaeh the student record 's-file, including a
copy of the Program Completion form filed-with submitted to the Commission.

(4) The EPP is responsible for the quality of all school personnel prepared at the institution regardless of
where the program is administratively located within the institution.

(5) Preservice Candidate Recommendations: To recommend a preservice candidate for licensure,
endorsement, or specialization, the EPP must submit a Program Completion Form, as provided in the
Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(a) The EPP may only recommend preservice candidates for licenses, endorsements, or specializations if
the EPP has a state recognized endorsement program in that licensure, endorsement, or specialization
area.

(b) The EPP must recommend preservice candidates for a Preliminary Teaching License in one or more
endorsement areas.

(c) Preservice candidates must receive an EPP recommendation in order to be issued an endorsement or
specialization on their initial Preliminary Teaching License.

(A) The EPP recommendation must be verified on a Program Completion Form;

(B) Notwithstanding this subsection, a preservice candidate may be issued a Bilingual Specialization
indication on their Preliminary Teaching License without an EPP recommendation, as

the is speeiakizatien-bilingual indication-may be added to a license without-dees-retreguire completion

of a program.

(6) Inservice Candidate Recommendations: To recommend an inservice candidate for licensure,
endorsement, or specialization, the EPP must submit a Program Completion Form, as provided in the
Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(a) The EPP may only recommend inservice candidates for licenses, endorsements, or specializations if
the EPP has a state recognized endorsement program in that licensure, endorsement, or specialization
area.

(b) If completion of a program is not required to add an endorsement or specialization to an existing
license, the inservice candidate must complete the requirements provided in Chapter 584, Division 220
and Division 225, and the Program Review and Standards Handbook.
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(7) Pregram-completion: Program Completion Definitions: Oregon and Title Il of the Higher Education
Act have different definitions for program completers.

(a) Title ll: For Title Il purposes, program completion refers to the date the preservice candidate met all
of the initial teacher preparation program requirements by.

(A) Completing required program coursework and clinical practices; and

(B) Completing required examinations, including passage of the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in
Educational Environment exam and subject-matter tests.

(b) TSPC: For Commission purposes, program completion refers to the date the candidate obtained their
institution’s recommendation for licensure by:

(A) Completing required program coursework and clinical practices;

(B) Completing required examinations, including passage of the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in
Educational Environment exam and subject-matter tests, if applicable; and

(C) Paying program fees, as required by the EPP.

(8) Program Completion Reporting: EPPs must report to the Commission the following candidates:

(a) Preservice teaching program completers, in accordance with subsection (7)(b);

(b) Inservice candidates completing a program-required license, endorsement or specialization program;
(c) Administrator license program completers; and

(d) Personnel service license program completers.

(9) EPPs must submit a Program Completion Report for each candidate who has completed a state-
recognized program(s).

(a) The Program Completion Reports must be submitted at the end of each term or semester, including
summer term.

(b) The Program Completion Reports must be submitted whether or not the candidates intend to apply
for licensure, endorsements and/or specializations with TSPC.

(10) Title Il Reporting: By September 30 of each year, Commission staff will produce an electronic report
for each Unit for the accounting year.

(a) The reports will list preservice candidates, license type, and endorsement(s) that were recommended
by the EPP on Program Completion Forms.

(b) The program completion accounting year is September 1 through August 31.
(c) EPPs have until Nevember1 October 20 to make corrections to the report.

(d) The revised report information will form the basis for Title Il reporting requirements.

DO: Dykeman | Robbecke

Classified 1 - Published:

PAC Draft 3 Page 33
Date: 10/7/17







From 584-010-0100:

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 - 342.430; 342.455 - 342.495; 342.533

Hist.: TSPC 3-2000, f. 7-17-00, cert. ef. 9-1-00; TSPC 2-2008, f. & cert. ef. 4-15-08; TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert.
ef. 3-9-12

EPP feedback on candidate recommendations: On the question of bilingual specialization for preservice
candidates, the EPPs were split on whether or not to recommend the candidate for this specialization —
even though it does not require a program. The EPP also requested that Bilingual not be a called a
specialization — because this term implies some sort of preparation. The Bilingual'is simply passing an
exam to indicate proficiency in speaking a language.

Staff Response: Staff will bring the issue of the name for Bilingual Specialization to the next PAC
meeting.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Recommending Candidates.
The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this
rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Recommending Candidates.
The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.

Public: The rule places into rule the current agency process for Recommending Candidates. Educator
preparation programs will incur costs associated with compliance, such as: reporting requirements,
staffing time and other compliance costs.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC feedback on candidate recommendations: On the question of bilingual specialization for preservice
candidates, the RAC members felt that the EPP should not recommend the candidate because the
candidate did not complete a program. At the webinar, the EPPs also requested that Bilingual not be a
called a specialization — because this term implies some sort of preparation. The Bilingual is simply
passing an exam to indicate proficiency in speaking a language. The RAC participants agreed with this
idea. The RAC participants also requested that Civil Rights be added to required tests — and to indicate
that if the applicant holds a TSPC license — no other test verification is needed. In addition, RAC
participants requested that we change the phrase “student file” to “student record” as the EPPs no
longer necessarily keep paper files.

Staff Response: Staff changed the draft rule from Bilingual Specialization to Bilingual Indication. Staff
will bring the issue of the name for Bilingual Specialization to the next PAC meeting. Staff added civil
rights test to required tests and added language about holding a TSPC license.

Staff Changes: Staff has added language related to program completion in an attempt to clarify the
difference between Title Il and TSPC reporting requirements.
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e Staff has added “payment of fees” to the completion of program for TSPC purposes. Staff plans
to seek input from the PAC on the merits of the “payment” addition. We believe that this has
been current practice, but it is not written into current policy.

e Staff has added the word current before state-recognized program(s). By adding the word
“current”, the agency would be requiring a candidate who almost completed their program in
the past and now returns to complete the remaining requirements, such as a test, to complete
the CURRENT program. This means that the candidate may need to take additional coursework
or other requirements that were added since the candidate was enrolled in the program. The
candidate may be eligible for a waiver, if the additional test or coursework is not a statutory
requirement. The new draft rule language is narrower than the current rule language. Staff is
planning to discuss this difference with the PAC members.

584-400-0140 Clinical Practices

(1) The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) must provide clinical practices for the purposes of
instruction, assessment of competency, and integration of field work with academic study, as well as to
ensure candidates are able to demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to be successful
candidates for educator licensure, endorsement, or specialization. Clinical practices must be developed
and delivered, as provided in OAR 584-410-0030, Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice, and OAR
584-410-0090, Cultural Competency and Equity in the Classroom.

(2) Clinical practices may occur in the following education settings:

(a) Public PK-12 classrooms, including charter school classrooms;

(b) Private, regionally-accredited PK-12 classrooms; or

(c) Alternative education, post-secondary, or other similar teaching settings closely-related to PK-12
classroom instruction.

(3) International Field Placements: EPPs may place a candidate in an international field placement, as
provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(4) EPPs must document that candidates have completed clinical practices, as required by
the approved-state recognized programs.

(5) Preservice Candidates: Except as provided in subsection (6) and (7), preservice candidates must
complete at least 15 weeks of elinical-practice student teaching clinical practice in their designated
endorsement area within the Preliminary Teaching License program.

(a) elinicalpractice Student teaching must be at least nine consecutive weeks that are full-time in
schools, during which the candidate assumes the full range of responsibilities of a classroom teacher for
the purpose of developing and demonstrating the competencies required for initial licensure.

(b) During the remaining six weeks of student teaching, the six-week requirement may be met either
through full-time or the equivalent part-time experience.
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(c) The assignment of responsibilities may be incremental in keeping with the objectives of the
experience.

(d) elinicalpractice Student teaching must be supervised by a Cooperating Teacher, as provided in OAR
584-400-0145, Cooperating Teachers.

(e) The EPP must require the cooperating teachers and/or the EPPs’ supervising faculty to conduct at
least six evaluations and/or observations of each preservice candidate during their 15-week &linical
practice student teaching. At least four of the six meetings must include observations of the candidate.

(6) Dual-Enrolled Preservice Candidates: Preservice candidates enrolled in two endorsement areas must

complete ehiniealpractices-student teaching as follows:

(a) If both endorsement areas require a program, the candidate must complete reguirementsofeach
approved-program at least:

(A) 15 full-time weeks of supervised elinical-practice student teaching for one program-required area, as
provided in subsection (5)(a); and

(B) Two semester or three quarter hours of supervised student teaching for the second program-
required area. The EPP must require the supervisory faculty or cooperating teacher to conduct at least
four evaluations and/or observations of the preservice candidate during the student teaching for the
second program-required area. At least two of the four meetings must include observations of the
candidate; 60-hoursofsupervi i feed - dired-ares-

(b) If both endorsement areas are single-subject endorsement areas, the candidate must complete at
least 15 full-time weeks of supervised elirical-practice student teaching, as provided in subsection (5)(a).

(A) Within the 15 full-time weeks, the candidate must complete at least 60 hours of supervised student
teaching in the second single-subject endorsement area.

(B) The supervision of the second endorsement area must be completed by a qualified cooperating
teacher with the appropriate endorsement to supervise the second endorsement area.

0l ‘ . el o hei bieet .

(c) If one endorsement area is a single-subject endorsement area and the other is a program-required
area, the candidate must complete at least:

(A) 15 full-time weeks of supervised elinical-practice student teaching for the program-required area, as
provided in subsection (5)(a); and

(B) 60 hours of supervised student teaching in the single-subject endorsement area. The supervision of
the second endorsement area must be completed by a qualified cooperating teacher with the
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appropriate endorsement to supervise the second endorsement area. The 60 hours must be in addition

to the 15 full-time week requirement for the program required area. Fhe-clinical-practicesrequirements
fortheapproved-program-

(d) If the Commission has appreved recognized the program as a combined program of two
endorsement areas, the candidate must complete the clinic-elirical-practices-student teaching al
practices requirements as approved by the Commission during the previous state recognition process.

NOTE: If the candidate is enrolled in more than two endorsement areas, the EPP should consult the
agency for guidance on the clinical practice requirements.

EPP feedback on Dual Enrolled Candidate Provisions: EPPs would like to see parity with the
requirements for licensed candidates adding an additional endorsement.

Staff Response: Staff revised the draft rule to create parity between preservice and inservice candidates
adding an endorsement. Staff will take this revision to PAC for review.

RAC feedback on Dual Enrolled Candidate Provisions: The RAC participants would like to see parity with
the requirements for licensed candidates adding an additional endorsement. The RAC participants did
not feel that the current draft rules established that parity. They believed that if the candidate was
completed two single subject areas — the candidate should be able to complete both of those within the
15 week requirement. In addition, they felt that if it is two programs — then it should be 15 weeks plus 60
hours, unless it is approved as an embedded program. In addition, they asked us to change the word
clinical practice to student teaching — when referring to the 15 week requirement.

Staff Response: Staff revised the draft rule to create parity between the preservice requirements and the
inservice requirements for adding additional endorsements.

Program/Program Combination: RAC members suggested requiring 60 hours of supervised student
teaching for preservice candidates completing a second program required area. Instead, staff used the
two semester, three quarter hour supervised practicum requirement, as this is the draft rule requirement
for inservice teachers adding program-required areas. (See Section 8 below for inservice requirements.)

Program/Single Subject Combination: Staff has used the 15 week requirement for the program area plus
the 60 hours of supervised student teaching for the single subject area. The 60 hours is in addition to the
15 weeks of student teaching.

Single Subject/Single Subject Combination: Staff has allowed preservice candidates to complete the
student teaching for two single subject endorsement areas within the 15 weeks. The second
endorsement area must be at least 60 hours of supervised student teaching.

Staff also changed the term “clinical practices” to “student teaching” when referring to the formal
clinical practice of a preservice teacher. Staff plans to take all the dual enrollment revisions to PAC for
review.
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EPP feedback on the Restricted Teaching Provision: EPPs are concerned about a slippery slope with this
level of flexibility. They suggested that we revise the internship agreement rule to address the needs of
the increasing number of Restricted Teaching License holders.

Staff Response: Eliminate the Restricted Teaching License provision in the clinical practices rule and
revise the internship agreement rule.

(8) Inservice Candidates: Inservice candidates completing programs for endorsements or specializations
must complete at least two semester or three quarter hours of clinical practices.

(a) The EPP must require supervisory faculty, mentor, or cooperating teacher to conduct at least four
evaluations and/or observations of the inservice candidate during the clinical practice. At least two of
the four meetings must include observations of the candidate;

(b) This subsection does not apply to supervised practicums for adding subject-matter (content area)
endorsements to existing licenses, as provided in OAR 584, Division 220.

(9)(a) Administrator Candidates: The EPP must require supervisor faculty and/or mentors to conduct at
least four evaluations and/or observations of the administrator candidate during the clinical practice. At
least two of the four meetings must include observations of the candidate; and

(b) Administrator clinical practices must meet the requirements of 584-410-0030, Standard 2 — Clinical
Partnerships and Practice.

(10)(a) Personnel Service Candidates: The EPP must require supervisor faculty and/or mentors to
conduct at least four evaluations and/or observations of the personnel service candidate during the
clinical practice. At least two of the four meetings must include observations of the candidate;

(b) Personnel clinical practices must meet the requirements of 584-410-0030, Standard 2 — Clinical
Partnerships and Practice.

NOTE: Personnel Service License candidates may have additional clinical practices requirements in
Chapter 584, Division 70.

(11) Background clearance prior to student contact: Prior to candidate contact with PK-12 students, as
part of their Commission-recognized teacher preparation program, an EPP must verify the candidate has
completed a background clearance through the Commission. The background clearance requirement
applies to field placements in Oregon, other U.S. jurisdictions and foreign countries.
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EPP input on Clinical Practices on the Background Clearance Provision: EPPs recommended that we
add “Commission-approved teacher preparation” before the word “program.” Some undergraduate
programs will have students in their first year of college go into schools — but they are not yet enrolled in
a program. The Commission authority begins with enrollment into the teacher preparation program.

Staff Response: Staff added “Commission-approved teacher preparation” to the provision.

RAC input on Clinical Practices on the Background Clearance Provision: RAC members reiterated that
they often have freshman and sophomores participating in school-based activities prior to enrolling in
the EPP program. RAC members wanted to clarify that the background check must be completed even if
placement is in another state or foreign country.

Staff Response: Staff added “Commission-recognized teacher preparation” to the provision. Staff added
provisions about placements in other states and countries.

(a) EPPs may require candidates to obtain background clearance through the Commission any time after
the candidates’ admission into the program.

(b) Prior to admitting candidates into an initial administrator or personnel service licensure program, the
EPP must document the candidate has completed a background clearance through the Commission.

(12) Knowledge of Civil Rights Prior to Formal Clinical Practice: Prior to placing a candidate

in placementin-the-candidate’sformalclinical-practice student teaching or final internship or practicum
experience, an EPP must verify the candidate has demonstrated knowledge of civil rights and ethics, as
provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(13) Partial waivers of clinical practice requirements due to school or district closures: An EPP may
grant a partial waiver of the clinical practice requirement(s) if a candidate is unable to complete the
clinical practice due to an unforeseen school or district closure.

(14) In order to grant a partial waiver, the EPP must submit information in the next annual report to the
Commission as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(15) EPPs that grant a waiver(s) pursuant to this rule shall not be considered to have made a minor or
major modification to their approved state-recognized program.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule places into rule the current agency process for clinical practices. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.
Local governments: The rule places into rule the current agency process for clinical practices. If the rule
requires school districts to participate in longer or more frequent clinical practices, the school district
could incur costs associated with staff time, reporting requirements and other compliance costs.

Public: The rule places into rule the current agency process for clinical practices. If the rule requires
programs to longer or more frequent clinical practices, the educator preparation program may incur
costs associated with supervising and organizing clinical practices. Candidates may incur increased
tuition or fees associated with new clinical practices requirements.
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Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on overall Clinical Practices: RAC members wanted us to add something about international
placements. RAC members also said they were fine with the clinical practices requirements for admin
and personnel services.

Staff Response: Staff added section on international placements.
584-400-0145 Cooperating Teachers

(1) The Cooperating Teacher standards are established pursuant to Sections 3 and 4, chapter 279,
Oregon Laws 2015 (Enrolled SB 83).

(a) The Cooperating Teacher standards apply to preservice candidates enrolled in a Preliminary Teaching

License program who are completing elinical-practicereguirements-Commission-required student
teaching, as provided in 584-400-0140, Clinical Practices.

(b) The Cooperating Teacher standards do not apply to preservice candidates who are completing an
internship in accordance with 584-400-0150, Internship Agreements.

(2) Cooperating teacher is defined as a teacher in whose classroom a teacher candidate is placed for a
Commission-required student teaching experience.

(2) Cooperating Teacher Qualifications: An educator preparation provider (EPP) may utilize an educator
for supervising candidates in a Commission-required elnrical-practices-student teaching if the educator:
(a) Holds a qualified license as provided in subsection (3) or (7);

(b) Meets the experience requirements as provided in subsection (5);

(c) Meets the endorsement requirements as provided in subsection (6) or (7);

(d) Meets the characteristic requirements as provided in subsection (9);

(e) Is co-selected with a partnering school district or other partnering entity as provided in subsection
(10) or (11); and

(f) Completes program training from the EPP as provided in subsection (12).

(3) License Requirements: Educators who hold the following licenses may serve as Cooperating
Teachers:

(a) Preliminary Teaching License;
(b) Professional Teaching License;
(c) Teacher Leader License;

(d) Legacy Teaching License;

(e) Basic Teaching License;

(f) Standard Teaching License;

(g) Initial | Teaching License;

(h) Initial Il Teaching License;

(i) Continuing Teaching License;
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(j) Distinguished Teaching License;

(k) Preliminary CTE Teaching License (May only supervise candidates pursuing CTE endorsements);
() Professional CTE Teaching License (May only supervise candidates pursuing CTE endorsements); and
(m) American Indian Language Teaching License (May only supervise candidates pursuing American
Indian Language Teaching License and endorsements).

(4) Educators who only hold the following licenses may not serve as Cooperating Teachers:

(a) Reciprocal Teaching License;

(b) Restricted Teaching License;

(c) Emergency Teaching License;

(d) Limited Teaching License;

(e) International Visiting Teaching License;

(f) Restricted Substitute Teaching License;

(g) Substitute Teaching License;

(h) Charter School Registrations (Teaching and Administrator);

(i) Restricted CTE License;

(j) Administrator Licenses, except as follows:

(A) May serve as mentors for candidates in administrative license preparation programs; or

(B) May serve as a Cooperating Teacher if the educator also holds a current and valid teaching license
and is assigned to a teaching position.

(k) Personnel Services Licenses (School Counselor, School Psychologists and School Social Workers),
except as follows:

(A) May serve as mentors for candidates in the school counselor, school psychologist and school social
worker preparation programs; or

(B) May serve as a Cooperating Teacher if the educator also holds a current and valid teaching license
and is assigned to a teaching position.

(5) Experience Requirements: To qualify as a Cooperating Teacher, educators holding a Preliminary
Teacher License, Basic Teaching License, Initial | Teaching License, Initial Il Teaching License or
Preliminary CTE Teaching License must:
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(a) Have three full years of teaching experience; and

(b) No longer be in probationary contract status.

(c) Educators holding a Professional, Teacher Leader, Legacy, Professional CTE, Standard, Continuing.
Distinguished, or American Indian Language teaching licenses have met all experience requirements.

(6) Endorsement Requirements: A Cooperating Teacher must hold the same endorsement that the
teacher candidate is preparing for during the Commission-required elinical-practices-student teaching,
unless the Cooperating Teacher is an alternative cooperating teacher, as provided in subsection (7).

(7) Alternative Cooperating Teachers: If an EPP and partnering school district are not able to find an
educator that meets the experience, licensure or endorsement requirements to serve as a Cooperating
Teacher, the EPP and partnering school district may:

(a) Use a Cooperating Teacher with a related licensure or endorsement area (e.g., a biology teacher
supervising a teacher candidate for chemistry endorsement);

(b) Use an appropriately qualified provider-based clinical educator (e.g., adjunct faculty) as the
Cooperating Teacher; or

(c) Use an appropriately qualified (non-school district) supervisor related to the endorsement area (e.g.,
a supervisor in a community-based early childhood program for a SPED early intervention program).

(d) The alternative Cooperating Teacher must meet the program training requirements as provided in
subsection (12).

(e) The EPP must report the use of the alternative Cooperating Teacher, as provided in the TSPC
Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(8) Candidates with Restricted Teaching Licenses: If a school district has employed a candidate as a
teacher undertheprovisionsofthe who holds an active and valid Restricted Teaching License, the EPP
and employing school district must develop a plan to address the cooperating teacher requirements
within the Commission-required elinicatpractices-student teaching. The plan must be submitted to the
Commission for approval, as provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook. If the plan
is approved, the EPP may supervise the candidate in the clinical practice as required by the plan in place
of the requirements for supervision provided in this rule and OAR 584-400-0140, Clinical Practices.

(9) Characteristic Requirements for Cooperating Teachers: To serve as a Cooperating Teacher, an
educator must:

(a) Demonstrate effective instruction and assessment, including:
(A) Content knowledge related to subject area;
(B) Curriculum development and differentiation;

(C) Lesson planning and use of multiple instructional strategies;
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(D) Assessment, including the use of formative assessment to support student learning;
(E) Academic language as it pertains to content delivery and support of student learning; and
(F) Classroom management.

(b) Demonstrate dispositions that support candidate growth, including:

(A) The ability to listen actively and respond constructively to teacher candidates;

(B) The ability to adapt and be flexible in response to changing circumstances;

(C) The capacity for empathy towards others and the ability to build trusting relationships;
(D) The ability to serve as a role model with respect to professional and ethical behavior;
(E) A commitment to inquiry in teaching and working with teacher candidates; and

(F) A commitment to ongoing professional development and learning.

(c) Employ equity principles and practices to support student learning by:

(A) Utilizing a strength-based approach that recognizes the learning potential of all students through the
use of inclusive practices; and

(B) Engaging students through differentiated instruction and assessment practices.

(d) Understand adult learning and the professional growth of teacher candidates by:

(A) Demonstrating the ability to scaffold experiences in support of teacher candidates’ growth;
(B) Using a variety of strategies and resources to respond to teacher candidates;

(C) Demonstrating the ability to help others actively learn new knowledge and skills; and

(D) Demonstrating regard for multiple perspectives.

(e) Facilitate learning experiences that promote collaborative inquiry, analysis, and reflection by:
(A) Using data to engage the teacher candidate in examining and improving practice; and

(B) Guiding candidates effectively in collaborative problem solving and reflective thinking.

(f) Understands the teacher candidate’s program and requirements.

(g) Create an environment of professional and respectful communication with teacher candidates.
DO: Dykeman | Robbecke

Classified 1 - Published:

PAC Draft 3 Page 43
Date: 10/7/17







(h) Create effective collaborative time in support teacher candidates’ learning; and
(i) Demonstrate skill in collaborating with families and the broader education community.

(10) Co-Selection of Cooperating Teachers: The EPP and partnering school district(s) select Cooperating
Teachers, as provided in OAR 584-410-0030 Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice.

(112) If the EPP is unable to find a partnering school district for a specific endorsement area, the EPP may
use another partner in lieu of the school district. The EPP must develop a plan for utilizing a substitute
partner as provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.

(12) Program Training: The EPP and the partnering school district must provide program training to
educators supervising teacher candidates in the Commission-required elinical-practices-student teaching

(a) The program training must provide the Cooperating Teacher with an understanding of program and
licensure requirements of their teacher candidate; and

(b) The Cooperating Teacher must complete the program training prior to supervising a teacher
candidate in Commission-required elnricatpractices-student teaching.

(c) The Cooperating Teacher is required to complete the program training only once for each EPP, unless
significant modifications have occurred with the program that affect the role of the Cooperating
Teacher.

(13) Annual Reports: The EPP must report on the training of Cooperating Teachers, as provided in the
TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120, ORS 342.147 & ORS 342.165
Hist.:

EPP input on Cooperating Teachers: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing cooperating teacher provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing cooperating teacher provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing cooperating teacher provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.
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RAC input on Cooperating Teachers: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: Staff changed clinical practices to student teachings, to align with previous RAC
suggestion.

Staff changes: Staff added definition of cooperating teacher. Staff clarified that if a school district and
EPP create a plan for a candidate on a restricted teaching license. The plan replaces the supervision
requirements in the Cooperating Teacher and clinical practices rules.

584-400-0150 Internship Agreements

(1) Notwithstanding 584-400-0140, Clinical Practices, EPPs may permit a candidate to complete an
internship as their clinical practice for the purposes of instruction, assessment of competency, and
integration of field work with academic study, as well as to ensure candidates are able to demonstrate
the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to be successful candidates for educator licensure,
endorsement, or specialization.

(2) To qualify as an internship for a clinical practice, the EPP must:
(a) Require the internship to be a minimum of one public school semester;

(b) Establish an agreement between the employing school district or education service district and the
EPP that stipulates:

(A) An EPP supervisor has been identified and will conduct evaluations and observations of the
candidate to ensure candidates are able to demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary to
be a successful candidate for licensure;

(B) A district supervisor has been identified and will supervise and evaluation the candidate, as required
by the district’s policy;

(C) The candidate will receive academic credit from the EPP and financial compensation from the school
district or education service district;

(D) Identifies the teaching, administrator, or personnel service assignment(s) included in the internship.

(3) The EPP must report internship agreements in the annual report, as provided in the Program Review
and Standards Handbook.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP feedback on Internship Agreements: Needs to be revised so it works well with all Restricted
Teaching License holders.
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Staff Response: Staff will revise this rule to meet the needs of Restricted Teaching License holders and
bring to PAC for review.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule places into rule the current agency process for internship agreement
practices. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to
this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule places into rule the current agency process for internship agreement. If the
rule requires school districts to participate in longer or more frequent clinical practices, the school district
could incur costs associated with staff time, reporting requirements and other compliance costs.

Public: The rule places into rule the current agency process for internship agreements. If the rule requires
programs to longer or more frequent clinical practices, the educator preparation program may incur
costs associated with supervising and organizing clinical practices. Candidates may incur increased
tuition or fees associated with new clinical practices requirements.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC feedback on Internship Agreements: RAC participants agreed the Internships rule so it works well
with all Restricted Teaching License holders.

Staff Response: Staff will revise this rule to meet the needs of Restricted Teaching License holders and
bring to PAC for review.

584-400-0160 Program Completion (Fast Track)
(1) Oregon EPPs are eligible for an expedited process or “fast-track” option for completers of
their Commission-approved-state-recognized licensure programs. The fast-track option applies to

completers of teaching, administrator, and personnel service license programs.

NOTE: The Fast-Track option is not available to licensed candidates completing an advanced
endorsement program.

(2) To receive a fast-track process for a program completer, an EPP and candidate must provide:
(a) A Program Completion Form for the applicant; (EPP provides)

(b) Official transcripts; (Applicant provides)

(c) All required test scores; (Applicant provides)

(d) Background clearance; and (Applicant provides)

(e) A complete and correct application in the form and manner required by the Commission, including
payment of all required fees, as provided in OAR 584-200-0050. (Applicant provides)
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Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP input on Fast Track: Staff told EPPs that the agency is considering expanding fast track to all
Oregon completers, if possible. EPPs agreed that this would be helpful to Oregon graduates.

Staff Response: No changes to the draft rule at this time. We will only change if NIC system is not able
to do fast track.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing program completion-fast track provisions, along with the
expansion to all Oregon graduates. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to
state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing program completion-fast track provisions, along with the
expansion to all Oregon graduates. The agency anticipates that school districts may have some costs
savings with the expansion of fast track to non-teaching licenses because it may be able to place
graduates more quickly into open positions.

Public: The rule restates existing program completion-fast track provisions, along with the expansion to
all Oregon graduates. The agency anticipates that some candidates may incur costs savings if there
license is process more quickly and they are more quickly able to be placed in an administrator position.
The educator preparation programs may incur costs associated with processing all their graduates in the
fast track process, which may require more staffing time to prepare documents.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Fast Track: Staff told EPPs that the agency is considering expanding fast track to all
Oregon completers, if possible. RAC participants asked if it could be clarified which requirements are
provided by the EPP and which are provided by the applicant.

Staff Response: Staff added “EPP provides” and “Applicant provides” to the list of requirements for Fast
Track.

584-400-0170 Experimental Programs

(1) The purpose of experimental licensure, endorsement, or specialization programs is to allow Educator
Preparation Providers (EPPs) to develop innovative and creative programs that respond to community,
social, and educational needs. Furthermore, it is to encourage collaboration among EPPs and to foster
partnerships between EPPs and other educational entities, such as school districts, education service
districts, private schools, and non-profit organizations.

(2) Term of Experimental Programs: The Commission may provide state recognition for an experimental
licensure, endorsement, or specialization program for a maximum of two years. The two year term may
begin from either:

DO: Dykeman | Robbecke

Classified 1 - Published:

PAC Draft 3 Page 47
Date: 10/7/17







(a) The date of the recognition of the program by the Commission; or

(b) The start date of the program, as provided by the Commission in the resolution enacting the
recognition of the program.

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (2), the Commission may approve a term for more than two years, if the
experimental program is funded, in whole or in part, by a grant with a term that exceeds two years.

(a) The term of the experimental program may not exceed the term of the underlying grant.
(b) If the term exceeds two years, the EPP must report to the Commission on the experimental program:
(A) Two years from the date of the initial recognition; or

(B) On the date(s) provided by the Commission in the resolution enacting the recognition of the
program.

(4) Requirements for Experimental Programs: To receive state recognition of an experimental program,
an EPPs i must submit a proposal to the Commission that
includes: P cslenvhichraustinelude:

7

(a) Rationale for the experimental program, which-rust:
(b) Specific variations to Commission-adopted program requirements the EPP is seeking;

(c) Description of the innovative and creative program structure and how it will serve community, social,
and education needs; and

(d) Description of any partnerships, e+collaborations, or grants involved with the experimental program.

(e) Descriptions of proposed educational experiences and settings;

(f) Arrangements Plan for clinical practices;

(g) Evidence of institutional capacity to support the program; and

(h) Systematic-efforts Plan for evaluation of program completers.

(4) Requirements for Licensure: Candidates completing an experimental program must meet all Oregon
licensure requirements.

(5) Annual Reports: EPPs must include data and information regarding any appreved-state-recognized
experimental programs in their annual report(s) to the Commission, as provided in the Program Review
and Standards Handbook.
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(6) Full State Recognition: EPPs must report to the Commission no later than two years following the
date of the initial state recognition for the experimental program of the EPP’s intent to either:

(a) Request full state recognition of the licensure, endorsement, or specialization program, as provided
in OAR Chapter 584, Division 400, State Approval Process for Educator Preparation Providers (EPPs); or

(b) Eliminate the experimental program, as provided in 584-400-0090 Elimination of Programs.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120, 342.147 & 342.165

Hist.: TSPC 3-2016(Temp), f. 6-30-16, cert. ef. 7-1-16 thru 12-27-16; TSPC 1-2017, f. & cert. ef. 2-1-17

EPP input on Experimental Programs: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing experimental program provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing experimental program provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing experimental program provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Experimental Programs: RAC members asked if it could be clarified if the start date of the
two year terms begins with the Commission recognition of the program or the start date of the program.
In addition, the RAC members asked about experimental programs based on grant programs. Some
grant programs last more than two years.

Staff Response: Staff added a provision to allow for the two year term to begin on either the date of
recognition or start date of the program, if noted in the resolution. Staff did not alter section (6) to
include start date of program because the agency would like to still be notified of the EPP’s intent to
continue or end the program two years from the date of initial recognition from the Commission.

Staff added a provision about extending the two year term limit if there is underlying grant funding.
Staff added a provision to require the EPP to report on the experimental program in two years if the term
of recognition exceeds two years or as otherwise provided by the Commission. Staff also made some
other edits for clarification purposes.
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584-400-0180 Waiver of Program Requirements

(1) The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) may waive licensure, endorsement, or specialization
program requirements for individual candidates when competency is otherwise demonstrated, as
provided in this rule and the Program Review and Standards Handbook. To be granted a waiver, the
candidate must be able to demonstrate the knowledge, skills, competencies, and dispositions required
by state and institutional standards.

(2) Coursework Waivers: To waive coursework requirements, the EPP must document that the
candidate demonstrates the competencies and knowledge that the coursework is intended to develop.
The written documentation may include, but is not limited to:

(a) Letters from teachers or supervisors;
(b) Test data;

(c) Personal statements; and

(d) Observation reports.

NOTE: The EPP is not required to document or report course substitutions to the Commission.

(3) Clinical Practices Waivers: To waive clinical practice requirements for preservice candidates, the EPP
must document that the candidate has demonstrated the ability to foster students’ learning through
completion of a teacher performance assessment, as provided in 584-400-0120, Teacher Candidate
Performance Assessments.

(4) To waive clinical practice requirements for inservice candidates, the EPP must document that the
candidate demonstrates the ability to meet the clinical practice standards in the program area.

(5) Waiver Prohibitions: The EPP may not waive the following program requirements:

(a) A teacher performance assessment for candidates in a Preliminary Teaching License program;
(b) Passage of the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in the Educational Environment exam; and
(c) Passage of the subject-matter exam related to the endorsement area.

(6) EPP Waiver Policy: EPPs must have an official policy for waivers of program requirements. The
waiver policy must include:

(a) Written policies and guidelines;

(b) A process for evaluating and granting requests;

(c) A process for including appropriate faculty and departmental staff in the evaluation of the waiver
request; and

(d) An appeals procedure within the EPP for candidates who are denied waiver requests.

(7) EPPs must maintain records of all documentation relied upon for waivers granted.

(8) Annual Reports: EPPs must report waivers of program requirements in the Oregon EPP annual
reports, as provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.
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NOTE: The EPP is not required to document or report course substitutions to the Commission.

(9) Applicant Appeals of EPP Denial of Waiver Decisions: The applicant may appeal a denial of a waiver
decision of a Commission-approved EPP. The Commission will only consider appeals from applicants
who have attempted to resolve the waiver issue through completing the EPP’s appeal process.

(10) To request an appeal of an EPP’s waiver decision, an applicant must submit:

(a) Official transcripts of any preparation completed relevant to the waiver;

(b) A copy of the applicant's planned program at the institution leading to the license, endorsement, or
specialization;

(c) The applicant’s resume of work experience applicable to the license, endorsement, or specialization;
(d) Evidence that the applicant has exhausted the appeals process within the EPP; and

(e) If applicable, a written statement from a school district that indicates support for the application and
the particular competency on which the applicant is seeking waiver of course requirements;

(f) A statement from the applicant that indicates:

(A) The reason(s) for appealing the matter to the Commission;

(B) The program requirement for which a waiver is requested;

(C) The applicant's qualifications to be considered by the Commission; and

(D) The effect that granting the appeal would have on the applicant's preparation program;

(g) A complete and correct application in the form and manner required by the Commission, including
payment of all required fees, as provided in OAR 584-200-0050.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.127, 342.135, 342.140, 342.143, 342.147, 342.165, 342.175 & 342.176
Hist.:

EPP feedback on waivers: EPPs are fine with reporting in annual report. EPPs want clarity on what is
considered a waiver. For example, substituting coursework should not be included in waivers.

Staff Recommendation: Staff will clarify specifically what is considered a waiver of program
requirements.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule consolidates and modifies waiver of program requirement provisions. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.
Local governments: The rule consolidates and modifies waiver of program requirement provisions. The
agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this
rulemaking.
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Public: The rule consolidates and modifies waiver of program requirement provisions. The agency
anticipates that educator preparation programs may incur costs associated with new requirements for
processing, recording and reporting on waiver requests.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC feedback on waivers: RAC participants had a long discussion on the requirements for waivers. RAC
members discussed the Commission role in waivers, if the EPPs have been given the authority to
recommend for licensure. RAC members also mentioned the role of waivers with the new requirement
for edTPA. Does the edTPA serve as a guarantee of not overusing waivers — and thus do EPPs still need
to report waivers? What about areas that do not require an edTPA? RAC members also spoke about the
confusion over reporting of course substitutions. They wanted clarification in the rule about these types
of waivers.

Staff Response: Staff has clarified in the draft rule that the reporting of course substitutions in not
required. Staff will also bring the larger wavier issues to the PAC for discussion.

584-400-0190 Waiver of State Standards

(1) An Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) may petition the Commission for waiver of state standards.
(2) A petition must include information and reasons the EPP is seeking the waiver.

(3) In granting the petition, the Commission must determine that a waiver of state standards:

(a) Does not adversely impact the intent of the standards or rules; and

(b) Does not contradict any Oregon statutory requirements.

EPP input on Waiver of State Standards: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the
webinar. The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing waiver of state standards provisions. The agency does
not anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing waiver of state standards provisions. The agency does not
anticipate fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing waiver of state standards provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.
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RAC input on Waiver of State Standards: Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule at the RAC
meeting. The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.
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Division 410 - PAC Draft 3 (After Webinar and RAC).pdf

Division 410: Standards for Educator Preparation Programs (Units) — New Division
584-410-0010 Standards for State Approval of Unit: General Provisions

Nationally based standards

584-410-0020 Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical Knowledge

584-410-0030 Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice

584-410-0040 Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment, and Selectivity
584-410-0050 Standard 4: Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development
584-410-0060 Standard 5: Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement

State-Specific Standards

584-410-0070 Standard 6: Cultural Competency and Equity in the Classroom
584-410-0080 Standard 7: English Language Learners (Currently in 584-420-0010)
584-410-0090 Standard 8: Censertitm—EPP Partnerships

584-410-0100 Standard 9: Verification of Candidate Recommendations (Field Audit)

Former State-specific standards moved to program review:

EPP feedback on State Specific Standards from the webinar: EPPs did not have concerns with moving
the following standards to program review.
Staff Response: Staff will move the items to the individual program standards.

RAC input on State Specific Standards: EPPs did not have concerns with moving the following standards
to program review.
Staff Response: Staff will move these state-specific unit items to the individual program standards.

% Knowledge of School Law for Licensed Educators (OAR 584-017-1020);

0 Moving school law requirement to individual program standards. As a result, the

school law requirement would be reviewed as a part of program review.
+»+ Field or Clinical Experiences (OAR 584-017-1042);

0 Moving to individual program standards (Division 420) and general provisions
(Division 400). The clinical practices standards will be reviewed as a part of
individual programs during the program review process.

+»+ Student Teaching (OAR 584-017-1045);

0 Moving to individual program standards (Division 420) and general provisions
(Division 400). The clinical practices standards will be reviewed as a part of
individual programs during the program review process.

¢ Internship Agreements (OAR 584-017-1048);

0 Moving to individual program standards (Division 420) and general provisions
(Division 400). The clinical practices standards will be reviewed as a part of
individual programs during the program review process.

++ Selection, Recruitment, Admission and Retention of Candidates (584-017-1028)
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0 Moving specific admission requirements to individual program standards. The
general admission standards are now in Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment
and Selectivity.

++ Reading Instruction: Program Standards (584-420-0015);

O The Reading Instruction provisions only apply to Elementary Education, Reading
Intervention, and SPED programs. The Reading Instruction standards will be
reviewed during the program review process.

++ Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards (584-420-0016);

0 The Dyslexia Instruction provisions only apply to Early Childhood, Elementary
Education, Reading Intervention, and SPED programs. The Dyslexia Instruction
standards will be reviewed during the program review process.

% Request for Waiver of Rules (OAR 584-017-1010)
O Moving to annual report requirements.
«+» Partial Waivers for Field or Clinical Requirements in the Event of School District Closures
(OAR 584-017-1040)
0 Moving to annual report requirements.
+» Evidence of Effectiveness for Initial | Teaching License Preparation (OAR 584-017-1030)

0 This rule was replaced by the new rule for Teacher Candidate Performance
Assessments. The review of teacher candidate performance assessments will take
place in the program review for the Preliminary Teaching License program.

+» Evidence of Effectiveness for Continuing Teaching License Preparation (OAR 584-017-1032)

0 This rule will be repealed and the provisions will be added to the program standards

for the Professional Teaching License. (584-420-0030)

Division 410: State Standards for Oregon Education Preparation Programs
584-410-0010 Standards for State Approval: General Provisions

(1) Pursuant to ORS 342.147, the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission has established
standards for state approval of educator preparation providers (Units) and educator preparation
programs leading to educator licensure. The unit standards apply to:

(a) Initial preparation and advanced preparation programs for teachers and other school professionals;
(b) Off-campus, distance learning, and alternate route programs;

(c) Online institutions and non-higher education organizations offering programs for the professional
preparation of educators.

(2) To obtain state approval to a unit, an educator preparation provider (EPP) must meet the following
standards:

(a) Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical Knowledge;

(b) Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice;

(c) Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment, and Selectivity;

(d) Standard 4: Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development;

(e) Standard 5: Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement;
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(f) Standard 6: Cultural Competency and Equity in the Classroom;

(g) Standard 7: English Language Learners (Currently in 584-420-0010);
(h) Standard 8: Consortium;

(i) Standard 9: Verification of Candidate Recommendation (Field Audits).

(3)-The Commission has defined licensure and endorsement programs as initial or advanced programs
for the purposes of Unit Approval. The Commission-approved list of advanced and initial programs is
provided in the Program Review and Standards Handbook. as:
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1) Special Education: Deatand Hard-of Hearing (F . N ice)
1) Special Education- Vision lmpaired {F . N ice)

EPP feedback on Definition of Initial and Advanced Programs — and Program Report Requirements:
EPPs had a long discussion on this issue and raised many questions about the CAEP process and the
requirements for initial and advanced. The main question is how much control the state has to define
advanced and initial. They asked the Commission to be an advocate for the EPPs with CAEP. For
example, the CAEP process requirement for ACT/SAT is problematic for graduate and transfer students.
Some people entering their graduate program took the ACT/SAT twenty years ago, some universities
don’t require it anymore (Willamette), and some transfer students from community colleges were not
required to take them. They also wondered if there is a way to define all graduate programs as
advanced.

Staff Response: After hearing the discussion of the webinar participants, agency staff is suggesting
moving the list of initial and advanced programs to the Program Review and Standards Handbook.
Placing the specific list of initial and advanced programs into the Handbook will allow for flexibility while
the Commission determines the definition for Oregon programs in light of the new CAEP standards and
other factors. Staff will also be meeting with CAEP staff to get more information on the state’s role in
defining initial and advanced. In addition, staff will work on developing a program report system that
works with the EPPs on their unique situations but still provides the state a uniform way to report on
programs for program reviewers and, ultimately, outside stakeholders.

RAC feedback on Definition of Initial and Advanced Programs — and Program Report

Requirements: RAC members agreed that moving the definition of advanced and initial programs to the
Program Review and Standards Handbook would provide more flexibility — especially in light of the
uncertainty of CAEP requirements in this area.

Staff Response: Staff is moving the definitions of advanced and initial programs to the Program Review
and Standards Handbook.

(5) When the Commission adopts new or revised unit or program standards, the Commission must
adopt one of the following actions:

(a) Affirm continued approval of the units or relevant programs under the new or revised standards; or
(b) Require the EPPs to submit their units or relevant programs for continued approval under the new or
revised standards, in the form and manner adopted by the Commission in the Program Review and
Standards Handbook;

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing general provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing general provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.
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Public: The rule restates existing general provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or cost
of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

584-410-0020 Standard 1: Content and Pedagogical Knowledge

(1) Initial Programs: The Education Preparation Provider (EPP) 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 flexibility to advance the learning of all students toward attainment of
college- and career-readiness standards.

(2) Advanced Programs: The Education Preparation Provider (EPP) ensures that candidates for
professional specialties develop a deep understanding of the critical concepts and principles of their
field of preparation and, by completion, are able to use professional specialty practices flexibly to
advance the learning of all P-12 students toward attainment of college- and career-readiness standards.

(3) Candidates Knowledge, Skills and Professional Dispositions: Initial Programs: Candidates
demonstrate an understanding of the (10) INTASC standards at the appropriate progression level(s) in
the following categories: the learner and learning; content; instructional practice; and professional
responsibility.

(4) Candidates Knowledge, Skills and Professional Dispositions: Advanced Programs: Candidates for
advanced preparation demonstrate their proficiencies to understand and apply knowledge and skills
appropriate to their professional field of specialization so that learning and development opportunities
for all P-12 are enhanced, through:

(a) Applications of data literacy;

(b) Use of research and understanding of qualitative, quantitative and/or mixed methods research
methodologies;

(c) Employment of data analysis and evidence to develop supportive school environments;

(d) Leading and/or participating in collaborative activities with others such as peers, colleagues,
teachers, administrators, community organizations, and parents;

(e) Supporting appropriate applications of technology for their field of specialization; and

(f) Application of professional dispositions, laws and policies, codes of ethics and professional standards
appropriate to their field of specialization.

(5) Education Preparation Provider (Provider) Responsibilities: Initial Programs: Educator preparation
providers (EPPs) ensure that candidates:

(a) Use research and evidence to develop an understanding of the teaching profession and use both to
measure their P-12 students’ progress and their own professional practice; and

(b) Apply content and pedagogical knowledge as reflected in outcome assessments in response to
standards of Oregon, Specialized Professional Associations (SPA), the National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards (NBPTS), or other accrediting bodies (e.g., National Association of Schools of Music —
NASM);
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(c) Demonstrate skills and commitment that afford all P-12 students access to rigorous college- and
career-ready standards (e.g., Next Generation Science Standards, National Career Readiness Certificate,
Common Core State Standards); and

(d) Model and apply technology standards as they design, implement and assess learning experiences to
engage students and improve learning; and enrich professional practice.

(6) Education Preparation Provider (Provider) Responsibilities: Advanced Programs: Educator
Preparation Providers (EPPs) ensure that advanced program completers have opportunities to learn and
apply specialized content and discipline knowledge contained in approved state and/or national
discipline-specific standards. These specialized standards include, but are not limited to, Oregon
standards, Specialized Professional Association (SPA) standards, standards of the National Board for
Professional Teaching Standards, and standards of other accrediting bodies [e.g., Council for
Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP)].

EPP input on Standard 1: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 1 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 1 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 1 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 1 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Standard 1: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 1 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455 — 342.495; 342.553
Hist.:

584-410-0030 Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice
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(1) Initial Programs: The Education Preparation Provider (EPP) ensures that effective partnerships and
high-quality clinical practice are central to preparation so that candidates develop the knowledge, skills,
and professional dispositions necessary to demonstrate positive impact on all P-12 students’ learning
and development.

(2) Advanced Programs: The EPP ensures that effective partnerships and high-quality clinical practice
are central to preparation so that candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and professional
dispositions appropriate for their professional specialty field.

(3) Partnerships for Clinical Preparation: Initial and Advanced Programs: Initial Programs: Partners co-
construct mutually beneficial P-12 school and community arrangements, including technology-based
collaborations, for clinical preparation and share responsibility for continuous improvement of
candidate preparation. Partnerships for clinical preparation can follow a range of forms, participants,
and functions. They establish mutually agreeable expectations for candidate entry, preparation, and
exit; ensure that theory and practice are linked; maintain coherence across clinical and academic
components of preparation; and share accountability for candidate outcomes.

(4) Partnerships for Clinical Preparation: Initial and Advanced Programs: Advanced Programs: Partners
co-construct mutually beneficial P-12 school and community arrangements, including technology-based
collaborations, for clinical preparation and share responsibility for continuous improvement of advanced
program candidate preparation. Partnerships for clinical preparation can follow a range of forms,
participants, and functions. They establish mutually agreeable expectations for advanced program
candidate entry, preparation, and exit; ensure that theory and practice are linked; maintain coherence
across clinical and academic components of preparation; and share accountability for advanced program
candidate outcomes.

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

(6) Clinical Experiences: Initial and Advanced Programs: Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation
Provider (EPP) works with partners to design clinical experiences of sufficient depth, breadth, diversity,
coherence, and duration to ensure that candidates demonstrate their developing effectiveness and
positive impact on all students’ learning and development. Clinical experiences, including technology-
enhanced learning opportunities, are structured to have multiple performance-based assessments at
key points within the program to demonstrate candidates’ development of the knowledge, skills, and
professional dispositions, as delineated in Standard 1, that are associated with a positive impact on the
learning and development of all P-12 students.

(7) Clinical Experiences: Initial and Advanced Programs: Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation
Provider (EPP) works with partners to design varied and developmental clinical settings that allow
opportunities for candidates to practice applications of content knowledge and skills that the courses
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and other experiences of the advanced preparation emphasize. The opportunities lead to appropriate
culminating experiences in which candidates demonstrate their proficiencies, through problem-based
tasks or research (e.g., qualitative, quantitative, mixed methods, action) that are characteristic of their
professional specialization as detailed in component 1.1.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455 — 342.495; 342.553
Hist.:

EPP input on Standard 2: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 2 as Oregon’s unit standard for
clinical experience and practice. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The
EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 2 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 2 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 2 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Standard 2: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 2 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

584-410-0040 Standard 3: Candidate Quality, Recruitment, and Selectivity

(1) Initial Programs: The Education Preparation Provider (EPP) 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 EPP demonstrates that
development of candidate quality is the goal of educator preparation in all phases of the program.

(2) Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) demonstrates that the quality of
advanced program candidates is a continuing and purposeful part of its responsibility so that completers
are prepared to perform effectively and can be recommended for certification where applicable.
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(3) Plan for Recruitment of Diverse Candidates who Meet Employment Needs: Initial Programs: The
Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) presents plans and goals to recruit and support completion of high-
quality candidates from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse populations to accomplish their
mission. The admitted pool of candidates reflects the diversity of America’s P-12 students. The EPP
demonstrates efforts to know and address community, state, national, regional, or local needs for hard-
to-staff schools and shortage fields, currently, STEM, English-language learning, and students with
disabilities.

(4) Admission of Diverse Candidates Who Meet Employment Needs: Advanced Programs: The provider
sets goals and monitors progress for admission and support of high-quality advanced program
candidates from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse populations to accomplish their mission. The
admitted pool of candidates reflects the diversity of America’s teacher pool and, over time, should
reflect the diversity of P-12 students. The EPP demonstrates efforts to know and address community,
state, national, regional, or local needs for school and district staff prepared in advanced fields.

(5) Candidates Demonstrate Academic Achievement: Initial Programs The Educator Preparation
Provider (EPP) meets minimum criteria or the state’s minimum criteria for academic achievement,
whichever are higher, and gathers disaggregated data on the enrolled candidates whose preparation
begins during an academic year.

(6) Candidates Demonstrate Academic Achievement and Ability to Complete Preparation Successfully:
Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) sets admissions requirements for
academic achievement, including CAEP minimum criteria, the state’s minimum criteria, or graduate
school minimum criteria, whichever is highest, and gathers data to monitor candidates from admission
to completion. The EPP determines additional criteria intended to ensure that candidates have, or
develop, abilities to complete the program successfully and arranges appropriate support and
counseling for candidates whose progress falls behind.

(7) Additional Selectivity Factors: Initial Programs: Educator preparation providers establish and
monitor attributes and dispositions beyond academic ability that candidates must demonstrate at
admissions and during the program. The EPP selects criteria, describes the measures used and evidence
of the reliability and validity of those measures, and reports data that show how the academic and non-
academic factors predict candidate performance in the program and effective teaching.

(8) Selectivity During Preparation: Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) creates
criteria for program progression and monitors candidates’ advancement from admissions through
completion. All candidates demonstrate the ability to teach to college- and career-ready standards. EPPs
present multiple forms of evidence to indicate candidates’ developing content knowledge, pedagogical
content knowledge, pedagogical skills, and the integration of technology in all of these domains.

(9) Selectivity During Preparation: Advanced Programs: The EPP creates criteria for program
progression and uses disaggregated data to monitor candidates’ advancement from admissions through
completion.
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(10) Selection at Completion: Initial Programs: Before the Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
recommends any completing candidate for licensure or certification, it documents that the candidate:
(a) Has reached a high standard for content knowledge in the fields where certification is sought and can
teach effectively with positive impacts on P-12 student learning and development; and

(b) Understands the expectations of the profession, including codes of ethics, professional standards of
practice, and relevant laws and policies.

(11) Selection at Completion: Advanced Programs: Before the Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
recommends any advanced program candidate for completion, it documents that the candidate has
reached a high standard for content knowledge in the field of specialization, data literacy and research-
driven decision making, effective use of collaborative skills, applications of technology, and applications
of dispositions, laws, codes of ethics and professional standards appropriate for the field of
specialization.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP input on Standard 3: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 3 as Oregon’s unit standard for
candidate quality, recruitment and selectivity. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the
webinar. The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 3 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 3 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 3 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Standard 3: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 3 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

584-410-0050 Standard 4: Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development
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(1) Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) demonstrates the impact of its completers
on P-12 student learning and development, classroom instruction, and schools and the satisfaction of tis
completers with the relevance and effectiveness of their preparation.

(2) Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) documents the satisfaction of its
completers from advanced preparation programs and their employers with the relevance and
effectiveness of their preparation.

(3) Impact on P-12 Student Learning and Development: Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation
Provider (EPP) documents, using multiple measures that program completers contribute to an expected
level of student-learning growth. Multiple measures shall include all available growth measures
(including value-added measures, student-growth percentiles, and student learning and development
objectives) required by the state for its teachers and available to educator preparation providers, other
state-supported P-12 impact measures, and any other measures employed by the provider.

(4) Indicators of Teaching Effectiveness: Initial Program: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
demonstrates, through structured validated observation instruments and/or student surveys, that
completers effectively apply the professional knowledge, skills, and dispositions that the preparation
experiences were designed to achieve.

(5) Satisfaction of Employers: Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) demonstrates,
using measures that result in valid and reliable data and including employment milestones such as
promotion and retention, that employers are satisfied with the completers’ preparation for their
assigned responsibilities in working with P-12 students.

(6) Satisfaction of Employers: Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
demonstrates that employers are satisfied with completers’ preparation and that completers reach
employment milestones such as promotion and retention.

(7) Satisfaction of Completers: Initial Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
demonstrates, using measures that result in valid and reliable data, that program completers perceive
their preparation as relevant to the responsibilities they confront on the job, and that the preparation
was effective.

(8) Satisfaction of Completers: Advanced Programs: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)
demonstrates that advanced program completers perceive their preparation as relevant to the
responsibilities they confront on the job, and that the preparation was effective.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553
Hist.:

EPP input on Standard 4: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 4 as Oregon’s unit standard for
student learning and development. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The
EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.
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Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 4 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 4 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 4 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Standard 4: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 4 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.
584-410-0060 Standard 5: Provider Quality Assurance and Continuous Improvement

(1) The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) maintains a quality assurance system comprised of valid
data from multiple measures, including evidence of candidates’ and completers’ positive impact on P-12
student learning and development. The EPP supports continuous improvement that is sustained and
evidence-based, and that evaluates the effectiveness of its completers. The EPP uses the results of
inquiry and data collection to establish priorities, enhance program elements and capacity, and test
innovations to improve completers’ impact on P-12 student learning and development.

(2) Quality and Strategic Evaluation Initial and Advanced: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)’s
quality assurance system is comprised of multiple measures that can monitor candidate progress,
completer achievements, and EPP operational effectiveness. Evidence demonstrates that the EPP
satisfies all Oregon standards.

(3) Quality and Strategic Evaluation Initial and Advanced: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP)’s
quality assurance system relies on relevant, verifiable, representative, cumulative and actionable
measures, and produces empirical evidence that interpretations of data are valid and consistent.

(4) Continuous Improvement: Initial and Advanced: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) regularly
and systematically assesses performance against its goals and relevant standards, tracks results over
time, tests innovations and the effects of selection criteria on subsequent progress and completion, and
uses results to improve program elements and processes.

(5) Continuous Improvement: Initial and Advanced: Measures of completer impact, including available
outcome data on P-12 student growth, are summarized, externally benchmarked, analyzed, shared
widely, and acted upon in decision-making related to programs, resource allocation, and future
direction.
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(6) Continuous Improvement: Initial and Advanced: The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) assures
that appropriate stakeholders, including alumni, employers, practitioners, school and community
partners, and others defined by the EPP, are involved in program evaluation, improvement, and
identification of models of excellence.

EPP input on Standard 5: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 5 as Oregon’s unit standard for
provider quality assurance and continuous improvement. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this
rule in the webinar. The EPP representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 5 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 5 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 5 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on Standard 5: This rule simply incorporates CAEP standard 5 as Oregon’s unit standard for
content and pedagogical knowledge. Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar.
The RAC representatives also did not bring up any issues with this rule.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.
584-410-0070 Standard 6: Cultural Competency and Equity in the Classroom

(1) The EPP designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and provides experiences for candidates to
acquire and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions necessary to help all
students learn equitably.

(a) Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and apply proficiencies related to cultural
competency and equitable student learning.

(b) Experiences provided for candidates include working with diverse populations, including higher
education and P—12 school faculty, candidates, and students in P-12 schools.

(c) A cohort of candidates and faculty from diverse groups informs the unit’s curriculum, pedagogy, and
field experiences in culturally inclusive meaningful ways.
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(d) Diverse faculty and peers assist candidates in addressing teaching and learning from multiple
perspectives and different life experiences. These experiences provide for different voices in the
professional development and work of the education profession.

(e) The greater range of cultural backgrounds and experiences among faculty and candidates enhances
understanding of cultural competency, inclusion and equity for all students in the classroom.

(2) Areas evaluated under this standard include:

(a) Design, Implementation, and Evaluation of Curriculum and Experiences;
(b) Experiences Working with Diverse Faculty; and

(c) Experiences working with Diverse Candidates; and

(d) Experiences working with Diverse Student in the P-12 Schools.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495; 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 3-2012, f. & cert. ef. 3-9-12

EPP input on the cultural competency and equity standard: Because of the new CAEP standards, which
weave equity throughout all five standards, some EPP members feel we no longer need a separate
Oregon equity standard. The EPPs suggested that the Commission could look at the CAEP reports and
read what is said about equity threaded throughout all five standards. If the Commission finds that the
CAEP reports/standards do not adequately meet equity needs, the Commission could then create a
separate Oregon standard.

In the alternative, if the Commission does keep a separate Oregon standard, the EPPs request that the
Commission research if the Oregon equity standard could be aligned with the existing reporting
requirements for public higher education. EPPs would really appreciate not having to do two different
sets of data in the equity area.

If the Commission chooses to keep the current equity standard, the EPPs request that the Commission
define “diverse” and “faculty” so the EPPs are clear as to which groups are included: first generation?
LGBT? Or specifically focused on racial diversity? In addition, the EPPs request that the Commission
assess what data or evidence the current equity standard has provided to the Commission since its
adoption. Is this standard meeting its goals and, if the Commission moves to using the CAEP standards
for equity goals, would the Commission lose something in that transition?

Staff Response: Agency staff would like the PAC to recommend next steps for the equity standard. Does
PAC recommend keeping the standard, revising the standard, repealing the standard and use the CAEP
standards only, or doing more research?

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:
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Other state agencies: The rule restates existing Standard 6 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing Standard 6 provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing Standard 6 provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on the cultural competency and equity standard: RAC members generally agreed with the
suggestions of the EPPs at the webinar (see blue sections above). The RAC members reiterated that they
would like the Commission to use the CAEP standards for equity purposes. They suggested that the
Commission could remove the current equity standard (standard 4 in currently adopted OAR rules) and
use the CAEP standards. After a few unit approval processes, the Commission could then determine if
the CAEP process is strong enough in the area of equity — or if the Commission needs to adopt a stronger
requirement.

Staff Response: Agency staff plans to discuss this issue with the PAC members. Staff would like PAC to
recommend next steps for the equity standard. Does PAC recommend keeping the standard, revising the
standard, repealing the standard and use the CAEP standards only, or doing more research?

584-410-0080 Standard 7: English Language Learners (ELL)

(1) Purpose of the Standards: It is the Commission’s policy that every p-12 educator has a responsibility
to meet the needs of Oregon’s English Language Learner students. As such, accreditation and educator
preparation requirements must support the demand for well-prepared educators to work with second

language learners of all ages.

(2) These standards apply to preservice or inservice candidates working to become teachers,
administrators, personnel service educators and educator preparation program (EPP) faculty.

(3) The ELL Knowledge, Skills, Abilities and Dispositions:

(a) Language: Candidates, and higher education faculty know, understand, and use the major concepts,
theories, and research related to the nature and acquisition of language to construct learning
environments that support ELL and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content
area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:

(A) Understand concepts related to academic versus social language, oracy versus literacy, and
grammatical forms and linguistic functions;

(B) Are familiar with characteristics of students at different stages of second language acquisition and
English Language Proficiency (ELP) levels;

(C) Recognize the role of first language (L1) in learning the second language (L2); and
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(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.

(b) Culture: Candidates, and higher education faculty know and understand the major concepts,
principles, theories, and research related to the nature and role of culture and cultural groups to
construct learning environments that support ELL students' cultural identities, language and literacy
development, and content area achievement. Candidates, and higher education faculty:

(A) Understand the impact of culture on language learning;
(B) Recognize and combat deficit perspectives and views on second language learner students;

(C) Understand that learners’ skills, knowledge and experiences should be used as resources for
learning; and

(D) Understand how one’s own culture impacts one’s teaching practice.

(c) Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction: Candidates and higher education faculty know
and understand the use of standards-based practices and strategies related to planning, implementing,
and managing ESL and content instruction, including classroom organization, teaching strategies for
developing and integrating language skills, and choosing and adapting classroom resources. Candidates
and higher education faculty:

(A) Are familiar with different ELL program models for language acquisition English Language
Development (ELD) and content pedagogy (sheltered & bilingual models);

(B) Incorporate basic sheltered strategies (e.g., visuals, grouping strategies, frontloading, and explicit
vocabulary) appropriate to learners at different levels of English language proficiency within a gradual
release of responsibility model;

(C) Are familiar with state-adopted English Language Proficiencies standards, and are able to develop
lessons that include both content and language objectives related to those standards; and

(D) Incorporate primary language support within instruction.

(d) Assessment: Candidates and higher education faculty understand issues of assessment and use
standards-based assessment measures with ELL and bilingual learners of all ages. Candidates and higher
education faculty:

(A) Understand the role of language in content assessments; and

(B) Implement multiple and varied assessments that allow learners to demonstrate knowledge of
content regardless of language proficiency level.

(e) Professionalism: Candidates and higher education faculty demonstrate knowledge of the history of
ESL teaching. Candidates keep current with new instructional techniques, research results, advances in
the ESL field, and public policy issues. Candidates use such information to reflect upon and improve their
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instructional practices. Candidates provide support and advocate for ELL and bilingual students and their
families and work collaboratively to improve the learning environment. Candidates and higher
education faculty:

(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and

(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development
specialists.

(f) Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning
and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:

(A) Demonstrate knowledge of current technologies and application of technology with ELL students;

(B) Design, develop, and implement student learning activities that integrate information technology;
and

(C) Use technologies to communicate, network, locate resources, and enhance continuing professional
development.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455-342.495 & 342.553
Hist.: TSPC 13-2015(Temp), f. 11-13-15, cert. ef. 1-1-16 thru 6-28-16; TSPC 1-2016, f. & cert. ef. 2-10-16

EPP input on ELL standards: This rule simply moves the current ELL standards into the new rule division.
Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The EPP representatives also did not
bring up any issues with this rule, except one EPP member suggesting that this could be moved to
program standards.

Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing ELL standard provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing ELL standard provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing ELL standard provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC input on ELL standards: This rule simply moves the current ELL standards into the new rule division.
Staff did not bring any specific issues on this rule in the webinar. The RAC representatives also did not
bring up any issues with this rule.
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Staff Response: No changes to draft rule at this time.

584-410-0090 Standard 8: EPP Partnerships Consertivm—This DRAFTrule-combines-CAERstandards

(1) The EPP must assure that appropriate partners are represented in meeting the following unit
standards:

(a) 584-410-0030 Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice

(b) 584-410-0060 Standard 5, Subsection (6): Continuous Improvement: The Educator Preparation
Provider (EPP) assures that appropriate stakeholders, including alumni, employers, practitioners, school
and community partners, and others defined by the EPP, are involved in program evaluation,
improvement, and identification of models of excellence.

et i ineluding L imited to:

(2) The appropriate partners must include, but are not limited to:

(a) School and community partners, [CAEP Standard 2, CAEP Standard 5.5 and TSPC — TSPC is optional
for community members]

(b) Organizations; (CAEP Standard 2)

(c) Employers and businesses; (CAEP Standard 2 and CAEP Standard 5.5)

(d) Agencies; (CAEP Standard 2)
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(e) Districts, and/or EPPs interested in candidate preparation or education; (CAEP Standard 2)

(f) Alumni; (CAEP Standard 5.5)

(g) Practitioners; (CAEP Standard 5.5)

(h) Teachers who are members of their district’s teacher bargaining unit; (TSPC)

(i) Public school administrators; (TSPC)

(j) Personnel service license holders, if the EPP has an approved program in the license area; (TSPC)
(k) Under-represented populations; (TSPC)

(1) Faculty from the institution (TSPC); and

(m) Students in the program (TSPC).

(3) The EPP shall report, in the state addendum portion of the Self-Study:

(a) The specific partners involved with assisting the EPP to meet the standards; and

(b) How each partner participated in the EPP activities, decision-making process, or other aspects of the
clinical practices, partnerships and continuous improvement efforts.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: 342.120 — 342.430; 342.455 — 342.495; 342.553

Hist.:

EPP feedback on the Consortium: The EPPs generally would like to use CAEP standards 2 and 5.5 as the
method to ensure EPPs have strong partnerships with their communities, instead of having a very specific
consortium requirement. By removing the consortium requirement and using CAEP standards 2 and 5.5,
the EPPs would have more flexibility in working with partners.

If the Commission decides to keep its own partnership standards, the EPPs suggest to not require a very
specific consortium, but rather to require the EPP to partner with certain groups. This way, the
Commission can be assured these certain groups will be “at the table” for EPP decisions and policies. The
EPP can then report on how they implemented those partnerships, e.g. faculty had school administrators
participate in professional development for candidates or representatives of the tribe reviewed the
curriculum.

Staff Response: Staff has revised the rule to incorporate the EPP suggestions. The revised rule requires
EPPs to partner with certain groups in the EPP activities and decision-making process. It also requires
EPPs to report on those partnerships in the state addendum to the Self-Study. The Self-Study will be
reviewed by Oregon members as part of the joint site visit process and provided to the Commissioners as
part of the unit approval process. We will bring this issue to the PAC members at their next meeting.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule eliminates the requirement for consortium and requires the EPP to partner
with certain groups in its activities and decision making process. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule eliminates the requirement for consortium and requires the EPP to partner
with certain groups in its activities and decision making process. The agency anticipates some districts
may incur costs associated with partnering with the Educator Preparation Program. Because this rule
allows EPPs to determine what type of partnerships to create, it is difficult for the agency to determine
the costs associated with facilitating the partnerships.
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Public: The rule eliminates the requirement for consortium and requires the EPP to partner with certain
groups in its activities and decision making process. The agency anticipates interested parties, groups,
and educator preparation may incur costs associated with partnering with the Educator Preparation
Program. Because this rule allows EPPs to determine what type of partnerships to create, it is difficult
for the agency to determine the costs associated with facilitating the partnerships.

Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC feedback on the Consortium: RAC members agreed with the suggested changes. They felt the draft
rule would still ensure that EPPs are engaging the appropriate partners, without dictating one method
(the consortium) for accomplishing this goal. EPPs were especially enthusiastic about the draft changes.
They felt that this new requirement would allow them to be more creative in creating partnerships, while
still assuring, through the reporting requirements, that key stakeholders are being listened to and
engaged with. It was suggested that Personnel Service license holders should be added to required
partners.

Staff Response: Staff has added Personnel Service license holders to the draft rule. Staff will bring this
issue to the PAC members at their next meeting.

584-410-0100 Standard 9: Verification of Candidate Recommendations (Field Audit)

(1) The Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) meets the standards for recommending candidates for
licensure and endorsements, as provided in 584-400-0130 Candidate Recommendation.

(2) The agency will verify compliance with the standards for candidate recommendations through a field
audit of student records.

(3) The field audit will be conducted during the unit review process, in the form and manner adopted by
the Commission in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.

EPP feedback on Field Audits: The EPPs asked to research what CAEP will do in the field audit area. If
CAEP process already includes a field audit, the EPPs asked if the Commission could align with that
process.

Staff Response: The staff will research the CAEP process on field audits and bring this information to the
next Program Approval Committee meeting on October 12, 2017.

Fiscal Impact or Cost of Compliance:

Other state agencies: The rule restates existing field audit provisions. The agency does not anticipate
fiscal impact or cost of compliance to state agency related to this rulemaking.

Local governments: The rule restates existing field audit provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal
impact or cost of compliance to local government related to this rulemaking.

Public: The rule restates existing field audit provisions. The agency does not anticipate fiscal impact or
cost of compliance to the public related to this rulemaking.
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Small Business: The agency does not anticipate small business, as defined by the Oregon Administrative
Procedures Act, to be affected by this rulemaking.

RAC feedback on Field Audits: The RAC members had similar feedback as the EPP webinar participants.
(See blue text.) RAC members suggested the entire audit process be reviewed if light of the CAEP
requirement and the fact that TSPC staff is evaluating Fast Track applicants.

Staff Response: Staff plans to bring the field audit issue to PAC members for suggested next steps.

DO: Dykeman

Classification: 1 — Draft — Published

PAC Draft

10/7/17 21
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



Sorry for the bad link…Let’s try this again!


 


 


 


This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.


 


 


The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.


 


 




image13.emf
Field Notes.msg


Field Notes.msg
Field Notes

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



 



Time out:



I will be out of the office from Thursday, August 24, until Monday, September 11.



 



If something comes up while I am out, please contact:



ｷ         Licensure matters: Email Elizabeth Keller (Elizabeth.Keller@Oregon.gov). 



ｷ         Program Completion Form (C-2) questions: Email Matt Garrett (Matt.Garrett@Oregon.gov).



ｷ         Fingerprinting and background clearance questions: Email Joanne Kandle (Joanne.Kandle@Oregon.gov).



ｷ         Program items: Email TSPC Deputy Director Trent Danowski (Trent.Danowski@Oregon.gov). 



ｷ         Rule questions: Email Tamara Dykeman (tamara.dykeman@oregon.gov)



 



You can always directly email Matt with C-2 questions and Joanne with fingerprinting/clearance questions (and cc me in case they’re out). During this time (since I’ll be out), I ask that you NOT cc me.



 



CAEPCon:



CAEPCon is coming up and I will have an opportunity to attend a state clinic meeting, where representatives from each state meets with CAEP staff for updated information and Q & A. You are invited to send your CAEP questions. Please send them ASAP – by September 21 at the latest.



 



CAEP Policies:



CAEP adopted an Accreditation Policy document in July, which answers many CAEP questions. I’ll provide highlights in a future field notes email.



 



 



Please let me know if you have any questions or requests for TSPC to address specific items.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.


 


 


Commission meeting debrief (June 19-21, 2017):   Agenda 


 


These are licensure and program highlights from the June Commission meeting. This is not a complete list of Commission actions or agency priorities.


 


Item 2.1 -- edTPA Workshop: Andrea Whittaker, SCALE; Chris O’Neal, Pearson/ES


2.1a Oregon -- edTPA Implementation & Support


2.1b edTPA Assessment & Support System PowerPoint


 


Item 3.4 – Executive Director Update


                        Legislative update


 


Item 4.1 – Equity Survey Results


                        Survey results


 


Item 4.2 – Endorsement Survey Results


                        TSPC endorsement data 2017


 


Item 4.3 – OACTE update: Leif Gustavson


OACTE work over the next year to continue efforts to improve programs includes:


o    In January, OACTE will host their second legislation and policy summit. Intent: Bring as many stakeholder groups together as possible to discuss legislation and policy and identify action steps around key statewide initiatives, such as the statewide data collection system.


o    Spring 2018: Will host a conference around faculty, administrators, and candidates and others to share experiences and strategies around education advocacy, PK-12 partnership, and effective prep for the 21st Century.


o    They will continue their Oregon Association for Colleges for Teacher Education survey that gauges the efficacy of programs, from the perspective of grads and the districts that employ them. The survey is based on the 22 InTASC tasks and standards. 


 


Item 5.1 – Licensure Consent Agenda


Teacher Leader License


Licensure Committee Chair Report


 


Item 5.3 – eLicensing / Communication / Website Update


TSPC is unwilling to go forward with the next phase until it is really ready. We have something that is working right now so we’re sticking with it through the busy season. We’ll pick it up again in September. Perhaps it will be ready by the end of the year.


 


Item 5.5 – Teacher Leader


This was referred to the Licensure Committee for review and analysis and then will return to the full Commission at the next meeting.


 


Item 5.6 – Substitute Experience for Professional Teaching License


 


Item 5.7 – Impact of NES Score Revision


 


Item 6.1 – Program Approval Consent Agenda


Item 6.1a – Unit and Program Review, Site Visit Schedule


Item 6.1b – Program Review and Standards Handbook Update


 


Item 6.2 – Program Approval Committee Chair Report


·         edTPA update:


o    The standard-setting panel meeting date will be October 2.


o    Judy: Score setting recommendation will go to the November Commission meeting. It will become effective 1/1/18 and consequential 9/1/2018.


·         Annual reports: The revised rule, 584-010-0050, Annual Reports from the Unit, became effective July 1, 2017.  The due date of the annual reports has been changed from 9/30 to 4/15. The intent of the new rule is to more closely align state reporting and CAEP reporting requirements so Oregon EPPs will only have to submit one report.


 


Item 6.3 – Program Approval Process


·         Information on the docket item includes:


o    CAEP-Oregon State Agreement update: CAEP and agency staff had a phone meeting to start the process of updating the CAEP and Oregon state partnership agreement. We hope to have a draft revised agreement for the November Commission meeting and a revised agreement ready by Spring 2018.


o    State data to meet CAEP standards update: State agency efforts to help EPPs meet CAEP standards. Information was included on the docket item about Standards 3 and 4.


o    Program Review Board: PAC members approved creation of a Program Review Board (PRB) to review new program proposals. The new program proposal process was provided.


o    Major modifications: An update on the major modification process was provided.


o    Program review update: The Program Review and Standards Handbook was updated to include program review rubrics and a list of reports EPP are required to submit. 


o    Program review team process: See the docket item for information on this update.


o    Program review rubric and Program Review template: A program review rubric was included in the Program Review and Standards Handbook and the program review template was updated and adopted at the meeting.


6.3a: Program Approval Process – state review process DRAFT


6.3b: Program Approval Process – template DRAFT


6.3c: Professional Standards Manual excerpt


 


Item 6.4 – Cooperating Teacher Standards


Information about revised Cooperating Teacher standards are provided in this item, including CT qualifications, license and experience requirements, endorsement requirements, the use of alternative CTs, requirements for candidates with Restricted Teaching Licenses, character requirements, supervision, classroom environment, co-selection of CTs, program training, and annual reporting requirements.  The new rule, 584-017-1037 Cooperating Teachers: Program Standards, became effective July 1, 2017.


 


Item 6.5 – Latin Cut Score


Latin passing score adopted: The Commission adopted 152 as the passing score for the ETS Latin test (5601), effective 9/1/2017.  The Latin endorsement will no longer be a program-required area, and will be treated like other world language endorsement, with an approved test. The rules will be changed to reflect the approval of the new test, with a probable effective date of January 2018.  Until then, the Director of Licensure will review applications for licensed teachers seeking to add a Latin endorsement to their license.  Pre-service candidates will still require completion of Preliminary Teaching License program in the World Language: Latin endorsement area, as with other world language endorsement areas.  


 


Item 6.6 – ETS/Praxis Test Scores


Marketing and Speech Communication test score changes: The Commission changed the passing score for the Marketing test from 163 to 156. They also changed the passing score for the Speech Communications test from 155 to 146. Both changes were effective 7/1/2017.


 


Item 6.7 – Reading Instruction Standards Report


                        6.7a – Commission approved Reading Instruction Standards Reports


The Commission accepted and approved the Reading Instruction Standards Reports from the Oregon EPPs listed in 6.7a.


 


Item 6.8 – Northwest Christian University (NCU): New Program: SPED Program


 


Item 6.9 – George Fox University (GFU): New Program: Dual Language Specialization


 


Item 6.10 – University of Oregon (UO): Major Modification Reading Intervention


 


Item 6.11 – Warner Pacific (WP): Major Modification Reading Endorsement at the grad level


 


Item 6.12 – Southern Oregon University (SOU): State Approval of Unit


 


Item 6.13 – Special Education: Early Intervention Program Standards: External Committee


The Commission does not have state standards for the Special Education: Early Intervention program standards. The Commission approved the formation of an external committee for this purpose. The term is 7/1/17 to 11/1/17, with the goal of adopting new standards in January 2018, with an implementation timeline included. People interested in serving: email Tamara (Tamara.Dkyeman@Oregon.gov).


 


Item 6.14 – Northwest Christian University (NCU): New Program: Physical Education (PE)


 


Item 7.1 – Professional Practices Committee Chair Report


 


Item 8.1 – Permanent Rules for Adoption and Repeal


 


Item 8.2  - Proposed Rules for Public Comment


 


Item 8.3 – Temporary Rules


 


Item 9.1 – Proposed Meeting Calendar for 2018-19:


Proposed dates (the January date was changed at the meeting):


June 18-20, 2018


November 1-2, 2018


January 24-25 18-19, 2019


April 4-5, 2019


 


Item 9.2 – Chair Heidi Sipe Report: Executive Director Waiver Authority


This action gave the TSPC Executive Director authority to waive initial administrator program admission requirements and edTPA requirements and report on those waivers to the Commissioners.


 


 


Candace


 


Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education


Teachers Standards and Practices Commission


250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301


w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102


 


 


Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



 



Time out:



I will be out of the office from Thursday, August 24, until Monday, September 11. Please contact me ASAP if you need something between now and September 11.



 



If something comes up during that time, please contact:



ｷ         Program Completion Form (C-2) questions: Email Matt Garrett (Matt.Garrett@Oregon.gov).



ｷ         Fingerprinting and background clearance questions: Email Joanne Kandle (Joanne.Kandle@Oregon.gov).



ｷ         Program items: Email TSPC Deputy Director Trent Danowski (Trent.Danowski@Oregon.gov). 



 



You are always directly email Matt with C-2 questions and Joanne with fingerprinting/clearance questions. Apart from this time (while I will be out), I ask that you cc me in case they are out of the office in an urgent situation.



 



CAEPCon:



CAEPCon is coming up and I will have an opportunity to attend a state clinic meeting, where representatives from each state meets with CAEP staff for updated information and Q & A. You are invited to send your CAEP questions. Please send them ASAP – by September 21 at the latest.



 



Program rule revisions:



At an August 8 meeting, the Commission’s Program Approval Committee (PAC) discussed proposed drafts to program rules, currently located in OAR Chapter 584, Division 10 and Division 17. A discussion draft will be emailed to the OACTE general membership and TSPC’s EPP Deans/Directors/Chairs e-group when the draft rules are available.



 



A webinar will be offered the week of September 11 to review the discussion draft. A Doodle poll will be sent to the OACTE general membership and deans/directors/chairs e-group. Individuals not on either of those lists who wish to be included in the Doodle poll are welcome to email me. Please include: “Program rules webinar poll” in the subject line or body of the email.



 



Fast Track:



Fast Track is a service available for Oregon teacher completers who submit complete applications, which moves them ahead of other completers for licensure processing. As a reminder, Fast Track is currently only available for first-time teacher completers.



 



Communications:



ｷ         TSPC notifications: If you have not already done so, you might want to sign up to receive TSPC notifications. To set up an account, go to the Online Services – Account Set up page and select the type of subscription you want.



o    General: Meeting notices, news releases, and Commission meeting information



o    Online Service Account: To submit electronic forms, such as Program Completion Reports (C-2s) 



ｧ  [Director of Teacher Education]: Only one person from each EPP (aka the master account holder) can be assigned to this subscription list.



ｧ  [Office of Teacher Education]: All others are assigned to this subscription list. Requests for additions to this list trigger an email to the master account holder to approve the addition.



ｷ         Rule-making actions: To sign up for TSPC rule-making actions, email Tamara Dykeman (tamara.dykeman@oregon.gov) and put “Add to rule-making list” in the subject line.



ｷ         OACTE: OACTE maintains their own listserv and website. To make changes, contact Kimber Townsend (townsenk@wou.edu). 



ｷ         OAICU: OAICU also maintains their own listserv and website. To make changes, contact Sharon Chinn (schinn@lclark.edu). 



 



Data:



The Chief Education Office (CEdO), Higher Education Coordination Commission (HECC), and Oregon Department of Education (ODE) are in early talks with OACTE representatives so state agencies can better help EPPs meet data needs required by CAEP and the state. 



 



An interest new report has recently been released by Data Quality Campaign: Using Data to Ensure That Teachers Are Learner Ready on Day One.



 



 



Please let me know if you have any questions or requests for TSPC to address specific items.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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[OACTE] Program Approval Committee and DRAFT program rules	information

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to the OACTE general membership and TSPC’s deans/directors/chairs list. My apologies to those of you who receive this twice…The TSPC list includes people not on the OACTE list.



 



 



Dear OACTE ~



 



Materials and information for today’s 4-6 p.m. Program Approval Committee meeting can be found online at: http://www.oregon.gov/tspc/Pages/PAC_08_08_2017.aspx. 



 



Items to be covered include:



�         edTPA standard-setting process:



o    Discussion of comparison data;



o    Panelists selection



o    Possible ramp-up standard.



�         Additional edTPA handbooks;



�         Warner Pacific item;



�         Draft program rules revisions.



 



DRAFT program rules revisions:



 



�         Timeline:



�         TSPC staff identify rule language in need of revision and draft revised program rule language. (July 2017)



�         Draft program rule language is emailed to PAC members for virtual review and discussion at their next meeting. (August 4, 2017)



�         Review draft rules at PAC meeting and gather Commissioner feedback. (August 8, 2017)



�         PAC approved proposed rules are sent to OACTE. (August 14, 2017)



�         TSPC staff conduct informational webinar with EPPs and feedback is collected. (September 2017)



�         Proposed rules are reviewed by the Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) and feedback is collected.  (September 19, 2017)



�         Proposed rules return to PAC with tracked changes that reflect feedback from EPPs and RAC, with different markings for each group. PAC determines proposed program rule language to be referred to the full Commission for consideration. (October 12, 2017)



�         Commission consideration and referral to public comment. (November 2, 2017)



�         Commission approves revised program rules. (January 25-26, 2018)



 



�         Please note that the draft rules are the very first in this process. PAC feedback received today will be incorporated and the updated draft rules will be sent to OACTE. An informational webinar will be held prior to the September 19 RAC meeting so OACTE reps can provide feedback and that information will all go to RAC. All suggestions will return to the PAC for review and decision and the Commission is scheduled to consider them at the November 2 meeting.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



My apologies for re-sending last week’s newsletter earlier today. This email contains a link to the 7/19/17 newsletter.



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



eLicensing updates:



Changes are being made this week to eLicensing, including a couple we want to make sure educator prep staff are made aware of. The modifications were implemented late yesterday.



 



District Currently Employed at or Being Hired By:



Applicants are now asked to provide the name of their current or hiring district. This will not be a retroactive field. This information should help connect with candidates once they have entered employment.



 



Clinical Practices application:



Changes to the clinical practices application (for payment of fingerprinting fees) include:



ｷ         Applicants are asked to provide the name of their educator preparation provider;



ｷ         Applicants are no longer required to complete the “history” pages (Education, Work, and License); and



ｷ         The endorsements and specializations fields are locked. The fields remain on the screen but no selection can be made because they are not applicable to this process.



 



An upcoming issue of the TSPC newsletter will provide additional information.



 



November Commission meeting:



The next Commission meeting will be November 2-3 at the Salem Convention Center. Licensure and program items are scheduled to be heard Thursday, November 2.



 



Self-Study evidence sufficiency criteria:



If you want to know more about what CAEP site visitors look for from Self-Study reports for advanced programs, accreditation status decisions, AFIs, and Stipulations, be sure to read the CAEP Standards for Advanced Programs Evidence Sufficiency Criteria.



 



Program approval: (From CAEP Accreditation Weekly Update, 6/1/2017)



What happens when a provider's program is already accredited by another ED- or CHEA-recognized accreditor? If any programs within your EPP fall into this category, read how to approach their inclusion for CAEP accreditation purposes. Note: Includes a list of other accrediting agencies.



 



 



Please let me know if you have any questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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Administrator programs:



Initial Administrator Program candidates are required by rule to have a license and three years of experience for admission into the program. If you have candidates in programs that do not meet this requirement, please contact me (Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov) to discuss solutions.



 



CAEP Scope for Advanced Programs:



The scope for advanced programs was clarified and narrowed earlier this year.



·         Scope of Accreditation for Advanced-Level Programs



·         More information: CAEP Standards for Advanced-Level Programs



 



CAEP academic achievement of candidates (Standard 3, Component 3.2):



*	NEW! CAEP Standard 3, Component 3.2 Measures of Academic Proficiency* provides contextual information about CAEP’s academic achievement criterion.

*	NEW! Guidelines for Equivalence Studies for CAEP Standard 3* is written for sponsors of studies documenting that alternative assessments are substantially equivalent.



 



These documents can be found on the website on the CAEP Standard 3 web page, in the Resources tab. 



 



CAEPCon (spring 2017):



Presentations from the 2017 Spring CAEPCon are available to review. Several CAEPCon presentations are linked in the resources section of TSPC’s CAEP page. 



 



Candidate contact information:



We are asking EPPs to encourage candidates to provide their personal email addresses for corresponding with TSPC, such as when they create eLicensing accounts. EPP email address work fine while candidates are in school, but there are increasing needs for data past licensure and college or university email addresses have a high incidence of non-use past the time candidates are in school. Please encourage candidates to use their personal email accounts for this reason.



 



Commission website:



The Commission link on the left-hand navigation panel now provides links to:



Full Commission Meetings​



Licensure Committee



Professional Practices Committee



Program Approval Committee​



 



Dyslexia and ELL next steps:



EPPs were recently required to submit dyslexia and ELL plans and we have been asked if there will be ongoing reporting requirements. Follow up for dyslexia and ELL plans will be part of either the program review or unit review process (to be determined). They do not need to be included in the EPP’s annual reports unless that was stipulated in the plan.



 



Fingerprint clearance dates:



In order to access fingerprint clearance dates, a positive ID match must be completed in Educator Look Up. Information needed for a positive ID match is: The candidate’s name, exactly as indicated on the candidate’s clinical practices application; date of birth; and last four digits of the candidate’s SSN. If you cannot locate the information needed using this method, please contact TSPC (Joanne.Kandle@Oregon.gov and cc Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov) to request a status check. Reminder: Any fingerprint questions may be sent directly to Joanne. Please cc me (Candace), in case Joanne is out of the office for a period of time.



 



Program Review and Standards Handbook:



The Program Review and Standards Handbook was initially adopted at the January Commission meeting. It was revised and re-adopted in April and then again in June. You can find the most recent version of the Handbook by going to the TSPC homepage, select Educator Programs documents from the left-hand navigation panel, then select the Program Review and Standards Handbook.



 



Self-Study report presentations from the spring CAEPCon:



The 2017 Spring CAEPCon offered presentations for writing a self-study report, including:



·         Preparing a Successful Self-Study Report: Lessons Learned; 



·         Strategies for Writing the Self-Study Report: Selected Improvement; and 



·         Strategies for Writing the Self-Study Report: Inquiry Brief. 



 



Site Visit Schedule:



You can find the current site visit schedule by going to the TSPC homepage, select Educator Programs documents from the left-hand navigation panel, then select the Site Visit Schedule.



 



Please send feedback and suggestions and have a good weekend!



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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[OACTE] TSPC update

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu







Hi, all ~




 




State agreement:




TSPC program staff discussed the state agreement and data concerns with CAEP. CAEP has a board meeting today and tomorrow and we will have more to

 report after that meeting. A state agreement update will be provided at the June Commission meeting as part of the Program Approval Chair’s report.






 




Program review:




The June updates to the Program Review and Standards Handbook will contain information on the state review process and the program review template

 will be updated and submitted for consideration of adoption at the Commission meeting. TSPC will select program review teams for upcoming program reviews.






 




Thanks,




 




Candace




 




Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education




Teachers Standards and Practices Commission




250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301




w: 503-373-1450

● f: 503-378-4448

● c: 253-988-6102
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.



 





ATT00001.txt

_______________________________________________

OACTE mailing list

OACTE@wou.edu

http://kraven.wou.edu/mailman/listinfo/oacte







image25.emf
 OACTE   Newsletter.msg


 OACTE  Newsletter.msg
[OACTE] Newsletter

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to edTPA coordinators and stakeholders, COSA, OSPA, OEA, OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, Title II coordinators, and TSPC staff.



 



 



The is a special issue of the TSPC newsletter. This edition is provided to share panelist nominating information for an upcoming edTPA standard-setting meeting. 



 



The nominating deadline is Friday, July 28, 2017.



 



View the edTPA nominations panel issue or view all current newsletters.
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		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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Field Notes -- April 2017 Commission meeting debrief

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, placement front-line staff, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff members.



 



 



Commission meeting debrief (April 6-7, 2017):   Agenda



 



These are licensure and program highlights from the January Commission meeting. This is not a complete list of Commission actions or agency priorities. Very brief notes are provided…Full audio is available on the agenda. 



 



ｷ         Item 1.4 – Executive Director Update: CAEP transition funds have been distributed.



ｷ         Item 1.5 – Equity Questions Survey Results: The Chief Education Office will analyze responses and provide a summary at the June Commission meeting.



ｷ         Item 2.1 – Oregon Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (OACTE): This spot on the agenda is to provide information, examples of OACTE’s work, and insights on research on EPP work, to inform Commissioners.



ｷ         Item 2.2 – Oregon Leadership Network/Wallace Foundation: The OLN has developed a final draft version of their analytic review and crosswalk of the Oregon Educational Leadership Standards with the Professional Standards for Educational Leadership (PSEL). The next step identified was for review at the Program Approval Committee.



o    2.2a – Crosswalk of Oregon Educational Leadership Standards and Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL)



ｷ         Item 2.3 – Administrator Survey Results: TSPC staff were directed to engage additional administrators in the administrative licensure redesign process. A survey was released and presenters reviewed survey results and findings to the Commission.



o    2.3a – Administrator Survey Questions



o    2.3b -- Presentation (This is a large file…You may not be able to open this link.)



ｷ         Item 3.2 – Licensure Committee Chair Report: Updates were provided for: International Visiting Teacher Licensure, adding endorsements that require programs (Music, Art, PE), and Teacher Leader License. Future items were identified as: Testing for foundational endorsements, and adding endorsements to licenses (timing of pedagogy courses).



ｷ         Item 3.3 – 2017-2018 Course to Endorsement Catalogue: 



o    3.3a – DRAFT 2017-18 Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue Note: When approved, this will be the successor to the Licensure Guide. The first row across the top is the current endorsement. This is a work in progress. Commissioners approved action to have staff move forward with this work.



o    3.3b – ODE ESSA Final Overview State Plan



o    3.3c – Elementary Multiple Subjects Endorsement Testimony



ｷ         Item 3.4 – Substitute Teaching Shortage Update 



ｷ         Item 3.5 – New System/Communication/Website Update: The agency did some testing on the next phase of the eLicensing system. We don’t have a go-live date. Because it is so busy in the summer, if it does not occur by then, it will likely be delayed until summer is over.



ｷ         Item 3.6 – CTE License Process Update: This was a progress report on CTE licensure redesign. Draft rules are the result of work between TSPC and ODE’s CTE staff. The item included proposed licensure rules, general CTE licensing process information, and information about preparation and professional development of CTE teachers. Monica Beane and Elizabeth Keller will coordinate the EPP training. Additional information will be provided as we approach roll out of the next steps.



o   3.6a – DRAFT CTE Teacher License Rules



o   3.6b – CTE FAQs from January 2017 meeting



o    3.6c – ODE CTE application form



o    3.6d – Washington PTSB CTE Preparation Standards



ｷ         Item 3.7 – Licensure Production Update: Wait times and the backlog is down!



ｷ         Item 4.1 – Program Approval Consent Agenda



o    Item 4.1a – COSA/Concordia-Chicago and University of Oregon Annual Reports: The COSA/Concordia-Chicago annual report was adopted and a revised annual report was adopted for the University of Oregon.



o    Item 4.1b – Revised Site Visit Schedule: 



ｧ  4.1b (1) – Site Visit Schedule



o    Item 4.1c – Program Review and Standards Handbook:



o    This handbook is expected to be updated at each Commission meeting as TSPC processes are better defined.



o    April updates: with tracked changes and without tracked changes.



o    Most recent version will be posted at: Educator Programs documents page, then select Program Review and Standards Handbook. Note: The April issue of the Handbook included CAEP scope of advanced-level programs that has already been revised, making the information included in this already outdated. The June issue will provide updates. See http://caepnet.org/standards/standards-advanced-programs and Scope of Accreditation for Advanced-Level Programs for more information.



ｷ         Item 4.2 – Program Approval Committee Chair Report: The PAC met 2/24/17. 



o    Topics: 



ｧ  Annual reports discussion;



ｧ  Annual reports rule;



ｧ  Reading standards



ｧ  Program approval rules;



ｧ  Teacher Leader License; and



ｧ  edTPA, including: 



ｷ         Pearson provided vouchers to Oregon EPPs. 



ｷ         Dual-enrolled pre-service candidates: Only one edTPA is required.



ｷ         In-service candidates adding an endorsement: They are not required to complete the edTPA.



ｷ         Recommendations:



o    Set the standard by the November Commission meeting. 



o    Delay the cut score requirement to 1/1/2018. 



o    Delay the 100% consequential to 9/1/2018. 



o    100% must submit in adopted areas, effective this year.



ｷ         Item 4.3 – edTPA Update: Updates were provided for equity in edTPA, upcoming listening tours and regional support workshops, outreach efforts, and corrections made to the site that lists Oregon edTPA handbooks.



ｷ         Item 4.11 – American Sign Language (ASL) Rules Discussion: This was a discussion item to determine if Commissioners wanted to retain SL as a specialization or wanted to explore steps to transition it to an endorsement. The item was referred to the Program Approval Committee.



ｷ         Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores:



o    4.12a – 2017 Recommended Passing Scores for NES Tests  Note: This page provides the list of tests reduced to 220 and their former cut score.



o    4.12b – Correspondence to Commissioners



o    Two “Field Notes” emails have gone out from me. They are attached.



o    Pre-service candidates: The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.



o    Note: It remains the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements. 



ｧ  The test score change to 220 measures content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. Pedagogical ability is attested to by the EPP by way of submission of the C-2 form.



ｧ  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.



ｧ  If the program from which the candidate who nearly but did not totally complete has changed since the candidate’s last involvement with the program, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.



ｧ  TSPC recommends the candidates’ files include comprehensive information about the process used by the EPP to determine the candidate is a completer.



o    edTPA requirements: 



ｧ  Waivers must be submitted to the Commission to approve completion of Work Sample instead of edTPA for individuals who nearly completed a program in past years, including Work Sample. 



ｧ  Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.



ｧ  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.



ｷ         Item 4.13 – Reading Instruction Standards Review: EPPs are required to demonstrate compliance with the reading instruction standards by June 30, 2017. If a program is unable to meet the standards by this date, it must submit a plan to meet the standards by June 30, 2018. Commissioners approved a template to gather EPP reports by June 1, for reporting back at the June Commission meeting.



ｷ         Item 4.14 – Multnomah University Teacher Education Department Closure: The Commission accepted a plan for the closure and student transition. No further recommendations will be accepted after May 31, 2018.



ｷ         Item 5.1 – Professional Practices Committee Chair Report



ｷ         Item 6.1 – Permanent Rules for Adoption and Repeal:



o    6.1a – Single-subject endorsement program standards: Creates one program standard for all single-subject endorsement areas that do not require a full program.



o    6.1f – Teachers on Special Assignments (TOSA): Allows TOSA experience to count toward the experience requirement for the Professional Teaching Experience Requirement.



o    6.1g – International Visiting Teacher License: Amends the IVTL to allow a fourth- and fifth-year extension, as permitted by the US Department of State. Removes the teaching years of experience requirement (still need to meet the federal two-year requirement). Permits license to have a 120-day grace period. Permits term of license to extend to 18 months if the district and candidate apply after January 1.



o    6.1h – Special Education: Early Intervention: Defines the scope of the endorsement to begin at birth.



o    Repealed:



ｧ  584-017-1030, Evidence of Effectiveness for Initial License Preparation. The provisions of this rule are replaced by OAR 584-017-1100, Teacher Candidate Performance Assessment.



ｧ  584-420-0300, 584-420-0375, and 584-420-0390 (Advanced Math Program Standards, Foundational Math Program Standards, and Health Program Standards). No longer required because of the single-subject endorsement standard adopted at this meeting.



ｷ         Item 6.2 – Proposed Rules for Public Comment: The proposed rules will be considered for adoption at the June Commission meeting. They are out for public comment between April 15 and June 1, 2017. A public hearing is scheduled for May 31 at 4 p.m. at the TSPC office in Salem.



o    6.2a – Annual Report from the Unit: Changes the reporting date from September 30 to April 15. Aligns with the CAEP annual report timeline and provides EPPs with more time to analyze the previous year’s data. Specifics will be included in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.



o    6.2b – Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments: Changes the timing of edTPA requirements:



ｧ  Establishing a passing score by 1/1/18;



ｧ  Becomes consequential by 9/1/18;



ｧ  100% of candidates must still complete edTPA (in adopted areas);



ｧ  Clarifies the process for pre-service candidates completing with two endorsements – No performance assessment required for the second endorsement.



ｧ  Clarifies that licensed teachers adding endorsements to existing licenses are not required to complete a teacher performance assessment.



o    6.2c – Cooperating Teachers Program Standards: Adopts a rule related to cooperating teacher qualifications and training requirements



o    6.2g – Substitute Teaching License: Removes the June 30, 2017, sunset date, keeping current provisions in place.



o    6.2h – Restricted Substitute Teaching License: Removes the June 30, 2017, sunset date, keeping current provisions in place.



o    6.2i – Teacher Leader License: Note: At the meeting, Commissioners adopted a motion to remove this and replace it with a proposed rule that is more aligned with the current rule.



o    6.2j – Teacher Leader Program Standards: Note: At the meeting, Commissioners adopted a motion to remove this and replace it with a proposed rule that is more aligned with the current rule.



o    6.2k – Definitions for CTE



o    6.2l – Preliminary CTE license



o    6.2m – Professional CTE license



o    6.2n – Restricted CTE License



o    6.2o – CTE Endorsements



o    6.2p – CTE Instructor Appraisal Committees



o    6.2q – CTE Professional Development Plans



o    6.2r – CTE Work Experience



o    6.2s – Waivers: ODE may waive education and work experience requirements, based on IAC  recommendation.



o    6.2t – License for Conditional Assignment: Amends rule to allow for LCA for CTE endorsement. Makes changes to LCA terms. Adds language for candidate application requirements, Removes restrictions on holding previous out-of-state licenses.



o    6.2u – Professional Development Requirements: Makes changes to requirements and titles related to CTE licensure.



o    Repeals current CTE licensure rules and revises and moves CTE rules to new division 230.



 



o    Counting substitute teacher time: Commissioners discussed whether or not to allow substitute teachers to be able to count time in long-term assignments to move from a Preliminary Teacher License to a Professional Teacher License.



ｧ  This topic was initially discussed during item 3.4.



ｧ  It was discussed again during the permanent rules items discussion. During this discussion, Commissioners voted against a motion that would have allowed long-term substitute assignments to count toward professional license requirements, providing the substitute assignments meet the 135-day requirement and can be accumulative over a number of assignments. 



ｧ  The subject came up again in the Proposed Rules discussion. During this discussion, Commissioners approved a motion to add this to the proposed rules list going out for public comment to allow long-time substitutes to count their time for requirements to move from Preliminary Teacher Licenses to Professional Teacher Licenses. “Long-term” was defined as a minimum of 10 days.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 





 





If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.





 





Next steps:





TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:





ｷ         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and





ｷ         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:





o    By phone (503-378-3586);





o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or





o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 





 





Things to know:





ｷ         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.





ｷ         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:





o    The Administrator test;





o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or





o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.





 





Questions and answers:





 





Non-completers:





Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?





A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.





 





Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?





A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.





 





edTPA:





Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?





A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.





 





Standard Margin of Error (SEM):





Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.





A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.





 





Thanks,





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Questions continue to come in regarding the test score changes.





 





Commission item: Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores





 





�         A “Field Notes” email was distributed soon after the April Commission meeting. At that meeting, a decision was made to change the passing score for a majority of NES tests to 220. That email is attached.





�         TSPC emailed 700 + pre-service candidates to inform them about the test score change. Nearly half of those were returned as undeliverable due to outdated email addresses.





�         Added endorsements for licensed educators: 





o   Licensed educators were directed to contact TSPC directly.





�         Pre-service candidates: 





o   The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.





o   Note: It is the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements.





�  Recency rules in place apply to program completion so candidates who were unable to complete because they couldn’t pass a test were not program completers. Rule is silent on recency for testing.





�  The test score change to 220 is a measurement of content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. The EPPs attest to the candidate’s pedagogical ability through submission of the C-2 form.





�  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.





�  For programs that changed since the pre-service candidate nearly completed, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.





�  EPPs should include documentation of the process used to determine the candidate qualified for completion in the institution’s candidate files.





o   edTPA requirements: 





�  edTPA is currently required in these areas: http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_Oregon.html. 





�  For candidates who had a test score change(s) that effectively completes the requirements for their program, you will need to see if their program is now an ed-TPA required area.





�  For those candidates who completed Work Sample before edTPA was required, the EPP will need to request a waiver of the edTPA requirement from the Commission before a C-2 form can be submitted.





�  An example of information to include in a waiver request is attached. Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.





�  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.





 





Please let me know if you have any questions.





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 







 







If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.







 







Next steps:







TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:







�         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and







�         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:







o    By phone (503-378-3586);







o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or







o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 







 







Things to know:







�         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.







�         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:







o    The Administrator test;







o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or







o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.







 







Questions and answers:







 







Non-completers:







Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?







A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.







 







Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?







A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.







 







edTPA:







Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?







A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.







 







Standard Margin of Error (SEM):







Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.







A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.







 







Thanks,







 







Candace







 







Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education







Teachers Standards and Practices Commission







250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301







w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Waiver request.docx


































TO:	Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director



FROM:	FirstName LastName, Title



RE:	edTPA Waiver Request for First Last



DATE:	Month Day, Year







I am writing to request that the Commission grant a waiver of the edTPA requirement for the Preliminary Teaching License of FirstName LastName.







Mr./Ms. LastName was admitted and first enrolled in the Program Name at Institution in Season Year to qualify for an endorsement in EndorsementName. In Season Year, he/she had successfully completed:







· All required # graduate quarter/semester hour credits of academic coursework (completed Month Year);



· # work sample(s) (completed Month Year and Month Year if a second work sample was completed);



· Required student teaching (completed Month Year and Month Year); and



· Professional portfolio (completed Month Year).







The only aspect of program completion Mr./Ms. LastName lacked in Month Year was a passing score(s) on the TestName. In Month Year, he/she achieved a score of FailingScore but the score requirement was then ThenPassingScore. As of April 2017, these scores are now considered to be passing scores.







We request that TSPC accept the institutional recommendation for the LicenseName of Mr./Ms. LastName because she successfully completed the program requirement equivalent to edTPA which was in place at that time.







Thank you for your consideration of this request.







Signature







[bookmark: _GoBack]






ATT00001.txt


_______________________________________________

OACTE mailing list

OACTE@wou.edu

http://kraven.wou.edu/mailman/listinfo/oacte











image28.emf
 OACTE  Field Notes  -- April 2017 Commission meeting debrief.msg


 OACTE  Field Notes -- April 2017 Commission meeting debrief.msg
[OACTE] Field Notes -- April 2017 Commission meeting debrief

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, placement front-line staff, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff members.



 



 



Commission meeting debrief (April 6-7, 2017):   Agenda



 



These are licensure and program highlights from the January Commission meeting. This is not a complete list of Commission actions or agency priorities. Very brief notes are provided…Full audio is available on the agenda. 



 



�         Item 1.4 – Executive Director Update: CAEP transition funds have been distributed.



�         Item 1.5 – Equity Questions Survey Results: The Chief Education Office will analyze responses and provide a summary at the June Commission meeting.



�         Item 2.1 – Oregon Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (OACTE): This spot on the agenda is to provide information, examples of OACTE’s work, and insights on research on EPP work, to inform Commissioners.



�         Item 2.2 – Oregon Leadership Network/Wallace Foundation: The OLN has developed a final draft version of their analytic review and crosswalk of the Oregon Educational Leadership Standards with the Professional Standards for Educational Leadership (PSEL). The next step identified was for review at the Program Approval Committee.



o    2.2a – Crosswalk of Oregon Educational Leadership Standards and Professional Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL)



�         Item 2.3 – Administrator Survey Results: TSPC staff were directed to engage additional administrators in the administrative licensure redesign process. A survey was released and presenters reviewed survey results and findings to the Commission.



o    2.3a – Administrator Survey Questions



o    2.3b -- Presentation (This is a large file…You may not be able to open this link.)



�         Item 3.2 – Licensure Committee Chair Report: Updates were provided for: International Visiting Teacher Licensure, adding endorsements that require programs (Music, Art, PE), and Teacher Leader License. Future items were identified as: Testing for foundational endorsements, and adding endorsements to licenses (timing of pedagogy courses).



�         Item 3.3 – 2017-2018 Course to Endorsement Catalogue: 



o    3.3a – DRAFT 2017-18 Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue Note: When approved, this will be the successor to the Licensure Guide. The first row across the top is the current endorsement. This is a work in progress. Commissioners approved action to have staff move forward with this work.



o    3.3b – ODE ESSA Final Overview State Plan



o    3.3c – Elementary Multiple Subjects Endorsement Testimony



�         Item 3.4 – Substitute Teaching Shortage Update 



�         Item 3.5 – New System/Communication/Website Update: The agency did some testing on the next phase of the eLicensing system. We don’t have a go-live date. Because it is so busy in the summer, if it does not occur by then, it will likely be delayed until summer is over.



�         Item 3.6 – CTE License Process Update: This was a progress report on CTE licensure redesign. Draft rules are the result of work between TSPC and ODE’s CTE staff. The item included proposed licensure rules, general CTE licensing process information, and information about preparation and professional development of CTE teachers. Monica Beane and Elizabeth Keller will coordinate the EPP training. Additional information will be provided as we approach roll out of the next steps.



o   3.6a – DRAFT CTE Teacher License Rules



o   3.6b – CTE FAQs from January 2017 meeting



o    3.6c – ODE CTE application form



o    3.6d – Washington PTSB CTE Preparation Standards



�         Item 3.7 – Licensure Production Update: Wait times and the backlog is down!



�         Item 4.1 – Program Approval Consent Agenda



o    Item 4.1a – COSA/Concordia-Chicago and University of Oregon Annual Reports: The COSA/Concordia-Chicago annual report was adopted and a revised annual report was adopted for the University of Oregon.



o    Item 4.1b – Revised Site Visit Schedule: 



�  4.1b (1) – Site Visit Schedule



o    Item 4.1c – Program Review and Standards Handbook:



o    This handbook is expected to be updated at each Commission meeting as TSPC processes are better defined.



o    April updates: with tracked changes and without tracked changes.



o    Most recent version will be posted at: Educator Programs documents page, then select Program Review and Standards Handbook. Note: The April issue of the Handbook included CAEP scope of advanced-level programs that has already been revised, making the information included in this already outdated. The June issue will provide updates. See http://caepnet.org/standards/standards-advanced-programs and Scope of Accreditation for Advanced-Level Programs for more information.



�         Item 4.2 – Program Approval Committee Chair Report: The PAC met 2/24/17. 



o    Topics: 



�  Annual reports discussion;



�  Annual reports rule;



�  Reading standards



�  Program approval rules;



�  Teacher Leader License; and



�  edTPA, including: 



�         Pearson provided vouchers to Oregon EPPs. 



�         Dual-enrolled pre-service candidates: Only one edTPA is required.



�         In-service candidates adding an endorsement: They are not required to complete the edTPA.



�         Recommendations:



o    Set the standard by the November Commission meeting. 



o    Delay the cut score requirement to 1/1/2018. 



o    Delay the 100% consequential to 9/1/2018. 



o    100% must submit in adopted areas, effective this year.



�         Item 4.3 – edTPA Update: Updates were provided for equity in edTPA, upcoming listening tours and regional support workshops, outreach efforts, and corrections made to the site that lists Oregon edTPA handbooks.



�         Item 4.11 – American Sign Language (ASL) Rules Discussion: This was a discussion item to determine if Commissioners wanted to retain SL as a specialization or wanted to explore steps to transition it to an endorsement. The item was referred to the Program Approval Committee.



�         Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores:



o    4.12a – 2017 Recommended Passing Scores for NES Tests  Note: This page provides the list of tests reduced to 220 and their former cut score.



o    4.12b – Correspondence to Commissioners



o    Two “Field Notes” emails have gone out from me. They are attached.



o    Pre-service candidates: The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.



o    Note: It remains the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements. 



�  The test score change to 220 measures content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. Pedagogical ability is attested to by the EPP by way of submission of the C-2 form.



�  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.



�  If the program from which the candidate who nearly but did not totally complete has changed since the candidate’s last involvement with the program, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.



�  TSPC recommends the candidates’ files include comprehensive information about the process used by the EPP to determine the candidate is a completer.



o    edTPA requirements: 



�  Waivers must be submitted to the Commission to approve completion of Work Sample instead of edTPA for individuals who nearly completed a program in past years, including Work Sample. 



�  Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.



�  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.



�         Item 4.13 – Reading Instruction Standards Review: EPPs are required to demonstrate compliance with the reading instruction standards by June 30, 2017. If a program is unable to meet the standards by this date, it must submit a plan to meet the standards by June 30, 2018. Commissioners approved a template to gather EPP reports by June 1, for reporting back at the June Commission meeting.



�         Item 4.14 – Multnomah University Teacher Education Department Closure: The Commission accepted a plan for the closure and student transition. No further recommendations will be accepted after May 31, 2018.



�         Item 5.1 – Professional Practices Committee Chair Report



�         Item 6.1 – Permanent Rules for Adoption and Repeal:



o    6.1a – Single-subject endorsement program standards: Creates one program standard for all single-subject endorsement areas that do not require a full program.



o    6.1f – Teachers on Special Assignments (TOSA): Allows TOSA experience to count toward the experience requirement for the Professional Teaching Experience Requirement.



o    6.1g – International Visiting Teacher License: Amends the IVTL to allow a fourth- and fifth-year extension, as permitted by the US Department of State. Removes the teaching years of experience requirement (still need to meet the federal two-year requirement). Permits license to have a 120-day grace period. Permits term of license to extend to 18 months if the district and candidate apply after January 1.



o    6.1h – Special Education: Early Intervention: Defines the scope of the endorsement to begin at birth.



o    Repealed:



�  584-017-1030, Evidence of Effectiveness for Initial License Preparation. The provisions of this rule are replaced by OAR 584-017-1100, Teacher Candidate Performance Assessment.



�  584-420-0300, 584-420-0375, and 584-420-0390 (Advanced Math Program Standards, Foundational Math Program Standards, and Health Program Standards). No longer required because of the single-subject endorsement standard adopted at this meeting.



�         Item 6.2 – Proposed Rules for Public Comment: The proposed rules will be considered for adoption at the June Commission meeting. They are out for public comment between April 15 and June 1, 2017. A public hearing is scheduled for May 31 at 4 p.m. at the TSPC office in Salem.



o    6.2a – Annual Report from the Unit: Changes the reporting date from September 30 to April 15. Aligns with the CAEP annual report timeline and provides EPPs with more time to analyze the previous year’s data. Specifics will be included in the Program Review and Standards Handbook.



o    6.2b – Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments: Changes the timing of edTPA requirements:



�  Establishing a passing score by 1/1/18;



�  Becomes consequential by 9/1/18;



�  100% of candidates must still complete edTPA (in adopted areas);



�  Clarifies the process for pre-service candidates completing with two endorsements – No performance assessment required for the second endorsement.



�  Clarifies that licensed teachers adding endorsements to existing licenses are not required to complete a teacher performance assessment.



o    6.2c – Cooperating Teachers Program Standards: Adopts a rule related to cooperating teacher qualifications and training requirements



o    6.2g – Substitute Teaching License: Removes the June 30, 2017, sunset date, keeping current provisions in place.



o    6.2h – Restricted Substitute Teaching License: Removes the June 30, 2017, sunset date, keeping current provisions in place.



o    6.2i – Teacher Leader License: Note: At the meeting, Commissioners adopted a motion to remove this and replace it with a proposed rule that is more aligned with the current rule.



o    6.2j – Teacher Leader Program Standards: Note: At the meeting, Commissioners adopted a motion to remove this and replace it with a proposed rule that is more aligned with the current rule.



o    6.2k – Definitions for CTE



o    6.2l – Preliminary CTE license



o    6.2m – Professional CTE license



o    6.2n – Restricted CTE License



o    6.2o – CTE Endorsements



o    6.2p – CTE Instructor Appraisal Committees



o    6.2q – CTE Professional Development Plans



o    6.2r – CTE Work Experience



o    6.2s – Waivers: ODE may waive education and work experience requirements, based on IAC  recommendation.



o    6.2t – License for Conditional Assignment: Amends rule to allow for LCA for CTE endorsement. Makes changes to LCA terms. Adds language for candidate application requirements, Removes restrictions on holding previous out-of-state licenses.



o    6.2u – Professional Development Requirements: Makes changes to requirements and titles related to CTE licensure.



o    Repeals current CTE licensure rules and revises and moves CTE rules to new division 230.



 



o    Counting substitute teacher time: Commissioners discussed whether or not to allow substitute teachers to be able to count time in long-term assignments to move from a Preliminary Teacher License to a Professional Teacher License.



�  This topic was initially discussed during item 3.4.



�  It was discussed again during the permanent rules items discussion. During this discussion, Commissioners voted against a motion that would have allowed long-term substitute assignments to count toward professional license requirements, providing the substitute assignments meet the 135-day requirement and can be accumulative over a number of assignments. 



�  The subject came up again in the Proposed Rules discussion. During this discussion, Commissioners approved a motion to add this to the proposed rules list going out for public comment to allow long-time substitutes to count their time for requirements to move from Preliminary Teacher Licenses to Professional Teacher Licenses. “Long-term” was defined as a minimum of 10 days.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 





 





If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.





 





Next steps:





TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:





�         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and





�         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:





o    By phone (503-378-3586);





o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or





o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 





 





Things to know:





�         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.





�         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:





o    The Administrator test;





o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or





o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.





 





Questions and answers:





 





Non-completers:





Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?





A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.





 





Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?





A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.





 





edTPA:





Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?





A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.





 





Standard Margin of Error (SEM):





Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.





A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.





 





Thanks,





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Questions continue to come in regarding the test score changes.





 





Commission item: Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores





 





�         A “Field Notes” email was distributed soon after the April Commission meeting. At that meeting, a decision was made to change the passing score for a majority of NES tests to 220. That email is attached.





�         TSPC emailed 700 + pre-service candidates to inform them about the test score change. Nearly half of those were returned as undeliverable due to outdated email addresses.





�         Added endorsements for licensed educators: 





o   Licensed educators were directed to contact TSPC directly.





�         Pre-service candidates: 





o   The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.





o   Note: It is the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements.





�  Recency rules in place apply to program completion so candidates who were unable to complete because they couldn’t pass a test were not program completers. Rule is silent on recency for testing.





�  The test score change to 220 is a measurement of content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. The EPPs attest to the candidate’s pedagogical ability through submission of the C-2 form.





�  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.





�  For programs that changed since the pre-service candidate nearly completed, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.





�  EPPs should include documentation of the process used to determine the candidate qualified for completion in the institution’s candidate files.





o   edTPA requirements: 





�  edTPA is currently required in these areas: http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_Oregon.html. 





�  For candidates who had a test score change(s) that effectively completes the requirements for their program, you will need to see if their program is now an ed-TPA required area.





�  For those candidates who completed Work Sample before edTPA was required, the EPP will need to request a waiver of the edTPA requirement from the Commission before a C-2 form can be submitted.





�  An example of information to include in a waiver request is attached. Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.





�  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.





 





Please let me know if you have any questions.





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 







 







If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.







 







Next steps:







TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:







�         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and







�         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:







o    By phone (503-378-3586);







o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or







o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 







 







Things to know:







�         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.







�         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:







o    The Administrator test;







o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or







o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.







 







Questions and answers:







 







Non-completers:







Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?







A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.







 







Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?







A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.







 







edTPA:







Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?







A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.







 







Standard Margin of Error (SEM):







Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.







A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.







 







Thanks,







 







Candace







 







Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education







Teachers Standards and Practices Commission







250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301







w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Waiver request.docx


































TO:	Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director



FROM:	FirstName LastName, Title



RE:	edTPA Waiver Request for First Last



DATE:	Month Day, Year







I am writing to request that the Commission grant a waiver of the edTPA requirement for the Preliminary Teaching License of FirstName LastName.







Mr./Ms. LastName was admitted and first enrolled in the Program Name at Institution in Season Year to qualify for an endorsement in EndorsementName. In Season Year, he/she had successfully completed:







· All required # graduate quarter/semester hour credits of academic coursework (completed Month Year);



· # work sample(s) (completed Month Year and Month Year if a second work sample was completed);



· Required student teaching (completed Month Year and Month Year); and



· Professional portfolio (completed Month Year).







The only aspect of program completion Mr./Ms. LastName lacked in Month Year was a passing score(s) on the TestName. In Month Year, he/she achieved a score of FailingScore but the score requirement was then ThenPassingScore. As of April 2017, these scores are now considered to be passing scores.







We request that TSPC accept the institutional recommendation for the LicenseName of Mr./Ms. LastName because she successfully completed the program requirement equivalent to edTPA which was in place at that time.







Thank you for your consideration of this request.







Signature







[bookmark: _GoBack]
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This email is shared on behalf of the Oregon Department of Education. Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) is a grant-funded program in response to a Chalkboard Report that highlights the high chronic absenteeism rates among American Indian/Alaska Natives in Oregon. 



 



For the past year, Family Advocates have worked in nine school districts to positively affect attendance rates and build or strengthen collaborative work between schools, tribal youth, parents, and the community. The symposium will allow the nine TAPP sites to share their success and challenges. This will allow people to gain insight into the current landscape of education and share how schools might address absenteeism. There is no cost.



 



 



For additional information, please contact Ramona Halcomb (Ramona.Halcomb@state.or.us). 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) Symposium 


Agenda


May 24, 2017


8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.


Roth’s Fresh Markets


1130 Wallace Road, Salem





			   8:00 a.m.


			Welcome / Introductions – Tribal Attendance Pilot Project Overview








			   9:00 a.m.


			Coos Bay School District Overview








			 10:00 a.m.


			North Bend School District Overview








			 11:00 a.m.


			Harney School District Overview








			 12:00 p.m.  


			Lunch (On Your Own)








			  1:00 p.m.


			Cultural Performance by Grand Ronde Canoe Family








			  2:00 p.m.


			Jefferson School District Overview








			  3:30 p.m.


			Q & A / Adjourn

















                                                    Oregon achieves . . . together!
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Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) Symposium


Agenda


May 25, 2017


8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.


Roth’s Fresh Markets


1130 Wallace Road, Salem





   8:00 a.m.	  Welcome / TAPP Overview


			   8:30 a.m.


			Klamath School District Overview








			   9:30 a.m.


			Lincoln County School District Overview








			 11:00 a.m.


			Pendleton School District Overview








			 12:00 p.m.


			Lunch (On Your Own) 








			  1:00 p.m.  


			Cultural Performance by 2006 Native GRAMMY Recording artist Star Nayea








			  2:00 p.m.


			South Umpqua School District Overview








			  3:00 p.m.


			Willamina School District Overview








			 4:00 p.m.


			Q & A / Adjourn














Oregon achieves . . . together!
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[OACTE] TAPP Symposium

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



 



This email is shared on behalf of the Oregon Department of Education. Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) is a grant-funded program in response to a Chalkboard Report that highlights the high chronic absenteeism rates among American Indian/Alaska Natives in Oregon. 



 



For the past year, Family Advocates have worked in nine school districts to positively affect attendance rates and build or strengthen collaborative work between schools, tribal youth, parents, and the community. The symposium will allow the nine TAPP sites to share their success and challenges. This will allow people to gain insight into the current landscape of education and share how schools might address absenteeism. There is no cost.



 



 



For additional information, please contact Ramona Halcomb (Ramona.Halcomb@state.or.us). 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) Symposium 


Agenda


May 24, 2017


8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m.


Roth’s Fresh Markets


1130 Wallace Road, Salem





			   8:00 a.m.


			Welcome / Introductions – Tribal Attendance Pilot Project Overview








			   9:00 a.m.


			Coos Bay School District Overview








			 10:00 a.m.


			North Bend School District Overview








			 11:00 a.m.


			Harney School District Overview








			 12:00 p.m.  


			Lunch (On Your Own)








			  1:00 p.m.


			Cultural Performance by Grand Ronde Canoe Family








			  2:00 p.m.


			Jefferson School District Overview








			  3:30 p.m.


			Q & A / Adjourn

















                                                    Oregon achieves . . . together!
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Tribal Attendance Pilot Project (TAPP) Symposium


Agenda


May 25, 2017


8:00 a.m. – 4:30 p.m.


Roth’s Fresh Markets


1130 Wallace Road, Salem





   8:00 a.m.	  Welcome / TAPP Overview


			   8:30 a.m.


			Klamath School District Overview








			   9:30 a.m.


			Lincoln County School District Overview








			 11:00 a.m.


			Pendleton School District Overview








			 12:00 p.m.


			Lunch (On Your Own) 








			  1:00 p.m.  


			Cultural Performance by 2006 Native GRAMMY Recording artist Star Nayea








			  2:00 p.m.


			South Umpqua School District Overview








			  3:00 p.m.


			Willamina School District Overview








			 4:00 p.m.


			Q & A / Adjourn














Oregon achieves . . . together!
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Field notes -- Fingerprint refunds

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



We are starting to see requests for refunds of the fingerprinting fee ($55) when student teachers are applying for their Preliminary license. These fees are not eligible for refunds, as instructions are provided within the eLicensing application. Applicants are also warned just before the payment screen that if the fee appears incorrect, they should contact TSPC prior to making the payment.



 



Please instruct your students to do two things:



 



1.     Select the top checkbox on the License History Questionnaire to indicate that they are an Oregon program completer:



 







 



 



2.     Enter a record for “Clinical Practices Clearance” on the License History screen:



 



 







 



 



Thank you,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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[OACTE] Field notes -- Fingerprint refunds

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



We are starting to see requests for refunds of the fingerprinting fee ($55) when student teachers are applying for their Preliminary license. These fees are not eligible for refunds, as instructions are provided within the eLicensing application. Applicants are also warned just before the payment screen that if the fee appears incorrect, they should contact TSPC prior to making the payment.



 



Please instruct your students to do two things:



 



1.     Select the top checkbox on the License History Questionnaire to indicate that they are an Oregon program completer:



 







 



 



2.     Enter a record for “Clinical Practices Clearance” on the License History screen:



 



 







 



 



Thank you,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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Field Notes -- NES test scores follow-up

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, edTPA coordinators and stakeholders, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



Questions continue to come in regarding the test score changes.



 



Commission item: Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores



 



ｷ         A “Field Notes” email was distributed soon after the April Commission meeting. At that meeting, a decision was made to change the passing score for a majority of NES tests to 220. That email is attached.



ｷ         TSPC emailed 700 + pre-service candidates to inform them about the test score change. Nearly half of those were returned as undeliverable due to outdated email addresses.



ｷ         Added endorsements for licensed educators: 



o   Licensed educators were directed to contact TSPC directly.



ｷ         Pre-service candidates: 



o   The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.



o   Note: It is the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements.



ｧ  Recency rules in place apply to program completion so candidates who were unable to complete because they couldn’t pass a test were not program completers. Rule is silent on recency for testing.



ｧ  The test score change to 220 is a measurement of content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. The EPPs attest to the candidate’s pedagogical ability through submission of the C-2 form.



ｧ  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.



ｧ  For programs that changed since the pre-service candidate nearly completed, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.



ｧ  EPPs should include documentation of the process used to determine the candidate qualified for completion in the institution’s candidate files.



o   edTPA requirements: 



ｧ  edTPA is currently required in these areas: http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_Oregon.html. 



ｧ  For candidates who had a test score change(s) that effectively completes the requirements for their program, you will need to see if their program is now an ed-TPA required area.



ｧ  For those candidates who completed Work Sample before edTPA was required, the EPP will need to request a waiver of the edTPA requirement from the Commission before a C-2 form can be submitted.



ｧ  An example of information to include in a waiver request is attached. Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.



ｧ  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.



 



Please let me know if you have any questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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Field notes -- NES test scores Q & A


			From


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			To


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			Recipients


			Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov





This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.





 





 





 





At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 





 





If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.





 





Next steps:





TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:





ｷ         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and





ｷ         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:





o    By phone (503-378-3586);





o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or





o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 





 





Things to know:





ｷ         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.





ｷ         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:





o    The Administrator test;





o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or





o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.





 





Questions and answers:





 





Non-completers:





Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?





A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.





 





Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?





A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.





 





edTPA:





Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?





A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.





 





Standard Margin of Error (SEM):





Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.





A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.





 





Thanks,





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102





 





 





Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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TO:	Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director


FROM:	FirstName LastName, Title


RE:	edTPA Waiver Request for First Last


DATE:	Month Day, Year





I am writing to request that the Commission grant a waiver of the edTPA requirement for the Preliminary Teaching License of FirstName LastName.





Mr./Ms. LastName was admitted and first enrolled in the Program Name at Institution in Season Year to qualify for an endorsement in EndorsementName. In Season Year, he/she had successfully completed:





· All required # graduate quarter/semester hour credits of academic coursework (completed Month Year);


· # work sample(s) (completed Month Year and Month Year if a second work sample was completed);


· Required student teaching (completed Month Year and Month Year); and


· Professional portfolio (completed Month Year).





The only aspect of program completion Mr./Ms. LastName lacked in Month Year was a passing score(s) on the TestName. In Month Year, he/she achieved a score of FailingScore but the score requirement was then ThenPassingScore. As of April 2017, these scores are now considered to be passing scores.





We request that TSPC accept the institutional recommendation for the LicenseName of Mr./Ms. LastName because she successfully completed the program requirement equivalent to edTPA which was in place at that time.





Thank you for your consideration of this request.





Signature





[bookmark: _GoBack]
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[OACTE] Field Notes -- NES test scores follow-up

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, edTPA coordinators and stakeholders, newsletter subscribers, and TSPC staff.



 



 



Questions continue to come in regarding the test score changes.



 



Commission item: Item 4.12 – NES Testing Passing Scores



 



�         A “Field Notes” email was distributed soon after the April Commission meeting. At that meeting, a decision was made to change the passing score for a majority of NES tests to 220. That email is attached.



�         TSPC emailed 700 + pre-service candidates to inform them about the test score change. Nearly half of those were returned as undeliverable due to outdated email addresses.



�         Added endorsements for licensed educators: 



o   Licensed educators were directed to contact TSPC directly.



�         Pre-service candidates: 



o   The request for reconsideration of test score(s) must be completed by the EPP and not the candidate.



o   Note: It is the responsibility of the EPP to determine if the candidate meets completion requirements.



�  Recency rules in place apply to program completion so candidates who were unable to complete because they couldn’t pass a test were not program completers. Rule is silent on recency for testing.



�  The test score change to 220 is a measurement of content. The EPP’s recommendation is needed to assess the candidate(s) pedagogical abilities. The EPPs attest to the candidate’s pedagogical ability through submission of the C-2 form.



�  Submission of the C-2 form indicates to TSPC that you are confident this candidate is fully able to teach in today’s educational environment.



�  For programs that changed since the pre-service candidate nearly completed, it is at the EPP’s discretion to determine the specific steps needed for the candidate to be considered a completer.



�  EPPs should include documentation of the process used to determine the candidate qualified for completion in the institution’s candidate files.



o   edTPA requirements: 



�  edTPA is currently required in these areas: http://www.edtpa.com/PageView.aspx?f=GEN_Oregon.html. 



�  For candidates who had a test score change(s) that effectively completes the requirements for their program, you will need to see if their program is now an ed-TPA required area.



�  For those candidates who completed Work Sample before edTPA was required, the EPP will need to request a waiver of the edTPA requirement from the Commission before a C-2 form can be submitted.



�  An example of information to include in a waiver request is attached. Please notify Candace (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) if you plan to submit waiver requests for the June Commission meeting.



�  Waiver requests for the June meeting are due to TSPC by May 19, 2017.



 



Please let me know if you have any questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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			From


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			To


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			Recipients


			Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov





This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.





 





 





 





At the April 6, 2017, meeting, TSPC adopted the national benchmark of 220 for most NES tests, which includes all tests of the ORELA program except the Administrator test (240) and the Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam (240). The new passing standards will be applied to tests scored as of April 6, 2017. Pearson’s website has been updated to reflect the current scores. 





 





If you have candidates admitted to your programs who did not earn the former passing score in place through 4/5/2017 for one of these tests, but who earned at least a 220, you may want to communicate this change as soon as possible. This will help to prevent candidates unnecessarily registering to retake one of these exams.





 





Next steps:





TSPC will send an email to educators who failed one or more tests that now qualify as passing scores. They are being advised as follows:





�         Pre-service candidates will be directed to contact their educator preparation provider; and





�         In-service educators adding an endorsement will be directed to contact TSPC:





o    By phone (503-378-3586);





o    In person (250 Division St. NE, Salem, 97301); or





o    By email (contact.tspc@oregon.gov). 





 





Things to know:





�         The testing score change DOES apply to: NES tests.





�         The testing score change DOES NOT apply to:





o    The Administrator test;





o    The Protecting Student and Civil Rights in Educational Environment exam; or





o    Any Praxis / ETS tests.





 





Questions and answers:





 





Non-completers:





Q.: A current pre-service candidate took a test two weeks ago. She scored 225, too low to pass but now the score is 220. Is the passing score connected to the test date or to the candidate’s application for licensure date?





A.: The test score is not connected to any date. When TSPC’s evaluators receive her transcripts, the test will be considered passing.





 





Q.: A number of years ago, a pre-service candidate completed everything in the program except one NES test, which would now be considered a passing score. A C-2 (Program Completion form) was not filed because he didn’t complete. Can we now file a C-2 for this candidate?





A.: Because current rule does not list time limits for test scores, the answer to this question depends on whether or not the EPP believes the candidate meets current program standards for completion. If the candidate does, it is recommended the rationale be carefully documented in case the candidate is identified in an audit. For these completers, providers will need to use the non-fast track C-2 form. Please notify Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) once the form is submitted and put “Please fast-track” in the subject line.





 





edTPA:





Q.: A former pre-service candidate failed to complete the program because of one test score that would now be considered a passing score. Is the candidate required to complete edTPA?





A.: This type of situation must go before the Commission as a waiver request. Contact Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) to initiate a waiver request for these candidates.





 





Standard Margin of Error (SEM):





Q.: What is the standard margin of error that TSPC would consider? A student was removed from our program because she didn’t pass the ORELA. I wonder if her score is within the margin of error.





A.: The Commission has directed staff to explore the margin of error as an alternative option. So, at this point, it would not help any students who scored less than 220. TSPC will be working with stakeholders during the next few months to determine the feasibility of using SEM. We anticipate reporting to the Commission no sooner than December 2017. The Commission would then need to consider any recommendations from TSPC. Until such time that an action has been taken, TSPC will not accept any SEM for meeting test requirements.





 





Thanks,





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education





Teachers Standards and Practices Commission





250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301





w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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TO:	Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director


FROM:	FirstName LastName, Title


RE:	edTPA Waiver Request for First Last


DATE:	Month Day, Year





I am writing to request that the Commission grant a waiver of the edTPA requirement for the Preliminary Teaching License of FirstName LastName.





Mr./Ms. LastName was admitted and first enrolled in the Program Name at Institution in Season Year to qualify for an endorsement in EndorsementName. In Season Year, he/she had successfully completed:





· All required # graduate quarter/semester hour credits of academic coursework (completed Month Year);


· # work sample(s) (completed Month Year and Month Year if a second work sample was completed);


· Required student teaching (completed Month Year and Month Year); and


· Professional portfolio (completed Month Year).





The only aspect of program completion Mr./Ms. LastName lacked in Month Year was a passing score(s) on the TestName. In Month Year, he/she achieved a score of FailingScore but the score requirement was then ThenPassingScore. As of April 2017, these scores are now considered to be passing scores.





We request that TSPC accept the institutional recommendation for the LicenseName of Mr./Ms. LastName because she successfully completed the program requirement equivalent to edTPA which was in place at that time.





Thank you for your consideration of this request.





Signature





[bookmark: _GoBack]




ATT00001.txt

_______________________________________________

OACTE mailing list

OACTE@wou.edu

http://kraven.wou.edu/mailman/listinfo/oacte







image35.emf
Newsletter.msg


Newsletter.msg
Newsletter

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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[OACTE] Newsletter
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		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu
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		oacte@wou.edu



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure contacts, placement contacts, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is now available. View the latest issue or view all current newsletters.
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