[image: C:\Users\crobbecke\Desktop\Logo.jpg]OREGON TEACHER STANDARDS AND PRACTICES COMMISSION

TSPC Newsletters and Field Notes -- 2016
This is a repository of TSPC communications to educator preparation providers for 2016.
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

	12/16/16
	Field Notes:
     Adding endorsements (including Monica’s 9/9/16 memo):


     Dyslexia report clarification (including guidance document):


     Dyslexia and ELL reports: They will be public documents
     PDUs Q & As
     Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) website location and who to contact
     Have you ever thought, “Where did I see that?” – Links to EPP page and Papertrail—2016 document
          (topics list)
     Teacher shortage Q & A
     Cooperating Teachers shortage Q & A

	11/28/16
	Field Notes:
     November 2016 Commission debrief
     Clinical practices for dual endorsement candidates
     Cooperating Teacher update
     eLicensing update
     ELL report clarifications
     Program Completion Reports (C-2s) required
     Program Review and Standards Handbook
     Public Records Request form
     Rules Advisory Committee (RAC)
     TSPC staffing



	11/18/16
	Newsletter (11/18/16)
     Save the Date: TSPC Professional Practices Discussion with the Districts:
     12/8/16

	11/8/16
	Email on behalf of Trent Danowski:


     ELL Report Revision Guidance:

[bookmark: _GoBack] 
The above document was emailed in a second email to revise the due date listed in the report.
     Revised ELL Standards Template:



	11/8/16
	Newsletter (11/4/16)
Thanks to OSPA
Change in fingerprinting fee to $55
Not available in Educator Lookup: Test scores (including Civil Rights) and transcripts
PEER form receipt notification: PEER form no longer entered so it doesn't trigger the automatic email to notify districts. Look in Educator Lookup to verify the PEER form was entered into the file, usually within 48 hours from when we receive it.
Commission meeting agenda link
Sidebar:
Videos: Two videos are now available, for: Browser Assistance and Forgot Username and Password Reset. Videos are on the sign-in page and there is a link to Educator Lookup on the sign-in page.

	10/25/16
	TSPC Field Notes
     Commission meeting dates
     TSPC contacts



	9/23/16
	TSPC reports update
     ELL report
     Annual report
     Reports summary
     Campus visits



	9/16/16
	Newsletter (9/16/16)
License for Conditional Assignment (LCA) -- details on the Licensing tab
TSPC will present at the OSPA Fall Conference
Sidebar:
Expedited Applications must be complete before you send the C-3 form to TSPC
Applications must be submitted online through e-Licensing. For help, see C-3 submission guidelines
PDU requirements overview and link to website
APD form: Is not for regular renewal and PDU verification. It is submitted by a district to verify the APDUs completed in that district. It should be submitted by the district to contact.tspc@oregon.gov. 

	9/9/16
	Adding endorsements



	9/8/16
	Newsletter (9/2/16)
A Message from the TSPC Professional Practices Team: A reminder for educators about social media and digital communications in education
NASDTEC schools and districts access to the NASDTEC Clearinghouse
District sponsorship letters (for emergency licenses)

	8/22/16
	Newsletter (8/19/16)
A message from Elizabeth, Director of Licensure
Include the TSPC account number or other identifying information
Confirm your applicant has submitted application and fee before district letters
Contacting staff
Fingerprinting: FieldPrint
Emergency versus Restricted Teaching Licenses: What's the difference?
Sidebar:
eLicensing tips: forgotten usernames
"Payment Error" message: Some browser or network settings and operating systems block from opening other websites. Remedy: try a different browser/computer/network
System outage: Did not affect eLicensing or the phones, did affect productivity

	8/5/16
	Newsletter (8/5/16)
A message from Monica (listed meetings attended and groups she met with)
     eLicensing Updates
          Expedited Fee Process reminder (posted to Topic A-L)
          Error before the payment screen
     School Psychologist Licensure
     Do you know who your district's TSPC contact is?
     Question of the week: Should applicants create multiple user names?

	7/22/16
	Newsletter (7/22/16)
New Deputy Director to begin August 1 (Trent Danowski)
     Oversight of Professional Practices
     Assisting Monica with state approval of EPPs
Question of the week: Do districts need to expedite requests for the LCA? Answer: No
Username reminders…If you forget, don't create a new username.
     Sidebar:
LCA reminders

	7/11/16
	Newsletter (7/8/16)
The busy summer season has arrived
     Processing time: A quick update - about the backlog
     What's in Educator Look Up?
     Continuing PDU documentation may be easier than you think
     Supporting documents: A few simple steps may save you some time
     TSPC district liaisons are a great resource
     Fast Track is up and running!
     Expedited service: A few quick reminders
          Expedited service fees are now being charged $149 + $10 portal fee
          Teaching licenses for 2016-17 can be expedited August 1
     Late fees: Apply before expiration date
Sidebar:
     eLicensing updates released for improved accessibility and expedited service and late fees
     No additional enhancements to eLicensing until the fall
     Fall 2016 eLicensing changes:
          District access
          Program (university) access
          Improvements to licensure processing functionality
     All state offices are transitioning to a new phone system

	6/28/16
	Overcharges and refunds in eLicensing
     Re-run of information on how to avoid over-charges for background checks.
     Re-forward of the 6/24/16 email, below.



	6/24/16
	Newsletter (6/24/16)
Fees
     Expedited Service Fees: eLicensing to start charging for expedited service June 29
     Expedited Service Process: Districts may start expediting teaching licenses for 2016-17
     Late Fees
Forgot password
Applicant History
Selecting country
Renewal updates: International Visiting Teacher and Five-Year CTE
June Commission Meeting
     Highlights from June meeting
          Professional Practices (cases, new complaint forms, PP subcommittee update, private letter of
               reproval process amendments)
          Licensure (fast track continues the same process, Teacher Leader License, Redesign review issues
               & lessons learned, license production 12 weeks)
          Program approval (language proficiency consistency standards for bilingual, dual language, and
                    world language endorsements); Cooperating Teacher Standards; ELL reports; experimental
                    courses or programs; round table discussion summary reports; CAEP implementation and unit
                    review subcommittee update)
          Administrative Rules
               Permanent rules: No permanent rules were adopted at this meeting
               Temporary rules: Commission adopted six temporary rules, to become effective 7/1/16. Related to:
                    National Accreditation Transition
                    Teacher Leader License
                    Application Processing Procedures
                    Middle Level
                    Experimental Programs
                    Informal Letters of Reproval
               Proposed rules: Commission proposed about 20 rule changes, mostly technical or clarifications
          TSPC staff changes
Highlights from Rulemaking
     Temporary rules:
          Middle Level: To permit MLMS to add foundational subjects with a test
          Grace period: Will provide all licenses expiring June 30 with 120-day grace period with application and
               Paid fee on file. Will apply to Restricted Substitute, Restricted Teaching and Int’l. Visiting Teaching.
          Late fees: Replaces “month” with “30 days” for how late fees will be calculated.
     June Proposed Rules
          Professional Teaching License: Experience Requirement: Clarification on what does and doesn’t count
          Restricted License
          Family and Consumer Studies: Proposes title change to Family and Consumer Sciences
Public hearing on dyslexia and reading: July 27, 2016

	6/24/16
	Transcripts and refunds



	6/22/16
	Forwarded CAEP Accreditation Weekly Update: Week of Wed., June 21, 2016, with note that this update includes a recap of changes made by CAEP at their June meeting, including:
     Revisions to Advanced Standards; and
     Revisions to Standard 3, component 2.
Also included were:
     2016 Fall CAEP Conference notice with registration open note -- 7/31 early bird
     New CAEP Standards for Advanced Programs
          CAEP 2016 Standards for Advanced Programs
          CAEP 2016 Standards for Advanced Programs: One-Pager
          Board Action: Summary of Changes in Standards for Adv. Programs (6/10/16)
          Policy Changes: Accreditation for Advanced Programs
          Scope of Accreditation for Advanced Programs
      CAEP Accreditation Handbook 
     TEACH Grants update



	6/10/16
	June 26-28 CAEP Site Team training -- space is available



	6/10/16
	Newsletter
Fast Track and expedited applications
Fast Track rules
Expedited licenses (admin only…teachers can expedite 8/1)
Fast Track need reduced because of eLicensing (backlog is now 12 weeks)
Do you still have questions about which license to apply for?
TSPC staff are answering about 150 calls per day.
How to avoid hold times. (Email, check the FAQs.)
Applicant question of the week: What is my eLicensing username and password. Do I have a username and password? Answer: You may be in the TSPC database but that does not mean you automatically have an eLicensing account. 
Create a new account when you apply for a new license or license renewal
Next Commission meeting is June 20-22 in Warm Springs (draft agenda)

	6/6/16
	Field Notes
     CAEP: Spring 2016 State Clinic materials and advanced program timeline info.
     CAEP: Accreditation Update Final State Clinic PPT
     edTPA: May 2016 newsletter link
     edTPA Operational Update (submission & reporting schedule, 2016-17 schedule, 2016-17 handbooks)
     edTPA: Summary of May coordinator conference call
     Testing: ORELA vouchers are available to purchase by EPPs for candidates



	6/6/16
	CAEP Institutional Training at Marylhurst University



	5/27/16
	Newsletter
New Executive Director Monica Ann Beane starting June 1
eLicensing functionality: Application submissions and online fee payments
Educator Lookup: All other applicant information
New Redesign web page
ESSA update
Licensure Guide
     Course codes assigned to endorsements
     Which endorsements can teach a particular course
Teachers on Special Assignment (TOSA)
Speech Language Pathologists
Initial II licensee wants to apply for a Professional License (Question of the Week)
Next Commission meeting

	5/19/16
	Candidate accounts in eLicensing



	5/13/16
	Newsletter
New licensure redesign web page
     Overview of new teaching licenses, tables for converting old to new licenses, endorsements, and
     specializations, updates on timelines for redesign of admin and personnel service licenses
Error messages and their meanings
Improving efficiency: wait times, best time to call: noon hour or 5-5:30 p.m. new computer terminal available
     at TSPC, computer access
2016-17 expedited requests (8/1 w/begin accepting expediting requests f/16-17) expedited request
     guidelines (complete and correct; district statement of need, including assignment start date; only 
     accepted from a school or district; the 8/1 date only applies to teacher and personnel service licenses),
     admin expedited requests accepted now
Updated APD form for professional development

	5/12/16
	Field Notes
     Who to contact at TSPC
     CAEP Visitor Team evaluation rubric
     edTPA e-blast
     Proposed dyslexia and reading rules



	5/10/16
	Newsletter 
New executive director announcement

	5/3/16
	Field Notes
     Fingerprinting - where candidates access their certificates of clearance
     Fingerprinting - overcharges
     OARs -- Status of program rules revisions



	4/22/16
	Field Notes
     CAEP fall conference save-the-date
     CAEP Standard 3
     CAEP rubric in handbook
     USDOE proposed regulations
     Licensing - gold seal
     Licensing - How to determine if a candidate already has an account
     Where to find Educator Look Up



	4/21/16
	CAEP Session 3 (Standards 4 & 5)

 

	4/18/16
	Newsletter
     OACTE survey



 

	4/14/16
	Field Notes
     CAEP
          EPP annual reports due 4/15/16
          New TSPC CAEP web page
          2016 Spring CAEP Conference presentations
          CAEP Accreditation Handbook
     TSPC
          Commission April meeting audio recordings
          June Commission dates are 6/20-22, not 6/22-24
     edTPA
          New TSPC edTPA page
          Link to national edTPA web page
          edTPA resources: Top 10 and stakeholders handouts



	4/6/16
	Fingerprinting update from TSPC
     Being charged twice for fingerprinting
     Overview of the fingerprinting process (timelines and responsibilities) 




	3/11/16
	TSPC review of draft program rules -- meeting information



	3/9/16
	CAEP accreditation info. On advanced programs and webinars
     Advanced level programs - when should they be included
     CAEP volunteers call for service
     Upcoming EPP webinars
     Archived EPP webinars



	2/25/16
	3/2/16 Title II training



	2/25/16
	3/2/16 Title II training



	2/18/16
	2/16/16 TSPC newsletter
     FAQs re: licenses, endorsements, PDUs, processing time, fingerprinting, expiration date, C-1 forms no
          longer accepted, contact information, correspondence to TSPC, processing time, all fingerprinting
          now done by Fieldprint, expirations extended, payment attempt failure, unexpected error



	1/27/16
	TSPC field notes
     eLicensing problems, PA-1 forms no longer used, fingerprinting, C-2 forms,
          fast track no longer available, TSPC working in two systems
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 Oregon 
 Kate Brown, Governor 


Data Classification Level: 2 – Limited 
DO: MB/CR 


   TEACHER STANDARDS AND PRACTICES COMMISSION 
250 Division Street N.E.  Salem, OR 97301 


Phone: (503) 378.3586 
Fax:  (503) 378.3758 


    
 


TO:  OACTE Listserv, Licensure Deans/Directors, licensure front-line staff,  
placement front-line staff, and TSPC staff 


 
FROM:  Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Adding Endorsements 
 
DATE:  September 9, 2016 
 
This memo is to provide a summary of the rules for adding endorsements. 
 
Pre-service candidates (OAR Division 420):  


• Licensure redesign did not change the process to recommend pre-service candidates for 
the Preliminary Teaching License with endorsements.  


• Pre-service teacher candidates must complete a Commission-approved Preliminary 
Teaching License program in one or more endorsement areas. 


• Programs may only recommend candidates who have successfully completed their 
Commission-approved programs.  


• Programs may NOT use the rules for adding endorsements to existing licenses for pre-
service candidates.  


 
Tip: A candidate cannot add an endorsement because they do not have a license to which it can be added. 


 
Licensed Oregon educators (OAR Division 220): 
The rules for a licensed educator to add an endorsement to an existing license are as follows: 
 


• Determine if a program is required: 
 


o A program is required for:  
 Art; 
 Drama; 
 Elementary – Multiple Subjects; 
 English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL); 
 Library Media; 
 Music; 
 Physical Education (PE); 
 Reading Intervention; 
 Special Education (all areas); and 
 World Languages: Latin, Russian, and Japanese. 


 
o Educators who wish to add an endorsement for any of the above areas follow the 


steps outlined for pre-service candidates. 
 
 
 



http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_420.html

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html





 
• If a program is not required, next steps depend on the type of license held by the 


educator. 
 


o Holders of existing Preliminary Teaching Licenses (not pre-service 
candidates): 
 The licensed educator: 


• Must take a content test; however, some endorsements permit 
completion of alternative coursework in lieu of the content test. 
See OAR 584, Division 220 for specific endorsement rules; and 


• Provide proof of pedagogy skills through completion of: 
o Pedagogy course: Verified through official transcripts; or 
o Supervised practicum: Verified by a school district on a 


PEER form; or 
o Program: Completing an optional endorsement program, 


verified through a Program Completion Form (aka the C-2). 
 


o Holders of existing Professional, Legacy, or Teacher Leader licenses (not 
pre-service candidates or Preliminary Teaching License holders): 
 Generally, the licensed educator must just pass a test.  
 Some endorsements permit completion of alternative coursework in lieu 


of the content test. See OAR 584, Division 220 for specific endorsement 
rules. 


 
Yours in Education, 


Monica 
Dr. Monica Ann Beane, NBCT 
Executive Director 
Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission 
250 Division St. NE 
Salem, OR   97301 
(503) 378-6813 (desk) 
(503) 580-7804 (cell) 
(503) 378-3758 (fax) 
www.Oregon.gov/TSPC 
  
Data Classification Level: 2 -- Limited 
  
 



http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html

x-apple-data-detectors://4/0

x-apple-data-detectors://4/0

tel:(503)%20378-6813

tel:(503)%20580-7804

tel:(503)%20378-3758

http://www.oregon.gov/TSPC



		FROM:  Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director
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REVISED: NOVEMBER 8, 2016



TSPC Guidance on EPP Compliance Plan 

for Dyslexia Instruction Standards



[bookmark: _GoBack]Pursuant to ORS 342.147 and OAR 584-420-0016, the agency is requiring all Commission-approved educator preparation programs (EPPs) to demonstrate compliance with the new statutory dyslexia instruction requirements by December 31, 2016. 

OAR 584-420-0016 requires EPPs to submit a plan by December 31, 2016, that describes the revisions to program components that are necessary to meet the dyslexia instruction standards for the Elementary-Multiple Subjects, Reading Intervention or Special Education: Generalist programs.  Program components may include, but are not limited to:

· Content (via syllabi review);

· Instructional materials (textbooks, etc.);

· Assessments; or 

· Practicum requirements.



The purpose of the TSPC Guidance on EPP Compliance Plan for Dyslexia Instruction is as follows:

· To provide guiding instructions (a sample process) to assist EPP’s to complete the plan in an efficient and effective manner;

· To assure the Commission receives the information necessary to determine an EPP meets, or has a sufficient plan to meet, the new standards for dyslexia instruction.



Sample Process

1.  Program review: The EPP reviews the new temporary rule for dyslexia instruction, OAR 584-420-0016, to become familiar with the new dyslexia instruction requirements. 

2.  Standard met determination: The EPP reviews the Elementary-Multiple Subjects, Reading Intervention or Special Education: Generalist programs to determine if the components of the program are sufficient to meet the new standards.   

3. Revisions needed determination: The EPP determines the “gaps” between what the program is currently providing related to dyslexia instruction and the new standards. The new standards for dyslexia instruction are found in OAR 584-420-0016 (5) (see below).

4.  The EPP determines what revisions are necessary to the program components to meet the new standards. 

For example, the new dyslexia standards require candidates to be able to identify the “characteristics that may predict or are associated” with dyslexia. To determine if a program meets the new standard: 

· Step one: (PROGRAM REVIEW): The EPP reviews the Elementary-Multiple Subjects, Reading Intervention and/or Special Education: Generalist programs to determine if content, practica, assessments, and materials are sufficient to enable candidates to identify characteristics of dyslexia.  

· Step two (STANDARD MET DETERMINATION):  If the EPP determines the program currently meets the standard, the EPP describes in the plan how the current program components teach candidates to identify characteristics that may predict or are associated with dyslexia. The description must be adequate to allow Commissioners to determine that the program has met the standard.

· Step three (REVISIONS NEEDED DETERMINATION):  If the EPP determines the program does not currently meet the standard, the EPP describes, in the plan, how the EPP will revise content (Example: syllabi), assessments, instructional materials and/or practica to ensure candidates are able to identify characteristics of dyslexia.  The description of revised components must be adequate to allow Commissioners to determine the plan of compliance is sufficient to meet the new standard.

· Note: The standards for dyslexia instruction apply to all students the candidate is being prepared to teach, including English Language Learner (ELL) students.

· Note: Program alignment with the dyslexia instruction standards must be consistent with the knowledge and practice standards of an international organization on dyslexia.

5.   The EPP submits the plan to the Commission by December 31, 2016. The plan is a narrative description of the process the EPP performed to review and revise its programs to meet the new dyslexia instruction standards.  

In summary, the agency is looking for a narrative description of what the programs are doing differently in response to the new standards for instruction on dyslexia.  In other words, provide a description of the new “tools in the tool box,” related to dyslexia instruction, teacher candidates will acquire as a result of the review and revision of the Elementary-Multiple Subjects, Reading Intervention and Special Education: Generalist programs.



584-420-0016

Dyslexia Instruction: Program Standards

(1) Purpose of the Standards: ORS 342.147 requires the Commission to establish standards for approval of an educator preparation program that require early childhood education, elementary education, special education or reading programs to provide instruction on dyslexia and that the instruction be consistent with the knowledge and practice standards of an international organization on dyslexia.

[Note: This rule is established pursuant to Section 8, Chapter 245, Oregon Laws 2015 (Enrolled HB 2412).]

(2) Scope of standards: The dyslexia instruction standards set forth in this rule apply to Oregon educator preparation programs preparing candidates for the following endorsements:

(a) Elementary-Multiple Subjects (includes early childhood education);

(b) Reading Intervention; and

(c) Special Education: Generalist.

(3) Oregon educator preparation programs, as provided in subsection (2), must provide the necessary program components that will enable candidates to meet the standards related to dyslexia instruction, as provided in subsection (5).

(4) Oregon education preparation programs must demonstrate compliance with the dyslexia standards by submitting a plan to the Commission no later than December 31, 2016. The plan must describe the revisions to program components that are necessary to meet the dyslexia instruction standards for the Elementary-Multiple Subjects, Reading Intervention or Special Education: Generalist.

(5) STANDARDS FOR DYSLEXIA INSTRUCTION: Candidates must demonstrate the ability to:

(a) Identify the characteristics that may predict or are associated with dyslexia;

(b) Understand how to provide evidence-based reading instruction to all students, including students who demonstrate characteristics that may predict or are associated with dyslexia;

(c) Administer, interpret, and apply screening and progress monitoring assessments for students who demonstrate characteristics that may predict or are associated with dyslexia; and

(d) Apply dyslexia assessment and instruction knowledge to pedagogy practice.

(6) The standards for dyslexia instruction provided in subsection (5) apply to all students the candidate is being prepared to teach, including English Language Learner (ELL) students.

(7) Program alignment with the dyslexia instruction standards provided in subsection (5) must be consistent with the knowledge and practice standards of an international organization on dyslexia.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 342

Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 – 342.430; 342.455-342.495 & 342.553 Hist.: 
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		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is also going to licensure and placement contacts.



 



 



 



Below are several items of interest to educator preparation providers deans/directors, licensure staff and placement staff. Please forward as appropriate.



 



 



November 3-4, 2016, Commission meeting debrief: These are program highlights. This list does not constitute a complete list of Commission actions or agency priorities.



�         Item 1.8: Commissioners approved a resolution to have Music, Art, and PE reviewed by TSPC’s new Rules Advisory Committee (RAC). More information is provided below about the RAC. The RAC will consider not requiring a program for existing licensees to add these endorsements.



�         Item 4.4: Nathan Estel from Pearson provided an edTPA update.



�         Item 4.7: Unit and Program Review / Site Visit Schedule: 



o    Commissioners adopted the revised site visit schedule, included as Attachment 4.7a.



o    TSPC staff will work with CAEP to determine next steps.



�         Item 4.10: Annual Reports: 



o    The Commission revised the deadline for EPPs to submit their 2016-17 annual reports to TSPC to April 13, 2018, or the date otherwise designated by CAEP for annual reports. 



o    This was done so TSPC and CAEP reports and timelines can be aligned as much as possible.



o    The Program Review Subcommittee will continue alignment of the two processes.



�         Item 4.12: edTPA Special Education handbook: 



o    The University of Oregon requested a waiver to allow candidates in their Special Education: Early Intervention master’s program to use the Work Sample in lieu of edTPA.



o    Commissioners ultimately adopted this modified resolution:



Resolved that, for the purposes of edTPA, only the Special Education: Generalist programs are required to use edTPA for academic year 2016-17 and beyond. Other SPED programs (Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing, Early Intervention, and Visually Impaired) may use either edTPA or Work Sample.



�         Item 4.13: CAEP Transition Grant Requests: This item was postponed to January.



�         Item 6.2: Temporary Rules for Adoption or Suspension (Dyslexia Instruction Program Standards): 



o    Revisions are provided in the linked document. 



o    Changes include a revision to the submission date to Dec. 31, 2016 (previously Dec. 15, 2016). 



o    Rules were proposed out for public comment 11/15/16 – 1/10/17. 



o    A hearing is scheduled for 1/10/17, 5-7 p.m. at TSPC in Salem.



 



Clinical practices for dual endorsement candidates:



�         This discussion is limited to:



o    Initial licensure candidates with two endorsement areas (for example: Math and Science); and



o    Single-subject areas (those that do not require a full program) because the specialized programs require a full program to be completed. 



�         TSPC is often asked how the 15-weeks of required clinical practices is supposed to be split for these candidates. Until further notice, providers are authorized to decide how to divide the 15 weeks, based on the candidates’ individual situations.



�         This topic (and other policy questions) will go to Commissioners for discussion and decisions, beginning in January.



�         The way a program was approved by the Commission is the ultimate determinant for how clinical practices (and everything else) may be completed. Nothing provided here should be interpreted to supersede programs as they were approved by the Commission.



�         Note: Some programs have combined two different areas into approved programs. For these programs, it is assumed a method for completing clinical practices was designed as part of the program approval process. Programs with adopted clinical practices processes are required to follow the program as it was approved.



 



Cooperating Teacher update: 



�         Current rule is unclear on the number of years’ experience that is required for an educator to serve as a cooperating teacher and about licensure requirements for CTs and supervisors.



�         A proposed rule related to CTs is in the revision process. It was determined additional work was needed so the CT rules revision is still in process. Additional information will be provided as it is available.



 



eLicensing update:



�         Information was provided at the November Commission meeting (see Item 3.3) on eLicensing, communication, and website updates.



�         Instructional video links were added to the eLicensing home page for:



o    Browser Assistance Tutorial; and



o    Username and Password Reset Tutorial.



 



ELL report clarification:



The following clarifications are provided regarding the ELL report, due January 11, 2017. Report requirements are based on OAR 584-420-0010. 



�         Q. Who does the ELL report apply to?



A. The ELL report applies to candidates and faculty in preliminary (pre-service) teaching, administrator, and personnel services programs.



�         Q. Should the report be written from a unit / provider perspective or should multiple reports be written, one for each of our programs impacted by ELL (e.g. ELL, ESOL, etc.)?



A. A report should be written per program, rather than by overall unit. Commissioners requested greater specificity and alignment to ELL standards, which will be more clearly evident by writing a report for each program.



 



Program Completion Reports (C-2s) required:



EPPs are required, under OAR 584-010-0100, to provide Program Completion Reports (C-2s) for program completers, even those who do not plan to apply for an Oregon license.



584-010-0100 



Reports of Program Completion for the Commission



(1) At the end of each term or semester, including summer term, units will submit the Form C-2, Preparation for Teaching Report to Commission staff, for each candidate who has completed an approved program in teaching, school counseling, school psychology, school social worker or administration and has met the passing scores for the civil rights and ethics test, basic skills and subject matter tests required by the Commission for the respective license.



(2) The program completion accounting year will be September 1 through August 31. 



(3) By September 30 of each year, Commission staff will produce an electronic report for each unit listing the individuals who were recommended on Form C-2 during the previous accounting year together with the license type and subject or specialty endorsement(s) attached. Units will have until November 1 to make any corrections or additions to the list. 



(4) The list of teachers identified through the above procedure will be the subjects of the unit's report card the following April. The list will also be the basis for the State report to the U.S. Secretary of Education for purposes of Title II of the Higher Education Improvement Act the following October. 



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



 



Program Review and Standards Handbook:



FYI…New rules frequently reference TSPC’s “Program Review and Standards Handbook.” A draft of the handbook will be available for the January 26-27, 2017, Commission meeting.



 



Public Records Request form:



�         TSPC has recently adopted a data request process. Please complete the Public Records Data Request form and return it to Monica Beane (monica.beane@oregon.gov) at TSPC. This process will help improve tracking and accountability. 



�         To locate the form from the TSPC homepage, select [Publications] (at the bottom of the left-hand navigation panel) and select the fourth link, [Public Records Request Form].



 



Rules Advisory Committee:



TSPC has a new Rules Advisory Committee, which is an advisory group to the agency. The RAC reviews draft rules related to program approval, educator licensure, and educator professional practices. The committee has standing representatives and topical representation based on the issue being reviewed. The RAC will review proposed rules prior to Commission review in order to ensure multiple perspectives are considered.



 



TSPC staffing:



�         My working title has changed from Compliance Specialist to Liaison to Higher Education to better reflect what I do.



�         For licensing and program questions: Contact me (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov);



�         Exceptions:



o    C-2 issues/questions: Email Matt Garrett (matt.garrett@oregon.gov) and cc me;



o    Fingerprinting issues/questions: Email Joanne Kandle (joanne.kandle@oregon.gov) and cc me.



�         For program policy questions: Contact both Deputy Director Trent Danowski (trent.danowski@oregon.gov) and me (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov). 



 



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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English Language Learner Report - Template and Submission Guidelines

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		Angie Whalen (awhalen@uoregon.edu); Bruce Weitzel (weitzel@up.edu); caskeym@pdx.edu; Daniel Kirk (dkirk@pacificu.edu); Danny Mielke (dmielke@eou.edu); Dr. Jason Silveira (jsilveir@uoregon.edu); Dr. Sheryl Reinisch (sreinisch@cu-portland.edu); Gennie Harris; Jan Carpenter (jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu); Jody Haggard (jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu); John King (kingjo@sou.edu); John Watzke (watzke@up.edu); Julie Heffernan (jheffern@uoregon.edu); Julie Wren (jdwren@uoregon.edu); Karyn A. Gomez, Ed.D. (kgomez@eou.edu); Kathy Owens (kowen@nwcu.edu); Keith Hollenbeck, Ph.D. (khollen@uoregon.edu); Kevin Carr (kcarr@pacificu.edu); Kristen Dixon (kdixon@corban.edu); Kristi Wheaton (kwheaton@georgefox.edu); Larry Flick (larry.flick@oregonstate.edu); Leif Gustavson (gustavson@pacificu.edu); Lisa Todd (lrtodd@pdx.edu); Lynn Massenzio (lmassenzio@kaplan.edu); Maggie Morgan (mmorgan2@kaplan.edu); Mark Girod (girodm@wou.edu); Melanie Towne (mtowne@nwcu.edu); Nell O'Malley (nwomalley@oregonstate.edu); Patti Vermillion; R.W. Kamphaus, Ph.D. (randyk@uoregon.edu); Rachel Parker, M.Ed. (raparker@linfield.edu); Randy Hitz (hitz@pdx.edu); Robert Bonner (rlbonner@georgefox.edu); Robert Nava, Ph.D. (rnava@warnerpacific.edu); Scot Headley (sheadley@georgefox.edu); Scott Fletcher (sfletcher@lclark.edu); Sharon Chinn (schinn@lclark.edu); Steve Tillery (tillerys@mail.wou.edu); Susan Boe (sboe@multnomah.edu); Wendy Machalicek (wmachali@uoregon.edu)

		Cc

		BEANE Monica * TSPC; DANOWSKI Trent * TSPC; DYKEMAN Tamara * TSPC; ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		awhalen@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; caskeym@pdx.edu; dkirk@pacificu.edu; dmielke@eou.edu; jsilveir@uoregon.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; geharris@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; kingjo@sou.edu; watzke@up.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kgomez@eou.edu; kowen@nwcu.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; kcarr@pacificu.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; kwheaton@georgefox.edu; larry.flick@oregonstate.edu; gustavson@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; lmassenzio@kaplan.edu; mmorgan2@kaplan.edu; girodm@wou.edu; mtowne@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; randyk@uoregon.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; hitz@pdx.edu; rlbonner@georgefox.edu; rnava@warnerpacific.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; wmachali@uoregon.edu; Monica.BEANE@oregon.gov; Trent.DANOWSKI@oregon.gov; Tamara.DYKEMAN@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



Forwarded on behalf of TSPC Deputy Director Trent Danowski.



 



 



Good Afternoon, 



At the June 2016 meeting, the Commission received English Language Learner (ELL) reports from Oregon Educator Preparation Programs (EPPs) originally submitted to TSPC in December 2015. Upon review of the reports, the Commission directed TSPC staff to develop a rubric for EPPs to utilize in order to better align the information provided by the EPPs to the ELL Standards.

At the November 2016 meeting, TSPC staff presented a revised report template to the Commission for consideration. The revised template is formatted to best address the concerns expressed by the Commission regarding the ELL reports.

Please review the attached template and guidance document for specifics regarding the submission of a revised ELL Report to TSPC.



 



Best regards, 



Trent J Danowski

Trent J. Danowski, Deputy Director
Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission

250 Division Street NE
Salem, OR 97301-1012
Office: 503-378-3757
Cell: 503-428-7743
Trent.Danowski@oregon.gov



 





ELL Report_RevisionGuidance.docx

English Language Learner (ELL) Report Submission Guidance
November 8, 2016



OAR 584-017-1025 establishes that every PreK-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.


At the June 2016 meeting, the Commission received English Language Learner (ELL) reports from Oregon Educator Preparation Programs (EPPs) originally submitted to TSPC in December 2015. Upon review of the reports, the Commission directed TSPC staff to develop a rubric for EPPs to utilize in order to better align the information provided by the EPPs to the ELL Standards.

At the November 2016 meeting, TSPC staff presented a revised report template to the Commission for consideration. The revised template is formatted to best address the concerns expressed by the Commission regarding the ELL reports. Specifically, the revised template addresses the Commission’s desire to have greater specificity and alignment to the ELL Standards within the reports. Of note, only Section 2 of the template has been altered. A summary of the revised ELL Report Template is provided for your reference:


1. English Language Learner (ELL) Program Overview – EPPs provide a summary of the institution’s ELL program(s). This section of the report was not altered in the revision of the report template. 



2. ELL Standards Implementation & Assessments – EPPs utilize the provided chart/matrices to demonstrate how the EPP has implemented the ELL Standards and assessment tools to assess teacher educator candidates. This section of the report was revised by combining two (2) sections from the previous reporting template and implementing the chart/matrices to bring greater alignment between the information provided by the EPP and the ELL Standards.



3. Faculty Professional Development – EPPs provide a description of the professional development that is being provided for higher education faculty in each program. This section of the report was not altered in the revision of the report template. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Revised ELL Reports are due on or before January 11, 2016. 
 
Reports should be submitted electronically to Trent Danowski, Deputy Director, at Trent.Danowski@oregon.gov .
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16[Name] Program








PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT


Name of Institution



English Language Learners (ELL) Program Overview


[This template was developed as a convenience for EPP partners as a starting place only. The authors should feel free to add to or subtract from the template as best meets the writers’ needs.


In this section, provide a summary of the institution’s ELL program.]


ELL Standards Implementation & Assessments


[Utilizing the chart aligned to the ELL Standards, provide an overview of how the college or university has implemented ELL standards and assessment tools to assess teacher educator candidates.] 



(1) Program Name:_________________________________________________________


			 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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


			


			


			





			(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.


			


			


			





			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





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.






			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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 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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and


			


			


			





			(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.


			


			


			





			Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			








(2) Program Name: ________________________________________________________



			 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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


			


			


			





			(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.


			


			


			





			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





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.






			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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 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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and


			


			


			





			(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.


			


			


			





			Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			








(3) Program Name: ________________________________________________________



			 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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


			


			


			





			(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.


			


			


			





			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





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.






			


			


			





			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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			





			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 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:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and


			


			


			





			(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.


			


			


			





			Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:





			


			Courses Where Instruction Occurs


			Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 


			Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams





			(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.


			


			


			








Faculty Professional Development


[In this section, provide a description of the professional development that is being provided for higher education faculty in each program. (Question to be answered: Is PD provided for faculty in each program?)]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


			[Name] Program








[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]


Issued to: Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission









ELL Standards Report:









Institution




City, Oregon 









Institution Team: 









Name of Chair




Title




Organization









Name of Team Member




Title




Organization









Name of Team Member




Title




Organization









Name of Team Member




Title




Organization









Name of Team Member




Title




Organization









This report was issued on:   DATE














NAME OF INSTITUTION:  ELL STANDARDS REPORT


Date of Report:  DATE
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ELL Report_RevisionGuidance.docx
English Language Learner (ELL) Report Submission Guidance
November 8, 2016


OAR 584-017-1025 establishes that every PreK-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.

At the June 2016 meeting, the Commission received English Language Learner (ELL) reports from Oregon Educator Preparation Programs (EPPs) originally submitted to TSPC in December 2015. Upon review of the reports, the Commission directed TSPC staff to develop a rubric for EPPs to utilize in order to better align the information provided by the EPPs to the ELL Standards.

At the November 2016 meeting, TSPC staff presented a revised report template to the Commission for consideration. The revised template is formatted to best address the concerns expressed by the Commission regarding the ELL reports. Specifically, the revised template addresses the Commission’s desire to have greater specificity and alignment to the ELL Standards within the reports. Of note, only Section 2 of the template has been altered. A summary of the revised ELL Report Template is provided for your reference:

1. English Language Learner (ELL) Program Overview – EPPs provide a summary of the institution’s ELL program(s). This section of the report was not altered in the revision of the report template. 


2. ELL Standards Implementation & Assessments – EPPs utilize the provided chart/matrices to demonstrate how the EPP has implemented the ELL Standards and assessment tools to assess teacher educator candidates. This section of the report was revised by combining two (2) sections from the previous reporting template and implementing the chart/matrices to bring greater alignment between the information provided by the EPP and the ELL Standards.


3. Faculty Professional Development – EPPs provide a description of the professional development that is being provided for higher education faculty in each program. This section of the report was not altered in the revision of the report template. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Revised ELL Reports are due on or before January 11, 2017. 
 
Reports should be submitted electronically to Trent Danowski, Deputy Director, at Trent.Danowski@oregon.gov .
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PROGRAM REVIEW REPORT

Name of Institution


English Language Learners (ELL) Program Overview

[This template was developed as a convenience for EPP partners as a starting place only. The authors should feel free to add to or subtract from the template as best meets the writers’ needs.

In this section, provide a summary of the institution’s ELL program.]

ELL Standards Implementation & Assessments

[Utilizing the chart aligned to the ELL Standards, provide an overview of how the college or university has implemented ELL standards and assessment tools to assess teacher educator candidates.] 


(1) Program Name:_________________________________________________________

		 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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

		

		

		



		(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.

		

		

		



		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



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.




		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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 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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and

		

		

		



		(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.

		

		

		



		Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		





(2) Program Name: ________________________________________________________


		 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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

		

		

		



		(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.

		

		

		



		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



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.




		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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 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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and

		

		

		



		(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.

		

		

		



		Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		





(3) Program Name: ________________________________________________________


		 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 English Language Learners (ELL) and bilingual students' language and literacy development and content area achievement. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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

		

		

		



		(D) Are aware of personal, affective and social variables influencing second language acquisition.

		

		

		



		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



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.




		

		

		



		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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		



		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 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:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(A) Understand the importance of fostering family and school partnerships; and

		

		

		



		(B) Understand the importance of collaborating and consulting with English Language Development specialists.

		

		

		



		Technology: Candidates and higher education faculty use information technology to enhance learning and to enhance personal and professional productivity. Candidates and higher education faculty:



		

		Courses Where Instruction Occurs

		Course Descriptions or
Links to Course Syllabi 

		Assessments:
Activities / Assignments / Exams



		(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.

		

		

		





Faculty Professional Development

[In this section, provide a description of the professional development that is being provided for higher education faculty in each program. (Question to be answered: Is PD provided for faculty in each program?)]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

		[Name] Program





[For each program, describe how the institution is providing professional development to faculty in each area of the proficiencies.]

Issued to: Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission







ELL Standards Report:







Institution



City, Oregon 







Institution Team: 







Name of Chair



Title



Organization







Name of Team Member



Title



Organization







Name of Team Member



Title



Organization







Name of Team Member



Title



Organization







Name of Team Member



Title



Organization







This report was issued on:   DATE











NAME OF INSTITUTION:  ELL STANDARDS REPORT

Date of Report:  DATE
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[OACTE] TSPC Field Notes -- October 2016

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv and licensure and placement contacts.



 



 



This email is to provide items of interest to educator preparation providers.



 



Commission meeting dates:



�         2017-18 meeting dates are:



o    Nov. 3-4, 2016, Salem Convention Center



o    Jan. 26-27, 2017, Roth’s



o    April 6-7, 2017, TBD



o    June 19-21, 2017



�         Note: The meeting order has changed.



o    Professional Practices will be on Day One (November 3 the next meeting, and ongoing as a matter of course, unless otherwise notified); and



o    Program issues will be on Day Two (November 4 for the next meeting, and ongoing as a matter of course, unless otherwise notified).



o    November’s draft agenda is posted online. Commission business begins Friday, November 4, at 8:30 a.m. and program items are scheduled to begin at 1 p.m. Timelines are draft and are subject to change.



 



TSPC contacts:



Q.  I have a question and I’m not sure who I should contact at TSPC.



A.  For licensure or candidate questions:



Candidates should submit specific questions to TSPC. There are the various ways to contact the agency:



o    The “Ask Us a Question” portal on the TSPC website;



o    Send an email to: contact.tspc@oregon.gov; or 



o    Phone 503-378-3586, 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Monday through Friday.



Once the candidate submits her question to TSPC, it will be assigned to an evaluator or service rep. They have access to all of her information and they have the experience to advise her. 



 



     For program questions:



Process questions should be sent via email to me: Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov. 



Policy questions can go to Trent Danowski and Candace: Trent.Danowski@Oregon.gov and Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov. 



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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 mailing list

OACTE@wou.edu

http://kraven.wou.edu/mailman/listinfo/oacte
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TSPC reports update

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



Sent on behalf of TSPC Executive Director Monica Beane.



 



 



 



OACTE:



 



This email is to provide clarification around the TSPC surveys and reports that are due in the coming months.



 



ELL report:



At the June 2016 Commission meeting, there was discussion about the ELL reports provided by EPPs in December 2015. At the June meeting, it was stated that additional information was needed from the programs and TSPC staff would send a rubric aligning the standards, with responses due back to TSPC by October 15, 2016. We have decided to delay the reporting requirement for this report until further notice.



 



Annual report:



This year’s annual report is due September 30, the same as it has been in past years. Work is underway by the Program Review Subcommittee to discuss alignment of the CAEP and state annual reports. A recommendation will go to the Commission at their November 4 meeting.



 



Reports summary:



Below is a summary of the report titles and deadlines.



 



Due Date: Report



9/30/2016: Annual Reports (Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov) 



10/15/2016: EPP CAEP Accreditation Progress Report (Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov) 



12/15/2016: Dyslexia Standards Report (Trent.Danowski@Oregon.gov) 



 



TSPC Executive Director Campus Visit:



As part of the communications efforts underway with higher education, TSPC Executive Director Dr. Monica Beane will continue her tour of educator preparation program campuses. To date, Dr. Beane and TSPC Deputy Director Trent Danowski have visited five campuses to discuss the CAEP transition and topics of interest with university presidents, provosts, deans, and other key members of the EPPs. Dr. Beane would like to visit all preparation programs in Oregon prior to Thanksgiving 2016. If your preparation program has yet to contact TSPC in order to establish a visit date and time, please contact Heidi Reinhardt (Heidi.Reinhardt@Oregon.gov) with suggested dates and times that you would like TSPC to consider for the visit.



 



Yours in Education,



 



Monica



 



Dr. Monica Ann Beane, NBCT



Executive Director



Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE



Salem, OR   97301



(503) 378-6813 (desk)



(503) 580-7804 (cell)



(503) 378-3758 (fax)



www.Oregon.gov/TSPC



 



Data Classification Level: 2 -- Limited



 



Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail may contain confidential and privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient (or authorized to receive for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this message.
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 Oregon 
 Kate Brown, Governor 


Data Classification Level: 2 – Limited 
DO: MB/CR 


   TEACHER STANDARDS AND PRACTICES COMMISSION 
250 Division Street N.E.  Salem, OR 97301 


Phone: (503) 378.3586 
Fax:  (503) 378.3758 


    
 


TO:  OACTE Listserv, Licensure Deans/Directors, licensure front-line staff,  
placement front-line staff, and TSPC staff 


 
FROM:  Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT: Adding Endorsements 
 
DATE:  September 9, 2016 
 
This memo is to provide a summary of the rules for adding endorsements. 
 
Pre-service candidates (OAR Division 420):  


• Licensure redesign did not change the process to recommend pre-service candidates for 
the Preliminary Teaching License with endorsements.  


• Pre-service teacher candidates must complete a Commission-approved Preliminary 
Teaching License program in one or more endorsement areas. 


• Programs may only recommend candidates who have successfully completed their 
Commission-approved programs.  


• Programs may NOT use the rules for adding endorsements to existing licenses for pre-
service candidates.  


 
Tip: A candidate cannot add an endorsement because they do not have a license to which it can be added. 


 
Licensed Oregon educators (OAR Division 220): 
The rules for a licensed educator to add an endorsement to an existing license are as follows: 
 


• Determine if a program is required: 
 


o A program is required for:  
 Art; 
 Drama; 
 Elementary – Multiple Subjects; 
 English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL); 
 Library Media; 
 Music; 
 Physical Education (PE); 
 Reading Intervention; 
 Special Education (all areas); and 
 World Languages: Latin, Russian, and Japanese. 


 
o Educators who wish to add an endorsement for any of the above areas follow the 


steps outlined for pre-service candidates. 
 
 
 



http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_420.html

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html





 
• If a program is not required, next steps depend on the type of license held by the 


educator. 
 


o Holders of existing Preliminary Teaching Licenses (not pre-service 
candidates): 
 The licensed educator: 


• Must take a content test; however, some endorsements permit 
completion of alternative coursework in lieu of the content test. 
See OAR 584, Division 220 for specific endorsement rules; and 


• Provide proof of pedagogy skills through completion of: 
o Pedagogy course: Verified through official transcripts; or 
o Supervised practicum: Verified by a school district on a 


PEER form; or 
o Program: Completing an optional endorsement program, 


verified through a Program Completion Form (aka the C-2). 
 


o Holders of existing Professional, Legacy, or Teacher Leader licenses (not 
pre-service candidates or Preliminary Teaching License holders): 
 Generally, the licensed educator must just pass a test.  
 Some endorsements permit completion of alternative coursework in lieu 


of the content test. See OAR 584, Division 220 for specific endorsement 
rules. 


 
Yours in Education, 


Monica 
Dr. Monica Ann Beane, NBCT 
Executive Director 
Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission 
250 Division St. NE 
Salem, OR   97301 
(503) 378-6813 (desk) 
(503) 580-7804 (cell) 
(503) 378-3758 (fax) 
www.Oregon.gov/TSPC 
  
Data Classification Level: 2 -- Limited 
  
 



http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html

http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_500/oar_584/584_220.html

x-apple-data-detectors://4/0

x-apple-data-detectors://4/0

tel:(503)%20378-6813

tel:(503)%20580-7804

tel:(503)%20378-3758

http://www.oregon.gov/TSPC



		FROM:  Dr. Monica Beane, TSPC Executive Director
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Overcharges and refunds in eLicensing

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; Gene James, Ph.D. (gjames@nwcu.edu); mtowne@nwcu.edu; kathydowen6@yahoo.com; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; Steve Tillery (tillerys@mail.wou.edu); placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; Tammy Hatling; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; keckert@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jonesb@wou.edu; Zig Derochowski; Ann Donaca-Sullivan; rochellez@lclark.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; Julie Wren; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu

		Cc

		BEANE Monica * TSPC; CHAMBERLAIN Victoria * TSPC; KELLER Elizabeth * TSPC; DYKEMAN Tamara * TSPC; ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; gjames@nwcu.edu; mtowne@nwcu.edu; kathydowen6@yahoo.com; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; thatling@nwcu.edu; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; keckert@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jonesb@wou.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; adonaca@cu-portland.edu; rochellez@lclark.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu; Monica.BEANE@oregon.gov; Victoria.CHAMBERLAIN@oregon.gov; Elizabeth.KELLER@oregon.gov; Tamara.DYKEMAN@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to licensure deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, and placement front-line staff.



 



 



 



Good afternoon ~



 



TSPC is continuing to see overpayments and requests for refunds in the past couple of days.



 



If you are able to do so, please ask your Preliminary Teaching License completers to watch for eLicensing charging too high an amount. If they are asked to pay an amount higher than they expected, please ask them not to pay the wrong amount. Instead, they should contact TSPC at online.tspc@oregon.gov prior to submitting payment. 



 



To avoid over-charges for background checks:



ｷ         eLicensing thinks of the background check as a type of license. 



ｷ         Candidates with completed background checks must select the following box on the License History Questionnaire page: [I have previously held an Oregon educational license, or completed an Oregon-approved educator preparation program, or am applying for a restricted, emergency or CTE license], then select [Continue].



ｷ         Then, on the License History page, they select [+Add a License].



ｷ         On the next screen, they need to enter [Clinical Practices]. In the [Type] field, they should enter [Clearance].



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 2:57 PM
Subject: Transcripts and refunds



 



This email is being sent to licensure deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, and placement front-line staff.



 



 



 



Good afternoon, licensure and placement staff ~



 



This email is for institution staff who submit Program Completion Forms (C2s) to TSPC.



 



Transcripts:



Our evaluators are finding a number of candidates’ application requests are being delayed when required transcripts are not on hand. This happens especially when the candidate’s program is complete in the post-bac status but still needs coursework to finish the master’s degree.



 



When a candidate’s teacher education program does not conclude with a degree, TSPC must be able to verify that the candidate has a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree. This verification is done by receipt of their official transcript.



 



As you talk to your candidates about applying for licensure, please encourage them to make sure their undergrad transcripts are sent to TSPC when their program does not conclude with a degree. This will assure their application requests are processed as quickly as possible.



 



Refunds:



Please ask candidates to carefully read the information screens in eLicensing and follow the instructions to avoid being overcharged.



ｷ         Before paying any amount over what they expect, Preliminary Teaching License applicants who notice they are being charged the wrong amount should contact TSPC at online.tspc@oregon.gov prior to submitting payment. 



ｷ         To avoid being over-charged for background checks:



o    eLicensing thinks of the background check as a type of license. 



o    Candidates with completed background checks must select the following box on the License History Questionnaire page: [I have previously held an Oregon educational license, or completed an Oregon-approved educator preparation program, or am applying for a restricted, emergency or CTE license], then select [Continue].



o    Then, on the License History page, they select [+Add a License].



o    On the next screen, they need to enter [Clinical Practices]. In the [Type] field, they should enter [Clearance].



ｷ         OAR 584-200-0050 (2) says all fees are non-refundable. TSPC has been refunding overpayments but now that the system charges the correct fee when applicants follow instructions, the Commission may begin denying refund requests unless it is an eLicensing error.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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Transcripts and refunds

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; Gene James, Ph.D. (gjames@nwcu.edu); mtowne@nwcu.edu; kathydowen6@yahoo.com; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; Steve Tillery (tillerys@mail.wou.edu); placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; Tammy Hatling; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; keckert@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jonesb@wou.edu; Zig Derochowski; Ann Donaca-Sullivan; rochellez@lclark.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; Julie Wren; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu

		Cc

		KELLER Elizabeth * TSPC; DYKEMAN Tamara * TSPC; ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; gjames@nwcu.edu; mtowne@nwcu.edu; kathydowen6@yahoo.com; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; thatling@nwcu.edu; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; keckert@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jonesb@wou.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; adonaca@cu-portland.edu; rochellez@lclark.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu; Elizabeth.KELLER@oregon.gov; Tamara.DYKEMAN@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to licensure deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, and placement front-line staff.



 



 



 



Good afternoon, licensure and placement staff ~



 



This email is for institution staff who submit Program Completion Forms (C2s) to TSPC.



 



Transcripts:



Our evaluators are finding a number of candidates’ application requests are being delayed when required transcripts are not on hand. This happens especially when the candidate’s program is complete in the post-bac status but still needs coursework to finish the master’s degree.



 



When a candidate’s teacher education program does not conclude with a degree, TSPC must be able to verify that the candidate has a minimum of a Bachelor’s degree. This verification is done by receipt of their official transcript.



 



As you talk to your candidates about applying for licensure, please encourage them to make sure their undergrad transcripts are sent to TSPC when their program does not conclude with a degree. This will assure their application requests are processed as quickly as possible.



 



Refunds:



Please ask candidates to carefully read the information screens in eLicensing and follow the instructions to avoid being overcharged.



ｷ         Before paying any amount over what they expect, Preliminary Teaching License applicants who notice they are being charged the wrong amount should contact TSPC at online.tspc@oregon.gov prior to submitting payment. 



ｷ         To avoid being over-charged for background checks:



o    eLicensing thinks of the background check as a type of license. 



o    Candidates with completed background checks must select the following box on the License History Questionnaire page: [I have previously held an Oregon educational license, or completed an Oregon-approved educator preparation program, or am applying for a restricted, emergency or CTE license], then select [Continue].



o    Then, on the License History page, they select [+Add a License].



o    On the next screen, they need to enter [Clinical Practices]. In the [Type] field, they should enter [Clearance].



ｷ         OAR 584-200-0050 (2) says all fees are non-refundable. TSPC has been refunding overpayments but now that the system charges the correct fee when applicants follow instructions, the Commission may begin denying refund requests unless it is an eLicensing error.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This CAEP update includes a recap of changes made by CAEP at their June meeting. These include:



·         Revisions to Advanced Standards; and



·         Revisions to Standard 3, component 2.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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: CAEP [mailto:communications@caepnet.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 1:27 PM
To: ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC <Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov>
Subject: CAEP Accreditation Weekly Update: Week of Wed, June 21, 2016



 



Delivered Every Week: Your Source for Resources, Info, and News



 



 







June •21 •2016 



 



Accreditation Updates



 



Delivered every WEEK: 



Your source for accurate, timely resources, information, and news



 



	



 



	



MEETINGS, EVENTS, AND PRESENTATIONS



2016 Fall CAEP Conference in Partnership with AACTE: Program Impact | September 29 - October 1, 2016 | Washington, DC | Registration is open. | Register by July 31st and receive an early-bird discount! 



Stevie Chepko (Accreditation) | June 25-29, 2016 | Portland, OR | Site Visitor Training



Is your state interested in convening providers and inviting CAEP to come and present? Topics such as CAEP Standards and Process, Quality Assessments, and Program Review / Feedback Option. Contact: Lauren Alexander. 



 



	



RESOURCES AVAILABLE



CAEP Assessment Rubric | An updated version of the rubric for EPP-created assessment instruments is available. 



CAEP Standards for Advanced Programs | Last week, the CAEP Board of Directors adopted revised standards for advanced-level programs. Learn more about standards for advanced-level preparation programs here and download these new resources:



*	CAEP 2016 Standards for Advanced Programs

*	CAEP 2016 Standards for Advanced Programs: One-Pager

*	Board Action: Summary of Changes in Standards for Advanced Programs (June 10, 2016)

*	Policy Changes: Accreditation for Advanced Programs

*	Scope of Accreditation for Advanced Programs



CAEP Accreditation Handbook | Information is reorganized to better support the work of accreditation; sections are now organized by standard and each includes evidence tables, general rules, and rubrics for components. | Download the CAEP Accreditation Handbook. 



Looking for something more specific in the Accreditation Handbook? Several resources exist on the Accreditation Resources page of the CAEP website. 



Archived EPP Webinars | There are a number of webinars available on CAEP's Youtube channel. You can access all of them on this video playlist (tip: save the playlist to your Youtube account to access the videos any time, plus you'll get the newest ones automatically). The newest webinars cover the five CAEP Standards, their language, suggested evidence, and common questions:



*	Standard 1 | Recorded February 23, 2016

*	Standard 2 | Recorded February 25, 2016

*	Standard 3 | Recorded March 29, 2016

*	Standard 4 | Recorded April 25, 2016

*	Standard 5 | Recorded June 2, 2016



CAEP Weekly & Monthly Email Updates | Subscribe to these weekly mailings; monthly mailings with more narrative and resources also available: Sign up. 



 



	



CAEP ORGANIZATION UPDATES  



Demonstrating Academic Achievement: CAEP Board Clarifies, Refines CAEP Standard 3 | At its June 9-10, 2016 biannual meeting, the CAEP Board of Directors adopted language to clarify and refine the academic achievement component of CAEP’s Standard on Candidate Quality. 



June 9-10, 2016 Board Meeting Overview | Read a short recap of what happened at the recent CAEP Board of Directors meeting.



Update on NCATE/TEAC U.S. Department of Education Recognition and implications for TEACH Grants. 



Looking for work? | Check out the educator preparation jobs at CAEP and elsewhere.



At CAEP:



*	Accreditation Associate, Program Review 

*	Director, State Relations 



Outside CAEP (view the guidelines for posting available jobs with us):



*	Executive Vice President and Provost, Stetson University, DeLand, FL 



 



	



GENTLE REMINDERS



Advanced-Level Programs: When Should I Include Them? | All self-study reports due after Sept. 1, 2017 need to include advanced-level programs. Self-study reports due before Sept. 1, 2017 do not. If your site visit date is in fall 2017, you do not need to include advanced-level programs because your self-study report will have been completed several months before Sept. 1, 2017.  



	

 



Contact Us:



	

 



Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 



1140 19th Street, NW, Suite 400 



Washington, DC 20036 



 



caepnet.org



main phone: 202.223.0077



general information: caep@caepnet.org



 



 



Share this email: 



















Manage your preferences | Opt out using TrueRemove™
Got this as a forward? Sign up to receive our future emails.
View this email online. 



1140 19th Street NW Suite 400
Washington, DC | 20036 US 



This email was sent to candace.robbecke@oregon.gov. 
To continue receiving our emails, add us to your address book. 
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June 26-28 CAEP Site Team training

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



Dear OACTE members ~



 



Space is available for the June 26-28 CAEP Site Team training.



 



A limited number of seats are available at an upcoming CAEP Site Team training. The event is primarily for CAEP to train CAEP Site Team volunteers; however, Oregon is allowed a number of seats to train state program review and site team volunteers. 



 



To this point, attendance at this event has been limited to Oregon Site Team volunteers. The volunteer pool has been solidified and a few spots are available for the event.



 



A few things to know:



ｷ         Costs: The registration fee is $225/person. Lodging is the responsibility of the institution.



ｷ         Timelines: 



o    Registration deadline: Friday, June 17;



o    Start and stop times: 



ｧ  The training convenes 1 p.m. Sunday, June 26 (registration is at noon);



ｧ  Adjournment is 2 p.m. Tuesday, June 28.



ｷ         Webinars: Participants have five webinars to complete prior to the training. Two have occurred, three more are scheduled before the training and I just learned that two more will occur after the webinar. All webinars are recorded.



 



Please notify me if you are interested.



 



Note: The CAEP Institutional Training is a separate event on June 29-30 at Marylhurst University. Contact me for the draft agenda and registration form for that event.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is also going to licensure and placement contacts.



 



 



Here are a few things that have crossed my desk recently.



 



CAEP:



�         Vickie Chamberlain recently attended a Spring 2016 State Clinic, where CAEP staff updated state leaders on recent CAEP developments. Materials from the meeting above can be found at: Spring 2016 State Clinic meeting materials



*	Highlights from the Spring 2016 State Clinic meeting material included: 



*	Timeline for implementation of advanced programs standards: 



*	Summer 2016 – CAEP will provide Draft Advanced Standards guidelines;

*	Fall 2016 -- Standards for Advanced Level programs process will be included in the CAEP Accreditation Handbook;



*	Timeline for submission of advanced level programs: 



*	If the EPP’s self-study is due after September 1, 2017, the EPP must submit their advanced level programs as well as their initial licensure programs.

*	If the EPP’s site visit is in the spring of 2018, it will still depend on the self-study due date. The self-study is submitted 8 months before the date of the site visit.

*	If the EPP’s site visit is in the fall of 2017, the EPP’s advanced level programs will not be submitted for review.  Only the EPP’s initial licensure areas will be submitted for review.



Source: Accreditation Update Final State Clinic PPT (attached)



 



edTPA update:



�         The latest (May 2016) issue of the edTPA newsletter is available.



�         Oregon edTPA coordinators received updated edTPA information on the current submission and reporting schedule, the 2016-17 schedule, and 2016-17 handbooks. Links are provided in the second attachment. (To view links, you must have AACTE login information.) 



�         Oregon edTPA coordinators met by conference call on May 24. The conversation primarily focused on Results Analyzer and the state consent form.



o    Chris O’Neal from Pearson walked through a demonstration of edTPA information available on Results Analyzer.



o    Revisions are underway to a statewide consent form, including obtaining permission for assessment materials to be used by Stanford University (SCALE), Pearson, and the teacher candidate’s institution. The letters are given to PK-12 students’ parents or guardians to provide permission to use videotapes for candidates’ instructional purposes.



 



Testing:



�         ORELA vouchers: Vouchers are available for purchase by educator preparation programs to provide candidates with full or partial credit toward fees for test registration and preparation resources. Note: Vouchers cannot be purchased for Administrator and Protecting Student and Civil Rights in the Educational Environment preparation resources, since these products are free to candidates.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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Accreditation Update Final State Clinic.pptx

Benefits to States


CAEP’s data management system (AIMS)


Two full-time programmers constantly revising and updating


Inclusion of state data into the accreditation process


Formative Review template includes a dedicated space for states to note any concerns


Access to AIMS for report process 


Log-n is 24319 


Password is “caep”


(fill in hyperlink here)














Connect with CAEP |  www.CAEPnet.org | Twitter: @CAEPupdates








CAEP’s Investment


Reviewer and EPP Training 


2015 through 2016 


Over I.5 million invested in reviewer, EPP, and state training


Training off over 800 site visitors


Training of state site visitors


Numerous EPP state trainings


Learning communities for states and for EPPs


Development of numerous video resources and webinars


Optional Early Instrument Review


Development of Qualifying Exam for Site visitors


Technical Support to reviewers and EPPs
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Accreditation Update


Stevie Chepko, Sr. VP for Accreditation


Stevie.chepko@caepnet.org
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New Resources


Revised Accreditation Handbook including


Rubrics for each component under each standard along with evidence table in one place


Appendices with 


Guidelines for Inquiry Brief (Appendix A)


Guidelines for Selected Improvement (Appendix B)


Guidelines for Transformation Initiative (Appendix C)


Phase-in Chart (Appendix D)


 Guidelines for Submitting Plans (Appendix E)


Eight Annual Measures (Appendix F)


Assessment Rubric (Appendix G)


Areas for Improvement and Stipulations (Appendix H)


Removal of Stipulations (Appendix H)


Revised Glossary (Appendix I)
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CAEP Accreditation Handbook


Link to handbook with electronic table of contents
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New Initiatives at CAEP


Communications


Weekly update (signup on CAEP website)


Monthly newsletter


Weekly webinars for EPPs by states or learning communities


Creating Learning Communities for EPPs submitting beginning in 2018 and 2019 (Deb Eldridge)


Revised version of Accreditation Handbook to include –


Advanced Standards with evidence table/rubrics


Processes for Advanced Standards submission


Data conventions for submitted evidence (initial and advanced)


Margie Crutchfield and Deb Eldridge are providing examples from submitted CAEP Self Studies – available in September
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Site Visitor Training


June 26-28, 2016 in Portland, OR


July 17-20, 2016 in Kansas City, MO


July 24-27, 2016 in Birmingham, AL


Site Visitor Schedule for Oregon (pattern for all dates)


Begin at 1:00 pm on June 26, 2016


End at 2:00 pm on June 28, 2016


Participate as a member of a review team with an assigned lead reviewer


Focus is on assessing the evidence provided for each standard


Using the rubrics for guidance on analysis
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Qualifying Exam for Site Visitors


Contracted with Buros at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln to develop qualifying exam for all site visitors


Six (6) site visitors with meet with two individuals from Buros July 7 and 8, 2016 for test development


Develop an application based exam


Validate qualifying exam


Set benchmark scores based on pilot group


ACE system within AIMS will house the test


Review sessions planned for reviewers trained over the summer 


All reviewers will be given two attempts on the qualifying exam
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Accreditation Council Member Training


All members of the Accreditation Council must participate in Site Visitor Training


Document on decision-rules was shared with CAEP initial panels this year


Decision rules are specific to the CAEP Standards and not individual components


Guidelines for determining if the standard is met or not met


Guidelines for the assigning of areas for improvement and stipulations for each standard


Accreditation Council (AC) will review at the October meeting and make a final decision


If the AC approves, the decision rules will be made available to all EPPs
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Volunteer Training Staffing Update


Margie Crutchfield will be working with CAEP full-time May through August


In conjunction with accreditation staff


Develop all training agendas


Develop all training materials and practice tasks


Conduct the three trainings over the summer


Develop on-line resources for site visitors


Deb Eldridge will be training, supervising, and assigning all Early Assessment Reviewers 


Should be caught up with these reviews by end of August


Worked with Frank to integrate assignments, reminders, and notifications into AIMS
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Members of the Working Group for Standards for Advanced Level Programs


Gaetane Jean-Marie


Colleen MacKinnon	


Kimberly King-Jupiter	


Cindi Chance


Tom Borderkircher (chair)


Blake West


Monique Lynch


Denise Pearson


Rick Ginsberg


University of Oklahoma


University of Vermont


Tennessee State University


Georgia Regents University


Woodrow Wilson Foundation


NEA


Walden University


Winston-Salem State University


University of Kansas
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Recommendation: Clinical Experiences – Advanced Level


Committee recommended the following:


In the progression from generalist to specialist, clinical experiences should allow candidates to demonstrate their mastery of knowledge and problem-posing and problem-solving skills to apply their professional practice, demonstrating the capacity to perform a range of professional roles such as collaborator, mentor, facilitator, leader, and scholar-practitioner. 





Clinical practice to be redefined for advanced level programs to allow for the diversity and uniqueness of advanced level programs.
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Clinical Experience - Redefined





For the purposes of advanced preparation, clinical experiences should provide opportunities for candidates in advanced level programs to practice and demonstrate their proficiencies on problems of practice appropriate for their field of specialization. 
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Clinical Experiences - Redefined


These experiences should allow for authentic demonstration (professional practice) of mastery of their specialization (i.e., knowledge, skills, and dispositions) addressing problems of practice. For example:


Identify issue(s)


Consider multiple perspectives and collaborative approaches


Apply theory and research


Identify and leverage resources


Address potential impact


Demonstrate data and research literacy


Make recommendations and consider implications for practice and policy. 
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Standards for Advanced Level Programs


Based on feedback from -  


Working Group on Standards for Advanced Level programs


Feedback through the “call for comments” process


Letter from Ohio deans


Conversations at CAEP conferences in focus groups 


Recommendation for changes are being made to the CAEP Board for action in June/December, 2016 - 


Scope of accreditation


Standards/component revisions


Policies related to accreditation decisions


Policies related to process, team size, and self study submission
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Sample of Types of Clinical Experiences at the Advanced level


Advanced candidates could –


Use their own classrooms, schools, or districts for clinical or field experiences


Conduct action research projects using their own classrooms, schools, or districts


Conduct collaborative problem-based projects with a school and community partners


Internships
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Possible Assessments at Advanced Level


Content Specific


National/State/Professional Standards (when available)


Specialized exam (if available)


Grades (disaggregated by advanced level program)





Authentic Demonstration of Problems of Practice


Field, clinical, practicum, or internship


Outcome-based Portfolio


Capstone Project


Action Research Project
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Recommendations from Working Group


One self study submitted for all pathways


EPPs address standards for both initial and advanced levels


Uploading of evidence/data/tables specific to standard and level in Evidence Room (Initial Evidence Room & Advanced Evidence Room)


EPP would make the case for meeting the standard at both the initial and advanced levels


Reviewers


Provide an analysis of the strength of the evidence for both levels


Assign AFIs and stipulations


Do not make any recommendations specific to met or unmet standards 
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Clinical Experiences – Advanced Level







Working Group recommended the following:


In the progression from generalist to specialist, clinical experiences should allow candidates to demonstrate their mastery of knowledge and problem-posing and problem-solving skills to apply their professional practice, demonstrating the capacity to perform a range of professional roles such as collaborator, mentor, facilitator, leader, and scholar-practitioner. 





Clinical practice to be redefined for advanced level programs to allow for the diversity and uniqueness of advanced level programs.
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Timeline for Implementation of Standards for Advanced Level Programs


Feedback on proposed policies 


Fall of 2015 – Report from Working Group


Call for Comments on Advanced Standards closed in March


Letter from Ohio Deans


Focus group input at CAEPCon


CAEP Board action in June 2016


Summer of 2016 – Draft of Advanced Standards Guidelines


Fall of 2016 – Standards for Advanced Level programs process in the CAEP Accreditation Handbook


Phase-in plan similar to the initial phase-in plan will be in place
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Timeline for Submission of Advanced Level Programs


If the EPP’s self study is due before September 1, 2017, the EPP does not submit the EPP’s advanced level programs for review.  The EPP’s accreditation decision is based on initial level licensure areas only.


These initial licensure areas include -


Any MAT or Post-baccalaureate licensure areas that lead to initial teaching licensure


What is not submitted before the September 1, 2017 –


Add-on certifications for individuals who already have a licensure area certification


Any advanced level programs for already licensed teachers or administrators
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Timeline for Submission of Advanced Level Programs


If the EPP’s self-study is due after September 1, 2017, the EPP must submit their advanced level programs as well as their initial licensure programs


If the EPP’s site visit is in the spring of 2018, it will still depend on the self study due date. The self-study is submitted 8 months before the date of the site visit.


If the EPP’s site visit is in the fall of 2017, the EPP’s advanced level programs will not be submitted for review.  Only the EPP’s initial licensure areas will be submitted for review.
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Submitted Questions


Can you provide an update on the development of a recommendation for the CAEP Board of Directors regarding the application of standards for advanced programs to any and all programs in which an educator is enrolled (such as Arts and Sciences degree programs in content, not pedagogy)?


Recommendations have been sent to the Board specific to standards for advanced programs. These recommendations do address this specific issue.  Recommendations made to the CAEP Board sought to clearly define the scope of review for advanced programs and provide a petition process.
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


What are the differences between stipulations and areas for improvement?


An area for improvement (AFI) is a weakness in the evidence presented for a standard/component that needs to be addressed over the seven-year cycle of accreditation. The identified weakness is not severe enough to warrant that the standard be unmet, but is an area that the EPP needs to strengthen moving forward.  Areas for improvement are reported each year through the annual report process and removed as part of the next site visit.  If the area for improvement is not resolved by the end of the accreditation cycle, the Accreditation Council has the option of moving the AFI to a stipulation.
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


A stipulation is a deficiency in the evidence that is serious enough to warrant that the deficit be addressed within 2 years of the accreditation decision.  Stipulations can be related to standards and/or components. Any awarding of a stipulation requires EPPs to submit to CAEP evidence that the stipulation has been addressed within 24 months of the accreditation decision. Removal of stipulation(s) does not require a site visit. A Review Team is assigned and makes a recommendation to  Accreditation Council, who determines if the stipulation has been successfully addressed or an AFI can be assigned. 
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


What role does CAEP see for smaller EPPs and what is the strategy to include them in CAEP accreditation?


Building a diverse candidate pool


Testing innovations


Volunteering as reviewers, councilors, and advisors


Providing feedback to CAEP on implementation


Is CAEP considering a way to have state program efficacy data/reports used in lieu of the annual CAEP report?


Annual report is being completely revised to lessen the burden


Cannot substitute one process for the other
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


Will there be changes in any of the three (3) accreditation pathways?


Yes, for all three pathways.


CAEP Board is reviewing a report by Peter Ewell based on his analysis of the three pathways


All three pathways will be impacted to ensure parity and consistency across pathways


Required by CHEA and DE – 


One constant – Accreditation decisions will be based on evidence provided for the meeting of the CAEP Standards


How will these changes be shared with EPPs?


Accreditation Council will review all changes 


EPPs will be apprised of any changes – training will be provided in person and on-line
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


What are CAEP’s plans to work with EPPs to align all programs on one review cycle?


CAEP completed an audit last summer


Identified 20 EPPs that were not aligned


Will work with each EPP and the state to develop a plan for transition to a single cycle for all programs within the EPP
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


With increased scrutiny of regional accreditors by the U.S. Department of Education, will there be a time where CAEP will supplant these regional accreditors in regards to ensuring faculty qualifications and the rigor of educator preparation programs?


If CAEP pursues DE recognition, faculty qualifications will become part of the accreditation review process.  CAEP cannot achieve recognition by the DE unless their regulations are part of the accreditation decision process. 
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Submitted Questions (cont.)


What are the ramifications to our CAEP approved EPPS if our state does not finalize a partnership agreement with CAEP?


For an EPP to achieve national accreditation through the CAEP process does not require a state partnership agreement.  CAEP operates in a small number of states (i.e., Texas) without a partnership agreement and individual EPPs simply elect to participate in the CAEP review process. EPPs operating in a state without an agreement can elect either the SPA or program review with feedback option for program level review. 
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edTPA Operational Update


			From


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			To


			jowens@cu-portland.edu; ppolitte@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; bmonroe@eou.edu; despinor@georgefox.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; shepperson@lclark.edu; lgriffin@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; kvincent@marylhurst.edu; kmckee@multnomah.edu; vmoen@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sara.wright@oregonstate.edu; terry.adams@oregonstate.edu; carolyn.platt@osucascades.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; dkirk@pacificu.edu; mcgi0314@pacificu.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; caskeym@pdx.edu; lesleep@pdx.edu; fallers@sou.edu; kingjo@sou.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; carroll@up.edu; jenelle@pacificu.edu; kalnin@up.edu; watzke@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; rnava@warnerpacific.edu; haysm@wou.edu; lejeunem@wou.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; CHAMBERLAIN Victoria * TSPC; MENK Keith * TSPC; ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			Cc


			Nathan Estel; Chris O'Neal (chris.oneal@pearson.com)


			Recipients


			jowens@cu-portland.edu; ppolitte@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; bmonroe@eou.edu; despinor@georgefox.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; shepperson@lclark.edu; lgriffin@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; kvincent@marylhurst.edu; kmckee@multnomah.edu; vmoen@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sara.wright@oregonstate.edu; terry.adams@oregonstate.edu; carolyn.platt@osucascades.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; dkirk@pacificu.edu; mcgi0314@pacificu.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; caskeym@pdx.edu; lesleep@pdx.edu; fallers@sou.edu; kingjo@sou.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; carroll@up.edu; jenelle@pacificu.edu; kalnin@up.edu; watzke@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; rnava@warnerpacific.edu; haysm@wou.edu; lejeunem@wou.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; Victoria.CHAMBERLAIN@oregon.gov; Keith.MENK@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov; nathan.estel@pearson.com; chris.oneal@pearson.com





Information received from Nathan Estel, Pearson. Be sure to check out the Oregon edTPA web page.





Candace





 





Data Classification Level 2 – Limited





 





 





Colleagues - 





 





On behalf of our colleagues at SCALE, AACTE, and Evaluation Systems, we are pleased to share with you an update to the current submission and reporting schedule and information about the upcoming 2016-2017 edTPA Year.





 





Additional 2015-2016 Reporting Dates Added





Additional submission dates in August have been posted to the 2015-2016 schedule on edtpa.com. Candidates should utilize the current 2015 edTPA handbooks if planning to submit during the additional submission window for the 2015-16 Submission and Reporting Schedule.





 





2016-2017 Submission and Reporting Dates





The schedules for all fields have been released and are now available on edTPA.com. Both the World Languages field and English as an Additional Language field will be offered in the three-week reporting schedule (Schedule A).





 





Handbooks for 2016-2017





Consistent with our commitment to an assessment "by the profession, for the profession", SCALE and AACTE have continued to archive email and edTPA Online Community questions/comments from faculty, candidates and program leaders about handbook prompts, rubrics and directions. These questions and comments, along with candidate performance/scoring data and input from scorer trainers and other key edTPA users, inform minor changes to edTPA.





 





The changes to edTPA handbooks for 2016-17 primarily address directions and submission requirements. Changes were contained to formatting, clarifying or better aligning directions and file submission specifications, and incorporating previously identified and published errata.





 





The "refreshed" 2016-17 handbooks and templates for all fields (National and Washington versions) will be posted on edtpa.aacte.orgby late May/early June 2016. These handbooks and templates will be posted to edTPA integrated Platform Provider systems and the Pearson ePortfolio system for candidates in late June/early July 2016.





 





edTPA members may review the “List of Changes from 2015-16 Handbooks to 2016-17 Handbooks” found in the Resource Library, which explains all edits to handbooks. Note that all changes are considered minor, and the 2016 handbooks are considered equivalent to the 2015 handbooks.





 





We look forward to sharing more information with you over the coming weeks in preparation for the 2016-2017 edTPA operational year!





 





Thanks, 





 





Nathan Estel





Director, Educator Relations

Evaluation Systems
413.530.5933
linkedin.com/in/nathanestel

pearsonassessments.com/teacherlicensure.html





 





 





 Pearson
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[OACTE] CAEP June 29-30 Institutional Training -- registration	information

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is going to the OACTE listserv, licensure and placement contacts, and CAEP stakeholders. My apologies if you receive this email multiple times.



 



 



Please share this information with others at your institution and with other Oregon CAEP stakeholders not listed above.



 



 



CAEP Senior Vice President for Accreditation Stevie Chepko has generously agreed to provide Oregonians with CAEP training on June 29-30 at:



 



Marylhurst University



The Old Library



17600 Pacific Hwy.



Marylhurst, OR 97036



 



There is no charge to participate in this event.



 



TSPC’s new Executive Director, Monica Beane, will attend, along with outgoing Executive Director Vickie Chamberlain. This will be an excellent opportunity to meet Monica and provide Vickie with your best wishes.



 



Attendees need to bring a laptop or tablet and power chords. We will access materials electronically throughout both days, using materials pre-loaded onto a thumb drive that will be provided by CAEP.



 



Questions and answers:



A draft agenda is attached, which includes time for questions and answers. This is your chance to ask questions about matters important to your institution. Please submit your questions to me by noon Friday, June 24.



 



Lodging:



Your institution is responsible for lodging costs for this event. Marylhurst University has an agreement with the Crowne Plaza Hotel in Lake Oswego, which provides Marylhurst event attendees with a discounted rate. If you book using the link below, the discount will automatically be applied. The hotel is near I-5 and about 6.1 miles from the university. 



 



Crowne Plaza Hotel
Near the intersection of I-5 and Hwy. 217
14811 Kruse Oaks Dr.
Lake Oswego, OR
503-624-8400
6.1 miles



 



Catering:



�         Morning beverages, lunch, and an afternoon snack will be provided both days.



�         We will have a buffet lunch each day. If you have dietary concerns that cannot be addressed by self-selection, please notify me. (For example, a serious peanut allergy, etc.)



 



To-Do:



�         Please share this email and attachments with other CAEP stakeholders.



�         Complete and return the attached registration form to candace.robbecke@oregon.gov. 



�         Notify me of any dietary considerations or other special needs.



�         Submit your CAEP questions to candace.robbecke@oregon.gov by noon Friday, June 24.



�         Plan to bring your laptop or tablet and power cord.



 



TSPC wants to thank Stevie Chepko and Marylhurst University for making this training and location possible. I hope to see many of you take advantage of this fabulous opportunity!



 



Candace Robbecke



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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CAEP Institutional Training


Marylhurst University


The Old Library


17600 Pacific Hwy.


Marylhurst, OR 97036


[bookmark: _GoBack]DRAFT Agenda


			June 29, 2016 -  Wednesday 





			Time


			Session	 





			8:00 am – 9:00 am


			Registration – Beverages Provided


			





			9:00 am – 9:30 am


			Welcome and Introductions


			Monica Beane, TSPC EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; Vickie Chamberlain, TSPC OUTGOING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; and Stevie Chepko, CAEP SENIOR VP FOR ACCREDITATION





			9:30 am – 11:00 am


			Developing Quality Assessments 


			Stevie Chepko





			11:00 am – 11:15 am 


			Break


			





			11:15 am – 12:00 pm


			Preview of CAEP Template


			Stevie Chepko





			12:00 pm – 1:00 pm 


			Lunch


			





			1:00 pm – 2:00 pm 


			Standard 1 – Making the Case


			Stevie Chepko





			2:00 pm – 2:30 pm 


			Data Chart Conventions for Standard 1


			Stevie Chepko





			2:30 pm – 2:45 pm


			Break


			





			2:45 pm – 3:30 pm 


			Questions and Answers and Summary  from the day


Interactive activity for next steps with attendees


			Stevie Chepko














			June 30, 2016 -  Thursday





			Time


			Session	 





			8:00 am – 9:00 am


			Registration – Beverages Provided


			





			9:00 am – 9:30 am


			Preview of the day – Answering Any Overnight Questions


			Stevie Chepko





			9:30 am – 10:30 am


			Standards 2 and 3


			Stevie Chepko





			10:30 am – 10:45 am


			Break 


			Stevie Chepko





			10:45 am -  12:00 pm


			Standards 4 and 5


			Stevie Chepko





			12:00 pm – 1:00 pm 


			Lunch


			





			1:00 pm – 2:15 pm 


			Establishing Content Validity and Inter-rater reliability 


			Stevie Chepko





			2:15 pm – 2:30 pm 


			Break 


			





			2:30 pm – 3:30 pm 


			Preparing for the on-site visit


			Stevie Chepko











Updated: June 3, 2016
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			June 29-30, 2016


			TRAINING REGISTRATION FORM








CAEP Institutional Training


June 29-30, 2016


Marylhurst University


The Old Library


17600 Pacific Hwy.


Marylhurst, OR 97036


			Organization


			





			Name(s)


			





			Title(s)


			





			Phone Number


			





			Attendee email address


			





			Optional secondary email


			









NOTE:  All correspondence will be by email. 
Please ensure email addresses are provided for all attendees.



Please respond by Friday, June 24, 2016, to:
candace.robbecke@oregon.gov.


Walk-ins are welcome; however, pre-registrations help with meeting preparation.


Who should attend?



Education Program Provider staff and other CAEP stakeholders.


TSPC extends our gratitude to CAEP and Marylhurst University.
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[OACTE] Candidate accounts in eLicensing

		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.



 



 



Good afternoon ~



 



You may be contacted by candidates who are unable to create an account in eLicensing. These are individuals who applied for a Restricted Substitute or Restricted Teaching license in eLicensing prior to completing their program. 



 



Applications opened in eLicensing are concluded in the legacy system and may still be "open” in eLicensing. Some candidates now wish to apply for a Preliminary Teaching License and eLicensing will not allow them to open what it thinks is a second account. These candidates are being blocked from submitting a second application for the same license category (teaching).



 



Please direct candidates with questions about this issue to contact TSPC. This is a draft template to provide candidates who experience this difficulty:



 



To: online.tspc@oregon.gov



 



My name and the last four digits of my SSN are: XXXXX. I have an open application in eLicensing that needs to be approved so I can apply for a new license.



 



Please let me know if you have any questions.



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



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



 



 



Here are a few things that have crossed my desk this past week.



 



TSPC:



��������� Please use these guidelines to determine who to contact at TSPC.



��������� Program questions: Program questions can be sent to either me (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov) or Keith Menk and me (keith.menk@oregon.gov). Keith is on limited hours and cc’ing me will help everyone.



o    Examples: 



�� “What is TSPC’s policy (or process or rule) on XXX?”



�� “I have a question about the fingerprinting process and don’t see an answer on the TSPC fingerprinting web page…”



 



��������� Candidate questions:  If you are working with a candidate who has a specific question about their application or licensure, please direct them to contact TSPC as follows:



�� Licensure questions: 



��������� First check the TSPC website. 



��������� If the candidate needs additional help, direct them to: 



o    The “Ask Us a Question” portal on the TSPC website;



o    Send an email to: contact.tspc@oregon.gov; or 



o    Phone 503-378-3586, 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m. Monday through Friday.



Examples: e.g. fingerprinting, status checks, etc.



 



�� Technical questions: online.tspc@oregon.gov. Examples: eLicensing error messages, username/password help, etc.



 



��������� Additional contact information from TSPC’s Contact Us page:



 



                            Applications = eLicensing



                                       Fees = eLicensing



                  Official transcripts = tspc.transcripts@oregon.gov



                           PEER forms = email, fax, or mail



              Out-of-state licenses = email, fax, or mail



                                Resumes = email, fax, or mail



                             Test scores = email, fax, or mail



Other relevant documentation = email, fax, or mail 



 



CAEP:



��������� CAEP now has an Evaluation Rubric for Visitor Teams (March 2016). These rubrics are draft guides for EPPs, CAEP visitor team members, and the CAEP Accreditation Council. The rubrics will be piloted over the next year and changes will be made based on feedback. Your feedback on clarity, alignment to standards/components, and usefulness to the accreditation process can be provided to Lauren Alexander at lauren.alexander@caepnet.org. 



 



edTPA:



��������� The attached email was sent to edTPA coordinators. It contains updates and information about edTPA.



��������� If you are not a part of the edTPA coordinators’ group and would like to receive edTPA emails from me, Pearson, and SCALE, email me your contact information. (Please include your name, title, e-mail address, and phone number.)



 



Proposed Dyslexia and Reading rules:



��������� TSPC released proposed draft administrative rules for Dyslexia Instruction and Reading Instruction. Public Comments should be emailed to TSPC.RuleTestimony@state.or.us by June 15, 2016. The proposed rules are attached.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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New and Improved edTPA Implementation Resources


			From


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			To


			jowens@cu-portland.edu; ppolitte@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; bmonroe@eou.edu; despinor@georgefox.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; shepperson@lclark.edu; lgriffin@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; kvincent@marylhurst.edu; kmckee@multnomah.edu; vmoen@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sara.wright@oregonstate.edu; carolyn.platt@osucascades.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; dkirk@pacificu.edu; mcgi0314@pacificu.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; caskeym@pdx.edu; lesleep@pdx.edu; fallers@sou.edu; kingjo@sou.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; carroll@up.edu; jenelle@pacificu.edu; kalnin@up.edu; watzke@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; rnava@warnerpacific.edu; haysm@wou.edu; lejeunem@wou.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; MENK Keith * TSPC


			Cc


			ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC


			Recipients


			jowens@cu-portland.edu; ppolitte@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; bmonroe@eou.edu; despinor@georgefox.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; shepperson@lclark.edu; lgriffin@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; kvincent@marylhurst.edu; kmckee@multnomah.edu; vmoen@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sara.wright@oregonstate.edu; carolyn.platt@osucascades.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; dkirk@pacificu.edu; mcgi0314@pacificu.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; caskeym@pdx.edu; lesleep@pdx.edu; fallers@sou.edu; kingjo@sou.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; carroll@up.edu; jenelle@pacificu.edu; kalnin@up.edu; watzke@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; rnava@warnerpacific.edu; haysm@wou.edu; lejeunem@wou.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; Keith.MENK@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov





On our last Oregon edTPA coordinators’ conference call, Andrea Whittaker mentioned an upcoming edTPA e-blast. She had concerns that it may end up in your junk files so I am forwarding it to make sure you receive this information.





 





Candace





 





Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist





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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edTPA





We are pleased to announce the latest edTPA resources and updates for faculty, programs, and candidates.





To orient key stakeholders to edTPA:





*	New Top 10 edTPA Resources list (for faculty/programs) with live links to all 10 


*	Updated handouts for P-12 Administrators and Supervising Teachers





 





For candidates and faculty to discuss together:





*	Updated Retakes Guidelines (with clarification of current policies) 


*	New Professional Growth Plan template (leading into induction) 





To preview for 2016-17:





*	New Summary Table of Handbook Changes for 2016-17 (generic and subject-specific)





 





Coming soon for 2016-17:





*	End of May–Updated edTPA handbooks and templates (for all fields) 


*	End of May–New subject-specific Academic Language summary handouts (for most fields) 


*	End of July - Updated Understanding Rubric Level Progressions (in all fields) and Making Good Choices (SPED and a generic version)





 





Updates on condition code reporting: 





Candidates who have received a condition on one or more rubrics during the scoring process will now receive additional information detailing the reason for the application of the condition code in the Performance Description section of their edTPA Score Profile. When applicable, the additional details will provide information indicating the requirement(s) not met in order to have received a numerical score for the identified rubrics. 





Effective with the 4/21/16 reporting date, a new Condition Code Detail Report is available to participating edTPA EPPs. This report will be posted in the agency's https://www.educationreports.net account, according to the score report schedule published on www.edtpa.com. The edTPA score-reporting contact at each institution will have access to EPP-based Condition Code Detail reports when applicable.





Please note that this additional detailed report will apply only for a reporting period during which candidates from your program(s) have received condition codes within the submission and reporting period. The report is not cumulative and will not contain condition code details for previous reporting periods. A PDF of the report layout is available on edTPA.com.





Support from the edTPA community:





If you would like additional support with implementation, we encourage you to seek assistance from the edTPA National Academy of consultants and/or post in our Online Community forums. 





Thanks for all you do to ensure that candidates have an educative experience!
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584-420-0015 Reading Instruction Standards – NEW PROPOSED RULE 
 
(1) Purpose of the Standards:  ORS 342.147 requires educator preparation providers to provide training 
on reading instruction to candidates that enables to public school students to meet or exceed third-
grade reading standards and become proficient readers to the end of the third grade.  
 
[Note: This rule is established pursuant to Section 1, Chapter 427, Oregon Laws 2015 (Enrolled HB 
3069).]   
 
(2) Scope of standards:  The reading instruction standards apply to all Oregon educator preparation 



programs preparing candidates for: 



(a) Elementary-Multiple Subjects; 



(b) English to Speakers of Other Languages; 



(c) Reading Intervention; and 



(d) Special Education: Generalist. 



 



(3) Oregon educator preparation programs as provided in subsection (2) must provide coursework, 
curriculum and other necessary reading training that enables candidates to: 
(a) Provide classroom instruction that aligns with the adopted standards of State Board of Education for: 
(A) Early childhood literacy; 
(B) First grade reading standards; 
(C) Second grade reading standards; and 
(D)Third grade reading standards. 
(b) Implement reading strategies to enable public school students to become proficient readers by the 
end of third grade.  
(c) Oregon educator preparation programs must demonstrate compliance with the reading instruction 
standards as provided in this rule and the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook by June 30, 
2017.  If a program is unable to meet the reading instruction standards by this date, it must submit: 
(A) A plan to the Commission for meeting the reading instruction standards by June 30, 2018;  
(B) A progress report on implementing reading instruction standards to the Commission on January 15, 
2018. 
 
 
584-420-0016 Dyslexia Instruction Standards – NEW PROPOSED RULE 
 
(1) Purpose of the Standards:  ORS 342.147 requires adoption of standards for instruction on dyslexia 
that are aligned with the International Dyslexia Association.  The requirement applies to endorsement 
areas that include a significant focus on reading instruction:  Elementary Education-Multiple Subjects, 
English to Speakers of Other Languages, Reading Intervention and Special Education: Generalist 
endorsements.  The purpose of the dyslexia instruction standards is to provide educators with the 
knowledge and pedagogy skills that best serve students with dyslexia and other learning disabilities.   
 
[Note: This rule is established pursuant to Section 8, Chapter 245, Oregon Laws 2015 (Enrolled HB 
2412).]   
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(2) Scope of Standards:  Educator preparation programs preparing candidates for Elementary Education-



Multiple Subjects, English to Speakers of Other Languages, Reading Intervention and Special Education: 



Generalist must include: 



(a) Demonstration of candidate knowledge of the structure of language as provided by subsection (4) of 



this rule;  



(b) Coursework for Elementary-Multiple Subjects and English to Speakers of Other Languages 



endorsement programs as provided in subsection (5) of this rule;  



(c) Coursework for Reading Intervention and Special Education: Generalist endorsement programs as 



provided in subsection (6) of this rule; 



(d) Practicum application as provided in subsection (7) of this rule.  



 
(3) Implementation of Standards:  The Commission is adopting the following implementation plan for 
the dyslexia instruction standards as provided in this rule and the TSPC Program Review and Standards 
Handbook: 
(a) By December 15, 2016, all Commission recognized programs for Elementary-Multiple Subjects, 
English to Speakers of Other Languages, Reading Intervention, and Special Education: Generalist 
endorsements must submit an implementation plan for the new dyslexia instruction standards. 
(A) The plan must include an implementation date of no later than July 1, 2017 to fully incorporate new 
dyslexia standards into the program. 
(B) The plan must include how all candidates entering the program after July 1, 2017 will receive 
dyslexia instruction as provided by this rule and the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.   
(b) By May 1, 2017, the Commission will review and approve the plans for implementation; 
(c) On June 30, 2017, all current Commission-recognized Elementary Education-Multiple Subjects, 
English to Speakers of Other Languages, Special Education: Generalist and Reading Intervention 
programs will sunset.   
(d) On July 1, 2017, the Commission will provide new recognition to Elementary Education-Multiple 
Subjects, English to Speakers of Other Languages, Special Education: Generalist and Reading 
Intervention programs that have met the new dyslexia instruction standards.   
 



(4) Knowledge of Structure of Language: Candidates prepared for Elementary – Multiple Subjects, ESOL, 
Special Education: Generalist and Reading Intervention endorsements must demonstrate knowledge of 
the structure of language through one of the following methods:  



(a) Completion of college-level coursework related to the structure of language. 
(A) The coursework must be at least 3 quarter or 2 semester hours. 
(B) Candidates must receive a “C” grade or better in each of the college-level courses submitted to fulfill 
this requirement. 
(C) The coursework must align with the standards for the Knowledge of the Structure of Language in the 
Knowledge and Practice Standards for Teachers of Reading of the International Dyslexia Association 
(2010) as provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook.  
(D) The coursework may be a pre-requisite or program completion requirement as determined by the 
educator preparation program.  



(b) Obtaining a passing score on an exam that assesses knowledge of the structure of language. 
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(A) The exam must align with the standards for the Knowledge of the Structure of Language as provided 
in the Knowledge and Practice Standards for Teachers of Reading of the International Dyslexia 
Association (2010).  
(B) The Commission must approve any program-selected examination and the proposed level for passing 
score prior to program implementation.  Any changes to this provision will be considered a major 
modification of the program. 
 
(5) Elementary/ESOL Coursework: Educator preparation programs preparing candidates for Elementary-
Multiple Subjects and English to Speakers of Other Languages endorsements must meet the following 
requirements:  
 
(a) Language and Assessment Instruction (Level 1):  Candidates must complete at least 6 quarter or 4 
semester hours of level 1 instruction on: 
(A) Foundation concepts about oral and written learning (Standard 1); 
(B) Structured language teaching (Standard 2); and 



(C) Interpretation and administration of assessments for planning instruction (Standard 3). 



 



(b) Dyslexia Instruction (Level 1): Candidates must complete at least 3 quarter or 2 semester hours of 



level 1 instruction on the knowledge of dyslexia and other learning disorders (Standard 4). 



 



(c) All courses required by this subsection must meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 



Program Review and Standards Handbook.  



 



[Note:  The requirements for level 1 instruction are provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards 



Handbook.] 



 



(6) Reading/Special Education Coursework: Educator preparation programs preparing candidates for 
Reading Intervention and Special Education: Generalist endorsements must meet the following 
requirements:  
 
(a) Level 1 Instruction: Candidates must obtain the level 1 instruction for language, assessment and 
dyslexia as provided in subsection (5) of this rule.  Candidates may complete the level 1 coursework 
prior to entering the Reading Intervention or Special Education: Generalist endorsement program.   
 
[Note:  For example, a candidate may have already completed the level 1 instruction in their previous 
Elementary Education-Multiple Subjects or ESOL endorsement program.] 
 
(b) Language and Assessment Instruction (Level 2):  Candidates must complete at least 3 semester or 2 
quarter hours of level 2 instruction on: 
(A) Foundation concepts about oral and written learning (Standard 1); 
(B) Structured language teaching (Standard 2); and 



(C) Interpretation and administration of assessments for planning instruction (Standard 4). 



 



(c) Dyslexia Instruction (Level 2): Candidates must complete at least 3 quarter or 2 semester hours of 



level 2 instruction on the knowledge of dyslexia and other learning disorders. 
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(d) All courses required by this subsection must meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 



Program Review and Standards Handbook.  



 



[Note:  The requirements for level 2 instruction are provided in the TSPC Program Review and Standards 



Handbook.] 



 
(7) Practicum for Dyslexia Instruction:  



(a) Elementary and ESOL:  Candidates for Elementary-Multiple Subject and English to Speakers of Other 
Languages must complete a supervised practicum that is focused on dyslexia instruction.  The practicum 
must include: 



(A)  A minimum of 20 hours; 



[Note:  The 20 hours may be included as part of the practicum hour requirements for the Elementary or 
ESOL endorsements.] 



(B) One or one instruction with a student identified, or at risk of being identified, with a reading or 
writing disability;  



(C) Observation of candidate application of level 1 knowledge and skills as provided in the TSPC Program 
Review and Standards Handbook.   
 
[Note: For reference, the level 1 knowledge and skills required in practicum observation are listed 
immediately below.  The TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook will include this list of 
knowledge and skills when it is completed and adopted by the Commission.] 
 
During the practicum observation, candidates demonstrate the ability to: 



 Assess student’s fluency rate and determine reasonable expectations for reading fluency, using 
research‐based guidelines and appropriate state and local standards and benchmarks (Level 1). 



 Match examples of student responses and learning behavior to phases in language and literacy 
development (Level 1). 



 Direct student’s attention to speech sounds during reading, spelling, and vocabulary instruction 
using a mirror, discussion of articulatory features, and so on as scripted or prompted (Level 1). 



 Simultaneously use two or three learning modalities (to include listening, speaking, movement, 
touch, reading, and/or writing) to increase engagement and enhance memory (Level 1). 



 Plan and effectively teach all steps in a decoding lesson, including single‐word reading and 
connected text that is read fluently, accurately, and with appropriate intonation and expression 
(Level 1). 



 Explain why a student is/is not meeting goals and expectations in reading or writing for his or 
her age/grade (Level 1). 



 Select and implement activities that match a student’s developmental level of phonological skill 
(Level 1). 



 Match students with appropriate texts as informed by fluency rate to promote ample 
independent oral and silent reading (Level 1). 



 Identify student interests and needs to motivate independent reading (Level 1). 



 Teach word meanings directly using contextual examples, structural (morpheme) analysis, 
antonyms and synonyms, definitions, connotations, multiple meanings, and semantic feature 
analysis (Levels 1 and 2). 
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 State purpose for reading, elicit or provide background knowledge, and explore key vocabulary 
(Level 1). 



 Query during text reading to foster attention to detail, inference‐making, and mental model 
construction (Level 1). 



 Use graphic organizers, note‐taking strategies, retelling and summarizing, and cross‐text 
comparisons (Level 1). 



 Model, practice, and share written responses to text; foster explicit connections between new 
learning and what was already known (Level 1). 



 Use multisensory techniques to teach letter naming and letter formation in manuscript and 
cursive forms (Level 1). 



 Implement strategies to build fluency in letter formation, copying and transcription of written 
language (Level 1). 



 Analyze students’ writing to determine specific instructional needs. 



 Provide specific, constructive feedback to students targeted to students’ most critical needs in 
writing. 



 Administer screenings and progress monitoring assessments and explaining why individual 
students are or are not at risk in reading based on their performance on screening assessments 
(Level 1) 



 Recognize scientifically accepted characteristics of individuals with poor word recognition (e.g., 
overdependence on context to aid word recognition; inaccurate non-word reading) (Level 1). 



 Recognize levels of instructional intensity, duration, and scope appropriate for mild, moderate, 
and severe reading disabilities (Level 1). 



 



(b) Reading Intervention and Special Education: Generalist:  Candidates for Reading Intervention and 
Special Education: Generalist must complete a supervised practicum that is focused on dyslexia 
instruction.  The supervised practicum must include: 



(A)  A minimum of 30 hours of dyslexia instruction. 



[Note:  The 30 hours may be included as part of the practicum hour requirements for the Reading and 
Special Education: Generalist endorsements.] 



(B) One or one instruction with a student with an IEP in a reading or writing disability;  



(C)  Observation of candidate application of level 2 skills and knowledge as provided in the TSPC 
Program Review and Standards Handbook.  
 
[Note: For reference, the level 2 knowledge and skills required in practicum observation are listed 
immediately below.  The TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook will include this list of 
knowledge and skills when it is completed and adopted by the Commission.] 
 
During the practicum observation, candidates demonstrate the ability to: 



 Identify the most salient instructional needs of students who are at different points of reading 
and writing development (Level 2). 



 Design and justify the implementation of activities that match a student’s developmental level of 
phonological skill (Level 2). 
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 Teach articulatory features of phonemes and words; use minimally contrasting pairs of sounds 
and words in instruction; support instruction with manipulative materials and movement (Level 
2). 



 Direct student’s attention to speech sounds during reading, spelling, and vocabulary instruction 
without scripting or prompting (Level 2). 



 Explicitly contrast first and second language phonological systems, as appropriate, to anticipate 
which sounds may be most challenging for the second language learner (Level 2). 



 Adapt the pace, format, content, strategy, or emphasis of instruction according to students’ 
pattern of response (Level 2). 



 Determine the need for fluency oriented approach to instruction, using screening, diagnostic, and 
progress‐monitoring assessments (Level 2). 



 Make appropriate recommendations for use of assistive technology in general education classes 
for students with different reading profiles (e.g., dyslexia versus language disabilities) (Level 2). 



 Teach word meanings directly using contextual examples, structural (morpheme) analysis, 
antonyms and synonyms, definitions, connotations, multiple meanings, and semantic feature 
analysis (Levels 1 and 2). 



 Anticipate confusions and teach comprehension of figurative language, complex sentence forms, 
cohesive devices, and unfamiliar features of text (Level 2). 



 Adjust the emphasis of lessons to accommodate learners’ strengths and weaknesses and pace of 
learning (Level 2). 



 Analyze a student’s spelling errors to determine his or her instructional needs (e.g., development 
of phonological skills versus learning spelling rules versus application of orthographic or 
morphemic knowledge in spelling) (Level 2). 



 Analyze students’ writing to determine specific instructional needs. 



 Provide specific, constructive feedback to students targeted to students’ most critical needs in 
writing. 



 Accurately interpret subtest scores from diagnostic surveys to describe a student’s patterns of 
strengths and weaknesses and instructional needs; (Level 2). 



 Administer educational diagnostic assessments using standardized procedures (Level 2). 



 Write reports that clearly and accurately summarize a student’s current skills in important 
component areas of reading and reading comprehension (Level 2). 



 Write appropriate, specific recommendations for instruction and educational programming 
based on assessment data (Level 2). 



 Match symptoms of the major subgroups of poor readers as established by research, including 
those with dyslexia, and identify typical case study profiles of those individuals (Level 2). 



 Identify predictable ways that symptoms might change as students move through the grades 
(Level 2). 



 
 
 
(8) Standard 1: Foundation Concepts about Oral and Written Learning: Candidates demonstrate the 
ability to: 
(a)  Understand and explain the language processing requirements of proficient reading and writing, 
including: 
(A) Phonological (speech sound) processing;  
(B) Orthographic (print) processing; 
(C) Semantic (meaning) processing;  
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(D) Syntactic (sentence level) processing; and 
(E) Discourse (connected text level) processing. 
(b) Understand and explain other aspects of cognition and behavior that affect reading and writing, 
including: 
(A) Attention; 
(B) Executive function; 
(C) Memory; 
(D) Processing speed; and 
(E)  Graphomotor control. 
(c) Define and identify environmental, cultural, and social factors that contribute to literacy 
development, including: 
(A) Language spoken at home; 
(B) Language and literacy experiences; and  
(D) Cultural values.  
(d) Know and identify phases in the typical developmental progression of 
(A) Oral language (semantic, syntactic, pragmatic) 
(B) Phonological skill 
(C) Printed word recognition 
(D) Spelling 
(E)  Reading fluency 
(F) Reading comprehension; and 
(G) Written expression. 
(e) Understand and explain the known causal relationships among phonological skill, phonic decoding, 
spelling, accurate and automatic word recognition, text reading fluency, background knowledge, verbal 
reasoning skill, vocabulary, reading comprehension, and writing. 
(f) Know and explain how the relationships among the major components of literacy development 
change with reading development. 
(g) Know reasonable goals and expectations for learners at various stages of reading and writing 
development. 
  
(9) Standard 2:  Structured Language Teaching:  Candidates demonstrate the ability to:  
 
Phonology 
 
(a) Identify the general and specific goals of phonological skill instruction. 
(b) Know the progression of phonological skill development (i.e., rhyme, syllable, onset‐rime, phoneme 
differentiation); 
(c) Identify the differences among various phonological manipulations, including identifying, matching, 
blending, segmenting, substituting, and deleting sounds." 
(d) Understand the principles of phonological skill instruction: brief, multisensory, conceptual, and 
auditory‐verbal. 
(e) Understand the reciprocal relationships among phonological processing, reading, spelling, and 
vocabulary. 
(f) Understand the phonological features of a second language or dialect, such as Spanish, and how they 
may interfere with English pronunciation and phonics. 
 
Phonics and Word Recognition  
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(g) Know or recognize how to order phonics concepts from easier to more difficult. 
(h) Understand principles of explicit and direct teaching: model, lead, give guided practice, and review. 
(i) State the rationale for multisensory and multimodal techniques. 
(j) Know the routines of a complete lesson format, from the introduction of a word recognition concept 
to fluent application in meaningful reading and writing. 
(k) Understand research‐based adaptations of instruction for students with weaknesses in working 
memory, attention, executive function, or processing speed. 
 
Fluent, Automatic Reading of Text  
 
(l) Understand the role of fluency in word recognition, oral reading, silent reading, comprehension of 
written discourse, and motivation to read. 
(m) Understand reading fluency as a stage of normal reading development; as the primary symptom of 
some reading disorders; and as a consequence of practice and instruction. 
(n) Define and identify examples of text at a student’s frustration, instructional, and independent 
reading level. 
(o) Know sources of activities for building fluency in component reading skills. 
(p) Know which instructional activities and approaches are most likely to improve fluency outcomes. 
(q) Understand techniques to enhance student motivation to read. 
(r) Understand appropriate uses of assistive technology for students with serious limitations in reading 
fluency. 
  
Vocabulary  
 
(s) Understand the role of vocabulary development and vocabulary knowledge in comprehension. 
(t) Understand the role and characteristics of direct and indirect (contextual) methods of vocabulary 
instruction. 
(u) Know varied techniques for vocabulary instruction before, during, and after reading. 
(v) Understand that word knowledge is multifaceted. 
(w) Understand the sources of wide differences in students’ vocabularies. 
 
Text Comprehension  
 
(x) Be familiar with teaching strategies that are appropriate before, during, and after reading and that 
promote reflective reading. 
(y) Contrast the characteristics of major text genres, including narration, exposition, and argumentation. 
(z) Understand the similarities and differences between written composition and text comprehension, 
and the usefulness of writing in building comprehension; 
(aa) Identify in any text the phrases, clauses, sentences, paragraphs and “academic language” that could 
be a source of miscomprehension. 
(bb) Understand levels of comprehension including the surface code, text base, and mental model 
(situation model). 
(cc) Understand factors that contribute to deep comprehension, including background knowledge, 
vocabulary, verbal reasoning ability, knowledge of literary structures and conventions, and use of skills 
and strategies for close reading of text 
 











DO:  Dykeman 
Classification: 2-Draft  9 
5/1/16 



Handwriting, Spelling and Written Expression   
 
Handwriting 
(dd) Know research‐based principles for teaching letter naming and letter formation, both manuscript 
and cursive. 
(ee) Know techniques for teaching handwriting fluency. 
 
Spelling 
(ff) Recognize and explain the relationship between transcription skills and written expression. 
(gg) Identify students’ levels of spelling development and orthographic knowledge. 
(hh) Recognize and explain the influences of phonological, orthographic, and morphemic knowledge on 
spelling. 
 
Written Expression 
(ii) Integrate basic skill instruction with composition in writing lessons. generation). 
(jj) Know grade and developmental expectations for students’ writing in the following areas: mechanics 
and conventions of writing, composition, revision, and editing processes. 
(kk) Understand appropriate uses of assistive technology in written expression. 
 
(10) Standard 3: Interpretation and administration of assessments for planning instruction.  Candidates 
demonstrate the ability to understand:  
(a) Level 1 Knowledge: 
(A) Differences among screening, diagnostic, outcome, and progress monitoring assessments.  
(B) Basic principles of test construction, including reliability, validity, and norm referencing, and know 
the most well‐validated screening tests designed to identify students at risk for reading difficulties; and 
(C) Principles of progress‐monitoring and the use of graphs to indicate progress. 
(b) Level 2 Knowledge: 
(A) Level 1 knowledge as provided in subsection (10)(a) of this rule; 
(B) Ranges of skills typically assessed by diagnostic surveys of phonological skills, decoding skills, oral 
reading skills, spelling, and writing; 
(C) Content and purposes of the most common diagnostic tests used by psychologists and educational 
evaluators; and 
(D) Measures of reading comprehension and written expression in relation to an individual child’s 
component profile. 
 
(11) Standard 4: Knowledge of Dyslexia and Other Learning Disorders (IDA Standard E). Candidates 



demonstrate the ability to:  



(a) Understand the most common intrinsic differences between good and poor readers, including 
cognitive, neurobiological, and linguistic differences; 
(b) Recognize the tenants of a nationally-recognized definition of dyslexia; 
(c) Recognize that dyslexia and other reading difficulties exist on a continuum of severity; 
(d) Identify the distinguishing characteristics of dyslexia and related reading and learning disabilities, 
including:  
(A) Developmental language comprehension disorder;  
(B) Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder;  
(C) Disorders of written expression or dysgraphia; 
(D) Mathematics learning disorder; and  
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(E) Nonverbal learning disorders. 
(e) Identify how symptoms of reading difficulty may change over time in response to development and 
instruction. 
(f) Understand federal and state laws that pertain to learning disabilities, especially reading disabilities 
and dyslexia.  
 



584-420-0345 – PROPOSED AMENDED RULE (Bold text represents proposed amendments) 



Elementary Education: Multiple Subjects Endorsement: Program Standards  



(1) Candidates who are prepared for the Elementary Education: Multiple Subjects endorsement will 
demonstrate the knowledge, skills, professional dispositions and cultural competencies necessary to 
promote the academic, career, personal and social development of students in elementary education 
learning environments. 
(2) The Commission may provide approval to an educator preparation program that prepares candidates 
for an Elementary Education: Multiple Subjects endorsement only if it includes:  
(a) Instruction based on reading standards adopted by the Oregon Department of Education as 
provided in OAR 584-420-0015; 
(b) Instruction related to dyslexia as provided in OAR 584-420-0016; 
(f) (c) Field experiences that include supervised teaching or internships in elementary education 
classrooms; 
(d) (d) A requirement for candidates to complete the Commission-approved test for Elementary-
Multiple Subjects;  
(e) (e) A requirement for candidates to complete a teacher performance assessment in accordance with 
OAR 584-017-1100 Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments if the candidate is being recommended 
for Preliminary Teaching License;  
 (g) (f) Integration of principles of cultural competency and equitable practice in each competency 
standard through the entire Elementary Education: Multiple Subjects Endorsement program; and 
(a) (g) Content that will enable candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, abilities, professional 
dispositions, and cultural competencies to meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 
Program Review and Standards Handbook. 
(3) DEVELOPMENT, LEARNING, AND MOTIVATION. Standard 1: Development, Learning, and Motivation 
— Candidates know, understand, and use the major concepts, principles, theories, and research related 
to development of children and young adolescents to construct learning opportunities that support 
individual students’ development, acquisition of knowledge, and motivation. 



(4) CURRICULUM. Standard 2: Reading, Writing, and Oral Language — Candidates demonstrate a high 
level of competence in use of English language arts and they know, understand, and use concepts from 
reading, language and child development, to teach reading, writing, speaking, viewing, listening, and 
thinking skills and to help students successfully apply their developing skills to many different situations, 
materials, and ideas.   



(5) Standard 3: Science — Candidates know, understand, and use fundamental concepts of physical, life, 
and earth/space sciences. Candidates can design and implement age-appropriate inquiry lessons to 
teach science, to build student understanding for personal and social applications, and to convey the 
nature of science; 
(6) Standard 4: Mathematics — Candidates know, understand, and use the major concepts and 
procedures that define number and operations, algebra, geometry, measurement, and data analysis and 
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probability. In doing so they consistently engage problem solving, reasoning and proof, communication, 
connections, and representation; 



(7) Standard 5:  Social studies — Candidates know, understand, and use the major concepts and modes 
of inquiry from the social studies — the integrated study of history, geography, the social sciences, and 
other related areas — to promote elementary students’ abilities to make informed decisions as citizens 
of a culturally diverse democratic society and interdependent world; 



(8) Standard 6:  The arts — Candidates know, understand, and use — as appropriate to their own 
understanding and skills — the content, functions, and achievements of the performing arts (dance, 
music, theater) and the visual arts as primary media for communication, inquiry, and engagement 
among elementary students; 



(9) Standard 7: Health education — Candidates know, understand, and use the major concepts in the 
subject matter of health education to create opportunities for student development and practice of 
skills that contribute to good health; 



(10) Standard 8: Physical education — Candidates know, understand, and use — as appropriate to their 
own understanding and skills—human movement and physical activity as central elements to foster 
active, healthy life styles and enhanced quality of life for elementary students. 



(11) INSTRUCTION. Standard 9: Integrating and applying knowledge for instruction — Candidates plan 
and implement instruction based on knowledge of students, learning theory, connections across the 
curriculum, curricular goals, and community; 



(12) Standard 10: Adaptation to diverse students — Candidates understand how elementary students 
differ in their development and approaches to learning, and create instructional opportunities that are 
adapted to diverse students; 



(13) Standard 11: Development of critical thinking and problem solving — Candidates understand and 
use a variety of teaching strategies that encourage elementary students’ development of critical 
thinking and problem solving; 



(14) Standard 12: Active engagement in learning — Candidates use their knowledge and understanding 
of individual and group motivation and behavior among students at the K–6 level to foster active 
engagement in learning, self-motivation, and positive social interaction and to create supportive 
learning environments; 



(15) Standard 13: Communication to foster collaboration — Candidates use their knowledge and 
understanding of effective verbal, nonverbal, and media communication techniques to foster active 
inquiry, collaboration, and supportive interaction in the elementary classroom. 



(16) ASSESSMENT. Standard 14: Assessment for instruction — Candidates know, understand, and use 
formal and informal assessment strategies to plan, evaluate and strengthen instruction that will 
promote continuous intellectual, social, emotional, and physical development of each elementary 
student,  
 
(17) PROFESSIONALISM, Standard 15: Professional growth, reflection, and evaluation — Candidates are 
aware of and reflect on their practice in light of research on teaching, professional ethics, and resources 
available for professional learning; they continually evaluate the effects of their professional decisions 
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and actions on students, families and other professionals in the learning community and actively seek 
out opportunities to grow professionally. 



(18) Standard 16: Collaboration with families, colleagues, and community agencies— 



Candidates know the importance of establishing and maintaining a positive collaborative relationship 
with families, school colleagues, and agencies in the larger community to promote the intellectual, 
social, emotional, physical growth and well-being of children. 



Stat. Auth.: ORS 342  
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120 – 342.430; 342.455-342.495 & 342.553  
Hist.: 



 



584-420-0360 – PROPOSED AMENDED RULE (Bold text represents proposed changes.) 



English for to Speakers of Other Languages Endorsement (ESOL): Program Standards 



(1) Candidates who are prepared for the ESOL endorsement will demonstrate the knowledge, skills, 
professional dispositions and cultural competencies necessary to promote the academic, career, 
personal and social development of students in ESOL learning environments.  



(2) The Commission may provide approval to an educator preparation program that prepares candidates 
for an ESOL endorsement only if it includes:  



(a) Instruction based on reading standards adopted by the Oregon Department of Education as 
provided in OAR 584-420-0015; 
(b) Instruction related to dyslexia as provided in OAR 584-420-0016; 
(a) (c) Content that will enable candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, abilities, professional 
dispositions, and cultural competencies to meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 
Program Review and Standards Handbook;  



(b) (d) A requirement for students to complete the Commission-approved test for ESOL;  



(c) (e) A requirement for students to complete a teacher performance assessment in accordance with 
OAR 584-017-1100 Teacher Candidate Performance Assessments if the candidate is being recommended 
for Preliminary Teaching License; and  



(d) (f) Field experiences that include supervised teaching or internships in ESOL classrooms; and  



(e) (g) Integration of principles of cultural competency and equitable practice in each competency 
standard through the entire ESOL endorsement program.  



3) Standard 1: Language: Candidates demonstrate the ability to know, understand, and use the major 
concepts, theories, and research related to the nature and acquisition of language to construct learning 
environments that support English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) and bilingual students' language 
and literacy development and content area achievement.  



(4) Standard 2: Culture: Candidates demonstrate the ability to know, understand, and use the major 
concepts, principles, theories, and research related to the nature and role of culture and cultural groups 
to construct learning environments that support ESOL and bilingual students' cultural identities, 
language and literacy development, and content area achievement.  
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(5) Standard 3: Planning, Implementing, and Managing Instruction: Candidates demonstrate the ability 
to know, understand, and use standards-based practices and strategies related to planning, 
implementing, and managing ESOL and content instruction, including classroom organization, teaching 
strategies for developing and integrating language skills, and choosing and adapting classroom 
resources.  



(6) Standard 4: Assessment: Candidates understand issues of assessment and use standards-based 
assessment measures with ESOL and bilingual students.  



(7) Standard 5: Candidates demonstrate knowledge of the history of ESL teaching. Candidates 
demonstrate the ability to keep current with new instructional techniques, research results, advances in 
the ESL field, and public policy issues. Candidates demonstrate the ability to use such information to 
reflect upon and improve their instructional practices. Candidates demonstrate the ability to provide 
support and advocate for ESOL and bilingual students and their families and work collaboratively to 
improve the learning environment.  



(8) Standard 6: Candidates demonstrate the ability to use information technology to enhance learning 
and to enhance personal and professional productivity. 



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 
 



584-420-0440– PROPOSED AMENDED RULE (Bold text represents proposed changes.) 



Reading Intervention: Program Standards  
 
(1) Candidates who are prepared for the Reading Interventionist endorsement will demonstrate the 
knowledge, skills, professional dispositions and cultural competencies necessary to promote the 
academic, career, personal and social development of students in a reading invention learning 
environment. 
(2) The Commission may provide approval to an educator preparation program that prepares candidates 
for a Reading Intervention endorsement only if it includes:  
(a) Instruction based on reading standards adopted by the Oregon Department of Education as 
provided in OAR 584-420-0015; 
(b) Instruction related to dyslexia as provided in OAR 584-420-0016; 
(a)(c) Content that will enable candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, abilities, professional 
dispositions, and cultural competencies to meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 
Program Review and Standards Handbook;  
(a)( (d) A requirement for students to complete the Commission-approved test for Reading Intervention;  
(b)( (e) A requirement for students to complete the edTPA teacher performance assessment if candidate 
is being recommended for the Preliminary Teaching License.  
(c)( (f) Field experiences that include supervised teaching or internships in reading intervention learning 
environments; and  
(d)( (g) Integration of principles of cultural competency and equitable practice in each competency 
standard through the entire Reading Intervention Endorsement program.  
 
(3) Standard 1: Candidates demonstrate the knowledge and skills related to foundational reading 
knowledge and dispositions. 
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(4) Standard 2: Candidates demonstrate the knowledge and skills related to Instructional reading 
Strategies and Curriculum Materials.  
 
(5) Standard 3: Candidates demonstrate the knowledge and skills related to reading assessment, 
diagnosis and evaluation. 
 
(6) Standard 4: Candidates demonstrate the ability and understand the importance of creating a Literate 
Environment.  
 
(7) Standard 5:  Candidates understand the importance on participation in professional development 
related to reading instructional skills.   
 
(8) Standard 6: Candidates demonstrate the ability to provide leadership, guidance and supervision of 
paraprofessionals.  
 
Stat. Auth.: ORS 342  
Stats. Implemented: ORS 342.120-ORS 342.143, ORS 342.153, ORS 342.165, & ORS 342.223-ORS 342.232  
Hist.: 



 



584-420-0460– PROPOSED AMENDED RULE (Bold text represents proposed changes.) 



Special Education: Program Standards 



(1) Candidates who are prepared for the Special Education endorsements will demonstrate the 
knowledge, skills, professional dispositions and cultural competencies necessary to promote the 
academic, career, personal and social development of students in the Special Education population.  



(2) The Commission may provide approval to an educator preparation program or course of study that 
prepares candidates for a Special Education endorsement only if it includes:  
(a) Instruction based on reading standards adopted by the Oregon Department of Education as 
provided in OAR 584-420-0015; 
(b) Instruction related to dyslexia as provided in OAR 584-420-0016; 
(c) (a) (c) Content that will enable candidates to gain the knowledge, skills, abilities, professional 
dispositions, and cultural competencies to meet the standards set forth in this rule and the TSPC 
Program Review and Standards Handbook;  



(b) (d) Instruction on dyslexia and that the instruction be consistent with the knowledge and practice 
standards of an international organization on dyslexia;  



(c) (e) A requirement for students to complete the Commission-approved subject-matter test for Special 
Education;  



(d) (f) Field experiences that include supervised teaching or internships in classroom environments with 
students who are “individuals with exceptionalities” across the full range of disabilities. Field and clinical 
experiences must be supervised by qualified professionals who are either licensed as special educators 
or eligible for licensure as special educators; and  
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(e) (g) Integration of principles of cultural competency, cultural responsive pedagogy and equitable 
practices are imbedded in each competency standard through the entire Special Education endorsement 
program.  



(3) The Commission-approved elementary multiple subjects examination is not required to obtain the 
license. However, passage of the Commission-adopted Elementary-- Multiple Subjects examination is 
required in order for special educators licensed to teach general education content in grades 
prekindergarten through 8 (elementary teachers) and to meet the federal definition of “highly qualified” 
teacher under the Elementary/Secondary Education Act (ESEA).     



(4) (3) Standard 1: Candidates demonstrate the ability to understand how exceptionalities may interact 
with development and learning and use this knowledge to provide meaningful and challenging learning 
experiences for individuals with exceptionalities.  



(5) (4) Standard 2: Candidates demonstrate the ability to create safe, inclusive, culturally responsive 
learning environments so that individuals with exceptionalities become active and effective learners and 
develop emotional well-being, positive social interactions, and self-determination  



(6) (5) Standard 3: Candidates demonstrate the ability to use knowledge of general and specialized 
curricula to individualize learning for individuals with exceptionalities  



(7) (6) Standard 4: Candidates demonstrate the ability to use multiple methods of assessment and data-
sources in making educational decisions.  



(8) (7) Standard 5: Candidates demonstrate the ability to select, adapt, and use a repertoire of evidence-
based instructional strategies to advance learning of individuals with exceptionalities.  



(9) (8) Standard 6: Candidates demonstrate the ability to use foundational knowledge of the field and 
the their professional Ethical Principles and Practice Standards to inform special education practice, to 
engage in lifelong learning, and to advance the profession.  



(10) (9) Standard 7: Candidates demonstrate the ability to collaborate with families, other educators, 
related service providers, individuals with exceptionalities, and personnel from community agencies in 
culturally responsive ways to address the needs of individuals with exceptionalities across a range of 
learning experiences.  



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 
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This email is also going to licensure and placement contacts.



 



 



 



Here are a few things that crossed my desk last week.



 



 



FINGERPRINTING:



Q:  Where do candidates go to access their certificate of clearance?



A:  They can find this information in the Educator Lookup.



 



Q:   We are receiving results that candidates' fingerprint background checks have cleared. Some are provided as the actual certificates of clearance and others are a screenshot of the candidate's Educator Lookup pages showing they passed their FBI and OSP checks. Why are we receiving different results for the same thing?



A:  When eLicensing was first introduced, candidates could print a certificate once the clearance was approved. A school district pointed out that it looked too much like a license and that some students thought they could substitute under the clearance. So the district requested that we stop creating the certificates. Those that were issued as certificates will remain available in eLicensing as an image until sometime in June. The screenshots showing they passed their FBI and OSP checks are available in Educator Lookup as they have always been.



 



This is a re-run because we’re still getting a lot of questions about this:



Q.  I applied for a license and was charged $57 for fingerprints even though I am still within three years of my initial fingerprint clearance. What should I do?
A.  Send an email to online.tspc@oregon.gov to request a refund. Be sure to include your name, last four of your SSN or TSPC account number, a copy of the receipt, and any other relevant information.



Q.  How do I help candidates prevent this from occurring?
A.  Please advise these students to take these steps when they apply for a license in eLicensing:



��������� Click on the [Add a License]. On the page that asks about license history:



��������� Select [Clinical Practice].



��������� Enter dummy dates, such as their student teaching dates.



TSPC is currently using the legacy system for auto-messages that are not yet available in eLicensing. This is a temporary measure that will continue until those communications pieces are available in eLicensing.



 



 



OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES:



 



Q:  I understand the program rules are being revised. What is the status of the revisions?



A:  A Program Review Subcommittee was formed at the April Commission meeting. Subcommittee members met Monday, April 25, to discuss matters related to program rules revisions, with additional meetings scheduled. A subgroup will meet before the subcommittee’s next meeting on May 23 to address changes that are needed to the Program Report Template for EPPs.



 



Q:  OAR Division 420 refers to the TSPC Program Review and Standards Handbook. Where can I find this document and how does the content differ from rule?



A:  The handbook will be the successor to the Professional Standards Manual and it is currently being developed. The handbook will provide the program rules’ processes, so the rule is the “what,” and the handbook will be the “how.” The handbook will be completed once the program rules are revised.



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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.



 



CAEP:



��������� Save the date: 2016 Fall CAEP Conference: September 29 - October 1, 2016. Washington, D.C.



��������� CAEP Standard 3:



o    CAEP is developing a comprehensive plan for Standard 3. 



o    Attached is an FAQ document prepared by CAEP.



o    For more information, go to CAEP Standard 3 and select [Resources].



��������� The CAEP rubric has been included in the Accreditation Handbook as Appendix G. It is attached.



 



USDOE proposed regulations:



��������� The U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) had a webinar on the supplemental Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) on teacher prep program regulations. Materials from the webinar are available online.



��������� The USDOE has reopened public comment on the proposed regulations for teacher preparation programs. A new NPRM was recently issued that calls for input by May 2 on the rules that deal with distance education programs. 



 



Licensing:



��������� The gold seal license is not currently available. It is expected to be available with the release of internal functionality in late fall 2016.



��������� To determine whether or not a candidate already has an account, look in the Educator Lookup. Note: New accounts take about two days to appear in the lookup because new accounts are created in eLicensing by the applicant, then entered into the legacy database by TSPC staff. This is an interim step to maintain the notifications and access availability in the legacy database that is not yet available in the new system.



��������� Educator Lookup can also be found on the website’s left-hand navigation panel:







 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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The CAEP Idea 
 



The overall CAEP goal is to ensure that preparation completers acquire knowledge and skills 
that equip them to have positive effects on P-12 student learning and development.  The five 
CAEP standards are interrelated and support each other toward this goal.  The central focus 
of Standards 1, 2, and 3 draws from findings of a 2010 National Research Council report on 
teacher preparation: factors “likely to have the strongest effects” on outcomes for students 
are content knowledge; field experiences; and the quality of teacher candidates.  Standard 4 
calls for multiple measures of completers’ impact, the results that matter.  Standard 5 says 
that the EPP faculty have crafted a system of quality control and continuous improvement 
that is characteristic of a high-performing education organization.  Taken together, these five 
standards are a statement based on research and professional practice knowledge that 
outlines high quality educator preparation– that is, programs whose graduates can 
consistently add value to their own students. 
 



Questions and answers on 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 teacher 
preparation in all phases of the program.  This process is ultimately determined by programs’ meeting of 
Standard 4. 



 
The intent of Standard 3 is to ensure that candidates’ quality is a continuing and purposeful part of EPP 
responsibilities, “the goal of educator preparation in all phases of the program.”  The components of the 
standard address six facets of quality: 



• Recruitment for academic ability and diversity (component 3.1)—The education workforce 
should be more academically able and it should have the same diversity as P-12 student 
enrollment.  To achieve both of these purposes, providers need to deliberately recruit 
candidates.  Practices for admitting candidates should be aligned with the EPP’s mission and 
with employment opportunities available for their completers (based on past EPP experience 
and expected employment trends).  Providers should have a recruitment plan specific to 
employment trends, diversity, hard-to-staff schools, and high need content areas.  This requires 
EPPs to move beyond institutionally-based recruitment actions (i.e., open houses, drop-in days, 
etc.) to a more deliberate and focused outreach strategy.  



• Admission for academic ability/achievement (3.2)—CAEP requires that each self-study report 
address academic achievement/ ability of candidates.  This component sets CAEP minimum 
criteria for admissions (GPA of 3.0 and performance on a nationally normed test of academic 
achievement/ ability in the upper 50%), and applies those criteria to the overall average for a 
cohort of candidates.  It also encourages alternative admissions criteria based on different 
academic as well as non-academic factors from those stated in the component.  All alternative 
admission strategies should be data driven and candidate performance should be tracked over 
time (see, also, 3.4 and 3.5 below as well as Standard 4).  CAEP has commissioned a study to 
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examine the criteria for academic ability/achievement in more detail, including the requirement 
of nationally normed-test performance levels above 50%.  The Board will review the study 
results at its meeting in December 2015. 



• Setting and investigating non-academic factors (3.3)—CAEP encourages EPPs to use non-
academic factors both in admissions and throughout preparation, along with multiple measures 
of candidate attributes and progression.  These are important and may be selected especially to 
align with the EPPs mission. 



• Monitoring the progression of candidates (3.4)—Ensuring quality of candidates should be a 
continuing process throughout preparation.  



• Employing high exit criteria (3.5) – Exit evaluations should be rigorous. 
• Developing understanding of professional/ethical aspects of teaching (3.6) Academic quality is 



necessary but not sufficient for educator preparation.   
 
The “ultimate” validation of Standard 3 is found in the impact that completers have once they are 
employed (see Standard 4). 
 
EPPs are encouraged to put forth their evidence built around their own choices of measures, and to 
make arguments for those decisions demonstrating that the standard is met.  CAEP holds providers 
responsible for the quality and relevance of the evidence they use for their continuous improvement 
and that they select to document in the self-study.   
 
SPECIAL NOTE TO READERS about Standard 3, component 3.2:  
 



Among the questions that CAEP is asked about Standard 3, the most persistent ones address the 
admissions criteria that are described in component 3.2—that is, 3.0 GPA and 50% or above 
performance on a normed test of achievement and ability.   
 
Please note: There are no CAEP-prescribed measures for component 3.2.  Readers of CAEP standards 
frequently misperceive the intent of component 3.2 references to SAT, ACT and GRE test results.  
They are not required measures.  They are examples.  What the component calls for is evidence of 
academic achievement/ ability in the upper half of rigorous assessment results.  
 
There is also an explicit alternative stated in the standard (see component 3.2) that encourages 
different admissions criteria—either academic or non-academic—from those set out in the 
Standard if there is evidence. 



 
The following pages address questions posed at CAEP conferences and the CAEP Clinic, as well as 
inquiries to CAEP staff.  They have been grouped into clusters: 



1) recruitment (p. 2),  
2) cohorts (p. 3),  
3) CAEP admissions criteria (p. 4), [component 3.2, i.e., GPA of 3.0 and performance at the 50th 



percentile or above on a normed test of academic achievement/ ability.]   
4) alternative admissions criteria (p. 6), [different admissions criteria, which may be either 



academic or non-academic factors. The EPP shows evidence of the validity of the alternative 
criteria in terms of completer’s effects on P-12 learning.]  



5) optional measures for CAEP criteria (p. 7, [examples of measures that might be used in 
making the EPPs case for component 3.2 besides SAT, ACT and GRE] 



6) quality measures during preparation (p. 9), and  
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7) the standard itself (p. 9). 
 



1. RECRUITMENT 
 
Q:  What is the purpose of recruitment?  We take our candidates from those already enrolled in our 
institution. 



A:   The purpose of recruitment is to ensure sufficient pools of applicants so that EPPs can select 
cohorts of candidates who are both academically able and diverse.  Component 3.1, on 
recruitment, is a companion to 3.2, on selectivity criteria; neither component stands 
alone.  Preparation providers can influence the effectiveness of their completers’ impact on 
P-12 student learning and development by selecting applicants who are academically able 
and who represent the wide diversity of America’s P-12 students.  However, selecting 
cohorts of able and diverse candidates requires extending the number, abilities and diversity 
of applicants through recruitment.   



 
Self-study reports would document an EPP’s recruitment efforts and results.  These efforts 
would be planned and deliberate, and the results would be monitored:   



 A responsible provider would engage faculty in development of a plan that describes 
significant and specific outreach activities to locate potential candidates.   



 That plan would cover several years, establish numerical goals and base data, set steps 
to monitor progress for each cohort of admitted candidates, schedule analyses of the 
year by year progress, and include faculty evaluation of the adequacy of progress 
toward the EPP’s admissions goals.   



 Specific targets would be identified based on knowledge of employment opportunities 
for the provider’s completers, the diversity of P-12 students in the districts where 
completers are likely to be employed and the interests of potential candidates for 
employment in shortage fields such as STEM, English-language learning, students with 
disabilities and hard-to-staff schools.    



The self-study report, then, would provide evidence that the strategies are in place and 
describe their progress and results. 



 
Q:  What does CAEP expect as evidence of “diversity” in admissions? 



A:   A self-study should include documentation of the provider’s understanding of P-12 student 
diversity in schools where its completers are likely to be employed, and show the progress 
of its efforts to recruit candidates with similar diversity.  
o Individual EPPs are affected differently by such an interpretation of diversity. There are 



well established and clear mismatches of the teacher workforce in America with the 
diverse characteristics of America’s P-12 students and community cultures.  The teacher 
workforce needs, for example, higher proportions of African-Americans, Hispanics, and 
other minorities; more males; and more teachers who represent and understand 
diverse cultures.  



o Some institutions might have candidates who already help move the nation to this 
greater diversity, but the provider might need to focus greater attention on candidate 
academic achievement/ability, other selectivity factors, and males.   



o Some institutions might have candidates who are less reflective of the diversity of P-12 
student population and would need to aggressively recruit—and support—a more 
diverse candidate population overall.  
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o If the EPP changes its preparation toward different employment opportunities for 
candidates (e.g., more in STEM fields, more for hard-to-staff schools), then its self-study 
would document the modification in its applicant pool, and the progress it achieves 
toward such new goals.  



 
Q: When designing a recruitment plan, how do you take into consideration the needs of the region vs. 
the diversity of America’s P-12 students?   



A:   EPPs should know the employment opportunities for their own completers. They may 
document in their self-study reports the actual employment locations of previous and 
current completers, indicating trends over time.  Depending on the mission of the EPP, 
those reports might describe employment in a geographic region, or state, a multi-state, or 
even national market.  EPPs should document employment outcomes for their completers in 
surplus and shortage areas, hard to staff schools and other post-completion outcomes. 
 



Q:  Is there a mechanism in CAEP to address “unintended consequences” of the admissions criteria in 
a timely fashion?   



A:   The question implies that CAEP admissions criteria will lead to less diversity in the pool of 
admitted candidates. CAEP admissions criteria require that completers reflect the wide 
diversity of America’s classrooms.  Two considerations for addressing the potential of such 
unintended consequences are: 
o First, Component 3.1 recognizes that aggressive recruitment can provide strong 



leverage to avoid unintended consequences—so long as those recruitment actions are 
paired with purposeful admissions criteria and followed up with effective support of 
admitted candidates.   



o Second, CAEP guidelines for evidence make clear that recruitment plans need to mirror 
employment opportunities, provide disaggregated data on the demographic 
characteristics of candidates, provide information on the academic and non-academic 
factors that are applied at admissions, and track these data to monitor progress.  If 
recruitment and related selectivity efforts fall short, that will quickly be apparent to 
EPPs, and they can take corrective action.  
 



2. COHORTS 
 
Q:  Do all candidates need to meet the CAEP criteria? 



A:   No.  The CAEP criteria are applied to the admitted cohort as a group.  This permits the EPP to 
make decisions about the promise of particular individuals who may fall short on some of 
the criteria, while other applicants may be close to or exceed the criteria.  EPPs include the 
admitted candidates’ cohort average in their self-study reports, and do not identify 
individual applicants or their scores in the self-study documentation. The CAEP standards 
describe the group average this way: 



“The GPA and standardized test scores are averaged for all members of a cohort or class 
of admitted candidates.  Averaging does not require that every candidate meet the 
specified score.  Thus, there may be a range of candidates’ grades and scores on 
standardized tests.” 



 
Q:  What is a “cohort”? 



A:   The CAEP standards describe a cohort this way: 
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“a group of candidates admitted at the same time, e.g., a class entering in a fall 
semester.” 



 



3. CAEP ADMISSIONS CRITERIA 
 
CAEP Criteria 
 
Q:  If we do not use SAT or ACT or GRE, or our institution has open enrollment, do we need to start 
requiring those tests?  If the SAT and ACT are not requirements, but are “examples of what can be 
used,” then that needs to be made very clear.  This is not what most people understand to be true.  
Can you give a good example of a normed test that can be used to compare all of our candidates?  Can 
we use different normed tests for different applicants (if all do not have scores for the same college 
entrance test, for example)? 



A:   There is no need to require SAT, ACT, or GRE.  CAEP is implementing the first step on the 
“normed test” performance criterion (above 50%), while it undertakes additional study to 
determine what bar might be appropriate and when that might be implemented.  There are 
five critical points here: 
o SAT, ACT, and GRE are only examples of academic achievement/ability measures.  There 



are others with national norms (e.g., AP exams, IB exams, SAT subject tests).   
o The Standard sets “CAEP minima” as a 3.0- GPA and top 50% on a nationally normed 



test of academic achievement/ability in component 3.2.  CAEP policy requires that EPPs 
address academic achievement/ability of admitted candidates, even if they make use of 
the alternative described in the second bullet point below. 



o Nothing in the Standard requires that EPP admissions decisions all use the same 
measure.  Some applicants might have taken the SAT, others the ACT, for example.  The 
EPP would want to show that it is being even-handed across applicants. 



o Component 3.2 encourages EPPs to use admissions criteria beyond those specified.  
These might be different academic measures (e.g., end of course projects or high school 
exit tests), or they might be non-academic measures (e.g., EPP assessments or 
interviews or endorsements of applicant’s “grit” or “leadership” or “persistence” or 
some other quality associated with effective teaching).  In this case the EPP would 
provide information about the association of these measures with completer’s P-12 
learning and development impact.  An EPP that chooses to take this approach would 
develop a “plan” or “case study” in which they specify the steps and timeline to gather 
data and analyze relationships in the findings.  CAEP expects an EPP to start that 
planning this year (2015) and to have at least some initial data in calendar 2018--even if 
the entire study is not completed until some years later.  



o All EPPs must show evidence of candidates’ academic quality.  
 



Q: Are there floors of GPA or SAT that are established for the teacher candidate cohort by CAEP? 
A:   EPPs need to make judgments on individual candidates in the way that works best for them 



and fits their mission.  The Standard states that the provider ensures the average GPA of its 
accepted cohort of candidates meets or exceeds the CAEP minimum GPA of 3.0 and a group 
average performance in the top half of those who pass a nationally normed admission 
assessment such as ACT, SAT, or GRE.  That is the point of using cohort averages.  As an 
example, an individual candidate could have a 2.5 average, provided other candidates have 
a higher average.   
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Q:  When will the normed-test “top 40% and 33%” requirements be implemented?  What is the 
impact on EPPs when the admitted cohorts will score in the top 33%?  What is the potential impact of 
raising the bar for diverse candidate recruitment and retention? 



A:   Component 3.2, evidence of candidates’ normed-tests at 50%, is required for self-study 
reports submitted in 2016.  The Board has deferred steps toward implementation of the 
higher performance scores until it can give consideration to results from an additional 
study that it authorized, now underway.     
o The contractor, Teacher Preparation Analytics, will undertake a detailed investigation of 



what is known from research about the association of academic ability and achievement 
with P-12 student learning.   



o It will document potential effects of implementing higher criteria, potential effects on 
the diversity of the candidate pool, experiences in other professions, and state 
commitments that are relevant to these criteria. 



o Results from the study will be considered by the CAEP Board in December 2015. 
 
Q:  What if we are a non-traditional or alternative program, or one in which candidates enter as 
career changers and have long been out of college--what should we do? 



A:   A non-traditional or alternative program, like all programs, can make a choice between 
applications that are based on academic achievement/ ability measures and on non-
academic factors.  Note the CAEP policy is that all self-study reports must report on 
academic achievement/ ability of admitted candidates, even if non-academic criteria are 
used for admissions. 
o If the EPP uses criteria different from the GPA and normed tests in component 3.2, the 



alternative provision requires EPPs to provide evidence of the associations between 
those criteria and the impact on P-12 learning of completers once they are on the job.  
Examples might include criteria based on rigorous high school projects that could 
substitute for the component 3.2 academic criteria, interviews, or other sources of 
evidence for leadership, communications, or persistence behaviors as non-academic 
choices.  Again, EPPs must provide evidence of the associations between those criteria 
and the impact on P-12 learning of completers once they are on the job.  An EPP that 
chooses to take this approach would develop a “plan” or “case study” in which they 
specify the steps and timeline to gather data and analyze relationships in the findings.  
CAEP expects an EPP to start that planning this year (2015) and to have at least some 
initial data in calendar 2018--even if the entire study is not complete until later.   



o Some EPPs may have a preparation program that prepares career changers for roles in 
education; candidates’ college experiences may have been long ago.  The EPP could opt 
to use alternative criteria, either academic ones or non-academic, as the Standard 
provides.  If the career changer focus was for a particular group—for example, military 
career retirees—then non-academic attributes such as leadership, grit, or persistence 
might be considered.  The military might also provide academic opportunities and 
demonstrations of knowledge/skills that could serve as appropriate criteria.  CAEP 
would look to the EPP to suggest what they propose in such a situation and to defend it 
in their self-study report as meeting the standard of candidates’ academic quality. 



 
Q:  What should we do about transfer students? 



A:   If transfer students are admitted in the sophomore year, and begin in the junior year along 
with students from the EPP’s institution, they would all be in the same cohort.   
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o Their college academic record, GPA, in comparison with non-candidate students, would 
cover the GPA part of the admissions criteria.   



o A challenging, norm-referenced, external measure is one option under the standard.  
Transfer entrants’ ACT or SAT, AP, IB, or SAT subject tests would be potential examples. 



o The alternative admissions criteria provision is also a choice.  Component 3.2 
encourages EPPs to use admissions criteria different from those specified.  These might 
be different academic measures (e.g., end of course projects or high school exit tests), 
or they might be non-academic measures, or perhaps several in combination (e.g., EPP 
assessments or interviews or endorsements of applicant’s “grit” or “leadership” or 
“persistence” or some other quality associated with effective teaching).  In this case the 
EPP would provide information about the association of these measures with 
completer’s P-12 learning and development impact.  Note, though, that CAEP policy 
requires that EPPs report academic achievement/ ability of admitted candidates. 



  
When criteria apply 
 
Q:  Does “admission” refer to the college/ university or to the preparation program? 



A:   Since the EPP has the most direct responsibility for admissions to its program, the criteria 
would be applied at the point of preparation admission.  In some cases that will be when a 
group is admitted to the college/university and some of the college/ university admissions 
factors may be applicable to the 3.2 options.  In many cases it will be at the close of the 
sophomore year, or beginning of the junior year.  For graduate level initial preparation, it 
would be at the point of graduate admission.  



 
Q:  At what point is the 3.0 GPA calculated and what courses are to be included? 



A:   Nothing in the Standard specifies how the 3.0 is determined.  EPP’s make and defend their 
decisions.  The EPP’s self-study report should specify what the EPP considers the point of 
admission and defend the way it calculates GPA.   Some guidelines to consider are: 
o When high school GPA is used, the overall average is appropriate, or the way that 



average is officially calculated by the applicant’s high school.  If the EPP prefers to count 
the average only for particular courses, (e.g., math courses for math educator 
preparation) that could be suitable as well. 



o When applicants are admitted after some college experiences, the college GPA would 
appropriately be considered for all courses or for particular ones.  If the EPP chooses to 
use GPAs only for particular courses (e.g., math courses for math educator preparation), 
it might consider course selections so that it can compare GPA of applicants with non-
applicants taking the same courses. 



o When applicants are admitted at the graduate level, then the college GPA or the GPA in 
particular courses would be possible options. 
 



4. ALTERNATIVE AMISSIONS CRITERIA  
 
Q:  What can an EPP do when it does not have access to any of the test results that the component 
describes? 



A:   Component 3.2 encourages EPPs to use admissions criteria different from those specified.  
These might be different academic measures (e.g., end of course projects or high school exit 
tests), or they might be non-academic measures, or perhaps several in combination (e.g., 
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EPP assessments or interviews or endorsements of applicant’s “grit” or “leadership” or 
“persistence” or some other quality associated with effective teaching).  In this case the EPP 
would provide information about the association of these measures with completer’s P-12 
learning and development impact.  Note, though, that CAEP requires that EPPs address 
academic achievement/ ability of admitted candidates. 



 
Q:  Examples of achievement measures are listed but no formal non-academic ability measures have 
been provided as examples.  Angela Duckworth’s work would serve as a good place to start with 
finding resources that would be useful to EPPs.  



A:   The CAEP standards rationale that follows Standard 3 lists several “qualities outside of 
academic ability (that) are associated with teacher effectiveness.” Some include grit, ability 
to work with parents, ability to motivate, communication skills, focus, purpose and 
leadership.  Research on Teach for America has shown leadership experience and 
perseverance are predictors of successful teaching.  And Danielson research shows 
experimentation and inquiry, writing, dialogue and questioning are qualities of effective 
teachers.   



 
The CAEP 2013 Standards include references to several research studies that helped to 
shape these aspects of Standard 3.  Among them are:  



 Duckworth, A. L., Peterson, C., Matthews, M. D., & Kelly, D. R. (2007). Grit: 
Perseverance and passion for long-term goals. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 92(6), 1087- 1101.  



 Haberman, M. (2000). What makes a teacher education program relevant 
preparation for teaching diverse students in urban poverty schools? (The Milwaukee 
Teacher Education Center Model) 



 Harding, H. (2012). Teach for America: Leading for change. Educational Leadership, 
69(8), 58-61. 



 Dobbie, W. (2011). Teacher characteristics and student achievement: Evidence from 
Teach for America. Harvard University. Retrieved from 
ttp://www.people.fas.harvard.edu/~dobbie/ research/TeacherCharacteristics_July 
2011.pdf.  



 Danielson, C. (2009). A framework for learning to teach. Educational Leadership, 66. 
Retrieved from http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational- 
leadership/summer09/vol66/num09/A-Framework- for-Learning-to-Teach.aspx.  



 
CAEP agrees that Professor’s Duckworth’s research is a possible starting point for proposing 
alternative ways to address non-academic factors, and there may be others as well. 



 



5. OPTIONAL MEASURES FOR CAEP CRITERIA   
 



Q: “We license native Spanish, Chinese, Portuguese (etc.) speakers to teach in our dual immersion 
schools.  They score poorly on English language norm referenced tests.  What is an “equally effective 
way” to provide a norm score?  



A:   CAEP asks the EPP to select options that it believes fulfill the intent of Standard 3 and 
document their rationale.  The EPP might have data that could be aligned with the 
component 3.2 criteria, or, alternatively might have data that fits the option included in 3.2 
for use of different academic measures or of non-academic factors.   For example, the EPP 





http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-%20leadership/summer09/vol66/num09/A-Framework-%20for-Learning-to-Teach.aspx


http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-%20leadership/summer09/vol66/num09/A-Framework-%20for-Learning-to-Teach.aspx








9 
 



CAEP August 10, 2015 



 



might investigate use of normed tests other than English-based ones—tests in the 
applicant’s native langue, perhaps, or in mathematics.  This would be an important aspect of 
an EPP’s self-study report, conveying the context of their preparation experiences, their 
applicants, the admissions criteria, and their mission, all as means of reaching the P-12 
learning and development focus of CAEP’s standards.  



 
Q:  Our state is planning to implement Smarter Balanced testing.  Would the results of this test be 
applicable to the normed test requirement? 



A:   CAEP expects that the new Smarter Balanced and PARCC high school completion tests will 
soon be available as one possible source of evidence for component 3.2 criteria.  Results 
could serve as a source of evidence for the nationally normed test criterion in baccalaureate 
level admissions.  CAEP will revisit that assumption as the new tests come into use and 
psychometric reports become available.  These are tests in English Language Arts and 
mathematics, so, by construct, are measures of academic ability and achievement.  In 
addition, the results will be available for virtually all high school graduates, permitting the 
performance of preparation applicants to be compared with the population.     



 
Q:  In our state, State XYZ, we have the XYZ admissions exam that is used for teacher candidacy and 
has been intentionally developed by Pearson to be at a higher level than Praxis I.  Would that work? 



A:   CAEP staff are not familiar with that State admissions exam.  However, there is an option in 
component 3.2 for use of state normed tests in lieu of nationally normed ones.  Use of that 
provision would be considered by CAEP at the state’s initiation.   If State XYZ wants to make 
a case that the XYZ admissions test has a correspondence in scores on nationally normed 
exams, CAEP would work with the state so that the tests could be used by all EPPs in the 
state.   
 



Q: Is the Praxis I permitted to show this admission standard is met? 
A:   Praxis I is a basic skills test, not the kind of challenging academic achievement and ability 



test that the Standard calls for.  
 
Q:  Can we use the Praxis Core test for the CAEP 3.2 admissions selectivity criterion? 



A:  The intent of CAEP component 3.2 is that accredited educator preparation programs (EPPs) 
implement selective admissions procedures, in part, by including a challenging academic 
skills test.  The examples provided—SAT, ACT, and GRE—are national tests used for general 
college undergraduate and graduate admissions.  They are not designed specifically for 
candidates entering EPPs.   



 
ETS tells CAEP that the Praxis Core Academic Skills for Educators (Core) test is specifically 
designed for candidates who are currently enrolled at an institution and are applying for 
admission to an EPP.  The Praxis Core test is derived from the Common Core State Standards 
with an emphasis on reading, writing, and mathematics.  The content areas were 
established to reflect the knowledge and skills required to be successful in an EPP.  ETS 
researchers conducted a multistate, multiple-panel standard-setting study and recommend 
passing scores that reflect the level of knowledge and skills associated with success in EPPs.   
 
CAEP’s current stance is that Core is an appropriate test of academic ability/achievement.  
However, at this time there is no evidence of the equivalence of Praxis Core with nationally 
normed standardized measures of academic achievement.  CAEP would welcome such 
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evidence from the research community and will review the Standard 3 requirements as 
additional information is obtained.   
 
In the meantime, CAEP encourages EPPs to use Praxis Core as a measure of academic ability 
and achievement and to study its relationship with the “normed test” criterion.  An EPP 
could take advantage of the “alternative” option in the Standard; it could demonstrate the 
use of different admissions criteria (e.g., Praxis Core) from the ones stated in component 3.2 
(e.g., for two cohorts of admitted candidates):   
o An EPP could use the Praxis Core test as one among other selectivity factors, or by itself 



and conduct a study under the alternative option.   
o An EPP could use extant data about candidate attributes to make comparisons of 



candidates’ Praxis Core results with their SAT or ACT scores. An EPP could determine 
whether CORE would provide documentation that the criterion had effectively been 
met. 



o An analyses could be conducted by several EPPs together.  
o The provider’s state could gather and match the Praxis Core and SAT, ACT or other 



comparison data.  This could provide a basis for documenting the admissions selectivity 
criterion in component 3.2 for all providers in a state. 



 
This use of the Praxis Core test would put providers on the leading edge for systematically 
testing innovations and using data to make program improvements.  The results could help 
both the provider and, potentially, colleagues in other EPPs who have the same question.   
 



Graduate level admissions 
 
Q:  What are the options for graduate level programs?  If a student has completed an undergraduate 
degree with an overall GPA meeting a requirement such as a 3.0 will they need a score from an ACT, 
SAT or GRE?  If so, it appears CAEP is making no distinction between percentile on SAT and percentile 
on GRE even though these are based on distinctive populations. 



A:   CAEP recognizes that applying normed tests at the graduate level is different from the 
undergraduate level.  In its recent adoption of standards for advanced preparation 
programs, it provided explicit criteria for the CAEP minima: college GPA of 3.0, OR (not 
“and”) normed test results in the upper half of national test taker performance.  The 
rationale is that, nationally, only about 1/3 of the U.S. population have earned BA degrees, 
so the pool is already selective.  Examples of normed tests include GRE and MAT.  The full 
explanation included in the advanced programs reads as follows: 



This document is intended to adapt the 3.2 admissions criteria for initial preparation to graduate 
level advanced preparation programs. . . . there appears to be no nationally representative data, 
but available statistics suggest that 3.0 is in range of current GPA for college BA level work. The 
"top half" would be set as a criterion for cohort performance on a normed test of 
ability/achievement. However, there would be no phase-in period to a higher criterion (moving 
up to the top 40% and then the top 33%) as there is for initial preparation. Instead, CAEP could 
evaluate how the 50% level works in actual practice. Currently, for GRE verbal, the "top half" of 
all test takers who indicate their intended field of graduate study demonstrate similar 
performance for education as for engineering, physical sciences, life sciences and business. The 
normed test and GPA requirements would be alternatives (rather than additive) because current 
admissions criteria vary across institutions and individual graduate programs. 
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6.  MEASURES DURING PREPARATION 
 
Q:  How will providers collect data for component 3.4 on progression and advancement? 



A:   Providers have access to candidate data of many types.  For example, clinical observation 
data, benchmarks for admission to the program, work samples, grades, etc.  EPPs should 
collect these data throughout the program, especially at key transition points (such as 
entrance to clinical experiences, course completion, etc.) and use them for program 
improvement. 



 



7. CAEP STANDARD 3 
 
Q: Normed tests are not valid measures of a student’s ability to be a great teacher, but a measure of 
potential for success in college.  How can CAEP require use of these tests that are known to have 
results for candidates that will decrease the diversity of the pool of candidates? 



A:   The CAEP Board-approved Standard 3 draws from research conducted over several decades 
as well as professional consensus.  Research consistently concludes that teacher academic 
achievement and ability have a positive relationship with the performance of P-12 students.  
o The 2013 CAEP standards include references to some of the research supporting teacher 



academic ability as an important factor in P-12 student learning.  Among them are: 
 National Research Council report (2010), Preparing teachers: Building evidence 



for sound policy 
 Ball, D., Hill, H., Rowan, B. (2005) Effects of Teachers’ Mathematical Knowledge 



for Teaching on Student Achievement. American Educational Research Journal. 
42(2), 371-406 



 Floden, R. & M. Maniketti. 2005.  Research on the Effects of Coursework in the 
Arts and Sciences and in the Foundations of Education.   



 In Studying Teacher Education: The report of the AERA Panel on Research and 
Teacher Education. Eds. Cochran-Smith, M. & K. Zeichner. (Meta-analysis of 
previous research 



 Wayne, A. and P. Young. 2003.  Teacher Characteristics and Student 
Achievement Gains: A Review.  Review of Educational Research 73.1 (2003): 89-
122 (Meta-analysis of previous studies). 



 Whitehurst, G. (2002).  Strengthening teacher quality: Research on teacher 
preparation and professional development.  White House Conference on 
Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers.  U. S. Department of Education  



o The “SAT, ACT, and GRE” in the component are not requirements, but only examples.  
There is no intent to claim that these tests are “measures of a student’s ability to be a 
great teacher.”  They are commonly used assessments of academic ability and 
achievement, attributes that are associated with effective teaching.  



o The Board has implemented the first part of the national normed test criterion—that 
candidates be in the upper half of academic ability and achievement—deferring 
implementation of its criteria at the top 40% and top 33%.   



o The CAEP Board has authorized a more detailed study around issues in Standard 3, now 
underway:  



 The contractor, Teacher Preparation Analytics, will undertake a detailed 
investigation of what is known from research about the association of academic 
ability and achievement with P-12 student learning.   
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 It will document potential effects of implementing higher criteria, potential 
effects on the diversity of the candidate pool, experiences in other professions, 
and state commitments that are relevant to these criteria. 



 Results from the study will be considered by the CAEP Board in December 2015. 
o Standard 3 calls for both high academic ability/achievement as candidate strengths, but 



also for diversity in candidates that reflects the diversity of America’s school population.  
Through component 3.1, recruitment, the CAEP standards call for continuing and 
purposeful actions by the EPP to shape its admitted cohorts of candidates in line with 
these attributes, with recognition of the employment opportunities available for 
completers. 
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APPENDIX G – Assessment Rubric 
 



CAEP EVALUATION TOOL FOR EPP-CREATED ASSESSMENTS  



USED IN ACCREDITATION   



For use with: assessments created by EPPs including observations, projects/ assignments and surveys 



For use by: EPPs, CAEP assessment reviewers and Site Visitors 



EXCERPT from the CAEP ACCREDITATION HANDBOOK on “Optional Early Instruments Evaluation” 



Early in the accreditation process, providers can elect to submit to CAEP the generic assessments, surveys, and scoring guides 
that they expect to use to demonstrate that they meet CAEP standards. . . The purpose of this review is to provide EPP’s with 
formative feedback on how to strengthen assessments, with the ultimate goal of generating better information on its 
candidates and continuously improving its programs. . . . This feature is a part of CAEP’s specialty/ license area review under 
Standard 1.  



 



EXAMPLES OF ATTRIBUTES 
BELOW SUFFICIENT LEVEL 



CAEP SUFFICIENT LEVEL EXAMPLES OF  ATTRIBUTES  
ABOVE SUFFICIENT  LEVEL 



- 
 Use or purpose are 



ambiguous or vague  



 



1. ADMINISTRATION AND PURPOSE (informs relevancy) 



 The point or points when the assessment is administered 
during the preparation program are explicit 



 The purpose of the assessment and its use in candidate 
monitoring or decisions on progression are specified and 
appropriate 



 Evaluation categories or assessment tasks are tagged to CAEP, 
InTASC or state standards 



+ 
 Purpose of assessment 



and use in candidate 
monitoring or decisions 
are consequential 



 



 Limited or no basis for 
reviewers to know what 
information is given to 
respondents 



 Instructions given to 
respondents are 
incomplete or 
misleading 



 The criterion for success 
is not provided or is not 
clear 



2. INFORMING CANDIDATES (informs fairness and reliability) 



 The candidates who are being assessed are given a description 
of the assessment’s purpose  



 Instructions provided to candidates about what they are 
expected to do are informative and unambiguous 



 The basis for judgment (criterion for success, or what is “good 
enough”) is made explicit for candidates 



 



 Candidate progression 
is monitored and 
information used for 
mentoring 



 Candidates are 
informed how the 
instrument results are 
used in reaching 
conclusions about their 
status and/or 
progression 
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EXAMPLES OF ATTRIBUTES 
BELOW SUFFICIENT LEVEL 



CAEP SUFFICIENT LEVEL EXAMPLES OF  ATTRIBUTES  
ABOVE SUFFICIENT  LEVEL 



 



 Category or task link 
with CAEP, InTASC or 
state standards is not 
explicit 



 Category or task has 
only vague relationship 
with content of the 
standards being 
informed 



 Category or task fails to 
reflect the degree of 
difficulty described in 
the standards 



 Evaluation categories or 
tasks not described or 
ambiguous 



 Many evaluation 
categories or tasks 
(more than 20% of the 
total score) require 
judgment of candidate 
proficiencies that are of 
limited importance in 
CAEP, InTASC or state  
standards 



3. CONTENT OF ASSESSMENT (informs relevancy) 



 Evaluation categories or tasks assess explicitly identified 
aspects of CAEP, InTASC or state standards 



 Evaluation categories or tasks reflect the degree of difficulty 
or level of effort described in the standards 



 Evaluation categories or tasks unambiguously describe the 
proficiencies to be evaluated 



 When the standards being informed address higher level 
functioning, the evaluation categories or tasks require higher 
levels of intellectual behavior (e.g., create, evaluate, analyze, 
& apply).  For example, when a standard specifies that 
candidates’ students “demonstrate” problem solving, then the 
category or task is specific to students’ application of 
knowledge to solve problems 



 Most evaluation categories or tasks (at least those comprising 
80% of the total score)  require observers to judge 
consequential attributes of candidate proficiencies in the 
standards  



 



 Almost all evaluation 
categories or tasks (at 
least those comprising 
95% of the total score) 
require observers to 
judge consequential 
attributes of candidate 
proficiencies in the 
standards 



 



 Rating scales are used in 
lieu of rubrics; e.g., 
“level 1= significantly 
below expectation” . . 
“level 4 = significantly 
above expectation”.  



 Levels do not represent 
qualitative differences 
and provide limited or 
no feedback to 
candidates specific to 
their performance.  



 Proficiency level 
attributes are vague or 
not defined, and may 
just repeat from the 
standard or component 



4. SCORING (informs reliability and actionability) 



 The basis for judging candidate work is well defined  



 Each proficiency level is qualitatively defined by specific 
criteria aligned with the category (or indicator) or with the 
assigned task 



 Proficiency level descriptions represent a developmental 
sequence from level to level (to provide raters with explicit 
guidelines for evaluating candidate performance and 
candidates with explicit feedback on their performance)  



 Feedback provided to candidates is actionable  



 Proficiency level attributes are defined in actionable, 
performance-based, or observable behavior terms.  NOTE: If a 
less actionable term is used such as “engaged”, criteria are 
provided to define the use of the term in the context of the 
category or indicator 



 



 Higher level actions 
from Bloom’s 
taxonomy are used 
such as “analysis” or 
“evaluation” 
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EXAMPLES OF ATTRIBUTES 
BELOW SUFFICIENT LEVEL 



CAEP SUFFICIENT LEVEL EXAMPLES OF  ATTRIBUTES  
ABOVE SUFFICIENT  LEVEL 



 



 Plan to establish validity 
does not inform 
reviewers whether 
validity is being 
investigated or how 



 The instrument was not 
piloted prior to 
administration 



 Validity is determined 
through an internal 
review by only one or 
two stakeholders. 



 Described steps do not 
meet accepted research 
standards for 
establishing validity.  



 Plan to establish 
reliability does not 
inform reviewers 
whether reliability is 
being investigated or 
how. 



 Described steps to not 
meet accepted research 
standards for reliability. 



 No evidence, or limited 
evidence, is provided 
that scorers are trained 
and their inter-rater 
agreement is 
documented. 



5.a DATA VALIDITY 



 A description or plan is provided that details steps the EPP has 
taken or is taking to ensure the validity of the assessment and 
its use  



 The plan details the types of validity that are under 
investigation or have been established (e.g., construct, 
content, concurrent, predictive, etc.) and how they were 
established 



 The assessment was piloted prior to administration 



 The EPP details its current process or plans for analyzing and 
interpreting results from the assessment 



 The described steps generally meet accepted research 
standards for establishing the validity of data from an 
assessment 
 



5.b DATA RELIBILITY 



 A description or plan is provided that details the type of 
reliability that is being investigated or has been established 
(e.g., test-retest, parallel forms, inter-rater, internal 
consistency, etc.) and the steps the EPP took to ensure the 
reliability of the data from the assessment  



 Training of scorers and checking on inter-rater agreement and 
reliability are documented 



 The described steps meet accepted research standards for 
establishing reliability 



 



 A validity coefficient is 
reported 



 types of validity 
investigated go beyond 
content validity and 
move toward 
predictive validity 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 A reliability coefficient 
is reported 



 Raters are initially, 
formally calibrated to 
master criteria and are 
periodically formally 
checked to maintain 
calibration at levels 
meeting accepted 
research standards 



WHEN THE INSTRUMENT IS A SURVEY:  
Use Sections 1 and 2, above, as worded and substitute 6.a and 6.b, below for sections 3, 4 and 5.  



 



 Individual item are 
ambiguous or include 
more than one subject 



 Items are stated as 
opinions rather than as 
behaviors or practices 



6.a. SURVEY CONTENT 



 Questions or topics are explicitly aligned with aspects of the 
EPP’s mission and also CAEP, InTASC or state standards 



 Questions have a single subject; language is unambiguous 



 Leading questions are avoided 



 Items are stated in terms of behaviors or practices instead of 
opinions, whenever possible 



 Surveys of dispositions make clear to candidates how the 
survey is related to effective teaching 



 



 Scoring is anchored in 
performance or 
behavior demonstrably 
related to teaching 
practice 



 Dispositions surveys 
make an explicit 











 



4 
 



VERSION III – MARCH 2016 



EXAMPLES OF ATTRIBUTES 
BELOW SUFFICIENT LEVEL 



CAEP SUFFICIENT LEVEL EXAMPLES OF  ATTRIBUTES  
ABOVE SUFFICIENT  LEVEL 



 Dispositions surveys 
provide no explanations 
of their purpose 



 



 Scaled choices are 
numbers only, without 
qualitative description 
linked with the item 
under investigation 



 Limited or no feedback 
provided to candidates 



 No evidence that 
questions are piloted 



 



 



6.b  DATA QUALITY 



 An even number of scaled choices helps prevent neutral 
(center) responses 



 Scaled choices are qualitatively defined using specific criteria 
aligned with key attributes identified in the item 



 Feedback provided to the EPP is actionable 



 EPP provides evidence that questions are piloted to determine 
that candidates interpret them as intended and modifications 
are made, if called for 



 EPP provides evidence that candidate responses are compiled 
and tabulated accurately 



 Interpretations of survey results are appropriate for the items 
and resulting data 



 Results from successive administrations are compared (for 
evidence of reliability) 



connection to effective 
teaching 



 



 EPP provides evidence 
of survey construct 
validity derived from its 
own or accessed 
research studies 
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[OACTE] CAEP Session 3 -- May 17, 2016

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



Good afternoon, OACTE members ~



 



TSPC staff will offer CAEP training to review CAEP Standards 4 and 5 on May 17, 1-4 p.m. A registration form for that event is attached.



 



The location is George Fox’s Tigard campus:



 



            12753 SW 68th Ave., Room 285



            Portland, OR 97223



 



I hope to see many of you there!



 



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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



 





Registration Form -- 05-17-2016.doc

			May 17, 2016


			TRAINING REGISTRATION FORM








[image: image1.jpg]OF OREGON








Teacher Standards and Practices Commission



CAEP Session 3 Training: 
CAEP Standards 4 & 5


May 17, 2016: 1-4 p.m.


George Fox Tigard Campus


12753 SW 68th Ave., Room 285


Portland, OR 97223


			Organization


			





			Name(s)


			





			Title(s)


			





			Phone Number


			





			Email Address


			





			


			


			





			Attendance will be:


			In person:



□


			By remote participation:



□








NOTE:  All correspondence will be by email. Please ensure your correct email address is provided.



Please respond by Friday, May 13, 2016, to: candace.robbecke@oregon.gov.
Walk-ins are welcome; however, pre-registrations help with meeting preparation.


Who should attend?



College and university employees working on institutional assessments and program reports. 



Registration is Free


We wish to extend our gratitude to George Fox University for the complimentary use of the meeting space.




ATT00001.txt

_______________________________________________

OACTE mailing list

OACTE@wou.edu

http://kraven.wou.edu/mailman/listinfo/oacte







image22.emf
OACTE Survey.msg


OACTE Survey.msg
OACTE Survey

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		Candace Robbecke (Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov)

		Bcc

		'Abreham Cázares-Cervantes'; 'Amy Harter'; 'Amy Hoffman'; 'Andi Pearson'; 'Ann Donaca-Sullivan'; 'Becky Lindsley'; 'Beth Harn'; 'Beth Jones'; 'Bruce Weitzel'; 'Candy McGilvray'; 'Dianna Carrizales-Engelmann, Ph.D.'; 'Donna Harris'; 'Dr. Amy Lynn Dee'; 'Dr. Sheryl Reinisch'; 'Elisa Jamgochain'; 'Heidi Olivadoti'; 'Jan Carpenter'; 'Janet Bixby'; 'Jen Humphreys'; 'Jennifer Bridgewater'; 'Jesse Payne'; 'Jody Haggard'; 'Judy Deale'; 'Julie Heffernan'; 'Julie McCallum'; 'Julie Wren'; 'Kara Whipple'; 'Keith Hollenbeck, Ph.D.'; 'Kelli Bennett'; 'Kim Gabriel'; 'Kristen Dixon'; 'Lisa Hellemn'; 'Lisa Todd'; 'Lois Mulkey'; 'Margaret Wright'; 'Maribeth McGowan'; 'Mark Seals'; 'Marsha A. Callop'; 'Nancy Hackbarth'; 'Nell O'Malley'; 'Patti Vermillion'; 'Penny Jasso'; 'Rachel Parker, M.Ed.'; 'Richelle Krotts'; 'Richelle Krotts'; 'Robin Patterson'; 'Rochelle Zirdum'; 'Saurra Heidi'; 'Scot Headley'; 'Scott Fletcher'; 'Sharon Chinn'; 'Shelly Knight'; 'Shirley Loesch'; 'Steve Tillery'; 'Susan Boe'; 'Tammy Hatling'; 'Zig Derochowski'; 'Alisha Lund-Chaix'

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov; acazarescervantes@nwcu.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; adonaca@cu-portland.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jonesb@wou.edu; weitzel@up.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; donna.harris@osucascades.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu; rochellez@lclark.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; loesch@up.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; thatling@nwcu.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; al@lund-chaix.com



This is also available online: Click here to view the online version.



  _____  


 



 



April 18, 2016
Issue #9



 



 



 



	



	Special request from OACTE: New teacher survey



Beginning Teacher Survey
OACTE is seeking input from new teachers to help improve teacher education programs.

The Oregon Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (OACTE) is conducting a survey of beginning teachers who completed their licensure education in Oregon.

The findings will help teacher education institutions improve their programs for future teachers and will help to improve the process for evaluating teacher preparation more generally.

The online survey is open this month. Watch for a postcard and an e-mail with a link to the survey.

Are you in the first two years on the job and eager to provide confidential feedback to your teacher preparation program? No need to wait. Click on the link below and enter your teacher identification number to access the survey.
http://tinyurl.com/OregonTeacher 



	Please share with your beginning teachers

The Oregon Association of Colleges for Teacher Education is collecting input from beginning teachers. 

Please share the link on the right with your new teachers. This input will help improve teacher training programs.  



This newsletter is intended to provide general information only.

Please refer to Chapter 584 of the Oregon Administrative Rules for specific rules and regulations governing educator licensure in Oregon. 



 



	

Copyright © 2016 TSPC, All rights reserved.

update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list 
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[OACTE] Field notes

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to OACTE, licensure deans/directors, licensure front-line staff, and placement front-line staff.



 



Hi, all ~



 



I will occasionally pass along items of interest in a “field notes” email. 



 



Here are a few things I want to make sure you are aware of.



 



CAEP:



��������� 2016 Educator Preparation Provider (EPP) Annual Reports are due tomorrow, April 15, by 11:59 p.m. EDT. Contact Richard Rice with any questions.



��������� Check out the new Oregon CAEP web page. It provides information about CAEP in Oregon and links to CAEP information by topic.



��������� Links from the presentations at the 2016 Spring CAEP Conference are available online. This was a very good conference and you will find tons of great information available in the conference materials.



��������� CAEP Accreditation Handbook: Last year’s accreditation manual has been replaced with an updated handbook.



o    Overview page (what’s the same, what is new, etc.) 



o    CAEP Accreditation Handbook.



 



TSPC:



��������� Audio recordings from the April meeting have been posted.



��������� The June Commission meeting dates are June 20-22. (The dates were originally set for June 22-24.) The event will be at Kah-Nee-Ta.



 



edTPA:



��������� Check out the new Oregon edTPA web page. It provides background information as well as links to Oregon and national resources.



��������� There is also a lot of information on the national website, including:



o    Top 10 edTPA Resources 



o    edTPA Handouts to Share with Stakeholders



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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Fingerprinting update from TSPC

		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; acazarescervantes@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; Julie Heffernan; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; Steve Tillery (tillerys@mail.wou.edu); placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; Becky L. Lindsley; thatling@nwcu.edu; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@orgonstate.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; Dianna Carrizales-Engelmann, Ph.D. (dcarriza@uoregon.edu); ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; adonaca@cu-portland.edu; placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; rochellez@lclark.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; Julie Heffernan; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu; loesch@up.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu

		Cc

		KELLER Elizabeth * TSPC; KANDLE Joanne * TSPC; ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		pvermillion@cu-portland.edu; sreinisch@cu-portland.edu; kdixon@corban.edu; cmcgilvr@eou.edu; adee@georgefox.edu; sheadley@georgefox.edu; sfletcher@lclark.edu; schinn@lclark.edu; raparker@linfield.edu; jcarpenter@marylhurst.edu; sboe@multnomah.edu; acazarescervantes@nwcu.edu; nwomalley@oregonstate.edu; sealsma@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; bharn@uoregon.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jmccall2@uoregon.edu; khollen@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; coelicensure@uoregon.edu; weitzel@up.edu; holivadoti@warnerpacific.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; tillerys@mail.wou.edu; placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; jdeale@georgefox.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; thatling@nwcu.edu; jen.humphreys@oregonstate.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; donna.harris@orgonstate.edu; bridgewater@pacificu.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; lrtodd@pdx.edu; mbwright@sou.edu; uoteach@uoregon.edu; dcarriza@uoregon.edu; ejamgoch@uoregon.edu; richelle@uoregon.edu; mcgowan@up.edu; loesch@up.edu; jhaggard@warnerpacific.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; adonaca@cu-portland.edu; placement@cu-portland.edu; jpayne@corban.edu; kbennett@corban.edu; mulkeyl@georgefox.edu; sheide@georgefox.edu; rochellez@lclark.edu; bixby@lclark.edu; blindsley1@multnomah.edu; mcullop@nwcu.edu; amy.hoffman@oregonstate.edu; nancy.hackbarth@osucascades.edu; sknight@pacificu.edu; apearson@pdx.edu; jassop@pdx.edu; gabrielk@sou.edu; jheffern@uoregon.edu; jdwren@uoregon.edu; kwhipple@uoregon.edu; hellemn@uoregon.edu; rpatters@uoregon.edu; loesch@up.edu; derochowskiz@wou.edu; Elizabeth.KELLER@oregon.gov; Joanne.KANDLE@oregon.gov; Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



Good morning, licensure deans and directors, and front-line licensing and placement staff ~



 



This email is provided to clarify details about the fingerprinting process.



 



Being charged twice for fingerprinting in eLicensing:



(Some of you may have received this information from Jen Humphreys. Thank you, Jen, for your leadership.) 



 



Some teacher candidates are applying for their license and being charged $57 for fingerprints even though they are still within three years of their initial fingerprint clearance. Please advise these students to:



ｷ�������� Click on the [Add a License] tab. On the page that asks about license history:



o   They should select [Clinical Practice]. 



o   They can enter dummy dates. For the sake of data integrity, Jen suggests they use their student teaching dates.



 



Students who paid the second fee should send an email to online.tspc@oregon.gov to request a refund.



 



Overview of the fingerprinting process, including timelines and responsibility:



Please review with your students the transition points, wait times, designation of responsibility at each step, and what you need from your students.



 



Overview of the process:



ｷ�������� Applicant completes the eLicensing application



o    Wait time: Five to seven days



o    Who is responsible for moving the process forward: TSPC



ｧ� TSPC will send the applicant an email that provides codes and instructions needed to move to the next step.



Note: You are encouraged to require your students forward their NIC payment receipt so you’ll be able to track their progress.



ｷ�������� Applicant completes the Fieldprint process



o    Wait time: Approximately two weeks



o    Who is responsible for moving the process forward: Applicant



ｧ� The clearance date is entered in Educator Look Up. To see this information, the applicant must have a “positive ID match.” This includes their full name (exactly as they entered into the system), their date of birth, and the last four digits of their SSN.



Or,



ｧ� The applicant can print their certificate of clearance by going into eLicensing. (The clearance dates are not available on the certificate.)



ｷ�������� Please make sure your students understand what they are required to provide when they have passed their background check.



 



Lastly, if you have not already done so, please be sure to review the fingerprinting information on the TSPC website. This page underwent major updates and continues to be refined. Suggestions for improvement are gladly accepted.



 



Please let me know if you have questions. 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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 review of draft program rules -- meeting information

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv.



 



 



Meeting:           DRAFT Program Rules and State Approval Rules review



 



Meeting date:   Wednesday, March 16, 2016



 



Meeting time:   1:30 to 3:30 p.m.



 



Location:          Marylhurst College



                        Old Library building



17600 SW Pacific Hwy.



Marylhurst, OR 97036



 



Remote Access: If we are able to provide web access, I will send an email to the OACTE listserv early next week. 



 



RSVP TO:         Candace.Robbecke@oregon.gov 



 



Please let me know if you have any questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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



 



From: oacte-bounces@wou.edu [mailto:oacte-bounces@wou.edu] On Behalf Of ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC
Sent: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 11:30 AM
To: oacte@wou.edu
Subject: [OACTE] TSPC review of early draft program rules opportunity -- save the date!



 







Who:    This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv.



 



What:   You are invited to participate in an early draft review of program review and state approval rules.



 



When:  Wednesday, March 16, 1:30-3:30 p.m.



 



Where: TSPC conference room



            250 Division St. NE



            Salem, OR 973101



 



OR:      You can also participate by Adobe Connect (similar to WebEx)…additional details to be provided. 



 



Sent on behalf of:



 



Keith Menk



 



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited
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[OACTE] CAEP update

		From

		oacte-bounces@wou.edu

		To

		oacte@wou.edu

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This email is to provide updates on CAEP accreditation. 



 



Of particular importance are the following items:



·         Advanced-Level Programs: When Should I Include Them? | All self-study reports due after Sept. 1, 2017 need to include advanced-level programs. Self-study reports due before Sept. 1, 2017 do not. If your site visit date is in fall 2017, you do not need to include advanced-level programs because your self-study report will have been completed several months before Sept. 1, 2017. 



·         Call for Service | Join CAEP's Volunteer Corps--apply by March 18, 2016! Several volunteer positions are available, with six types to choose from--find one that matches your expertise. | Learn more here | Share the message!  



·         Upcoming EPP Webinars | A refresh of the five CAEP Standards webinars is underway. Here are the upcoming live webinars: 



o    Tuesday, March 29, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 3



o    Monday, April 25, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 4



o    Thursday, May 26, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 5



·         Archived EPP Webinars | All of the webinars from 2015 have moved to our YouTube channel. You can still access all of them on this video playlist (tip: save the playlist to your YouTube account to access the videos any time, plus you'll get the newest ones automatically). The two most recent archived webinars:



*	Standard 1 | Recorded February 23, 2016

*	Standard 2 | Recorded February 25, 2016



Thanks,



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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Accreditation Updates



 



 



 



Delivered every WEEK: 



Your source for accurate, timely resources, information, and news



 



 



 



	



 



	



MEETINGS, EVENTS, AND PRESENTATIONS



Online registration for the 2016 Spring CAEP Conference closed on February 24. But on-site registration is still be available at the conference. | Programming available. | San Diego, CA | Mar 23-25, 2016.



Is your state interested in convening providers and inviting CAEP to come and present? Topics such as CAEP Standards and Process, Quality Assessments, and Program Review / Feedback Option. Contact: Lauren Alexander. 



 



	



GENTLE REMINDERS 



Call for Service | Join CAEP's Volunteer Corps--apply by March 18, 2016! Several volunteer positions are available, with six types to choose from--find one that matches your expertise. | Learn more here | Share the message!  



Advanced-Level Programs: When Should I Include Them? | All self-study reports due after Sept. 1, 2017 need to include advanced-level programs. Self-study reports due before Sept. 1, 2017 do not. If your site visit date is in fall 2017, you do not need to include advanced-level programs because your self-study report will have been completed several months before Sept. 1, 2017.  



 



	



RESOURCES AVAILABLE



Upcoming EPP Webinars | A refresh of the five CAEP Standards webinars is underway. Here are the upcoming live webinars: 



*	Tuesday, March 29, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 3

*	Monday, April 25, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 4

*	Thursday, May 26, 2016 | 5:00 p.m. EDT | Standard 5



Archived EPP Webinars | All of the webinars from 2015 have moved to our Youtube channel. You can still access all of them on this video playlist (tip: save the playlist to your Youtube account to access the videos any time, plus you'll get the newest ones automatically). The two most recent archived webinars:



*	Standard 1 | Recorded February 23, 2016

*	Standard 2 | Recorded February 25, 2016



Guidelines for Plans: Phasing in Accreditation Evidence | This resource will help EPPs understand CAEP's expectations for phase-in plans that began in 2015.  



CAEP Weekly & Monthly Email Updates | Subscribe to these weekly mailings; monthly mailings with more narrative and resources also available: Sign up. 



 



	



CAEP ORGANIZATION UPDATES  



New State Partnership Agreements | Four states have signed partnership agreements with CAEP. Welcome California, Indiana, Maine, and New Jersey!  



CAEP is developing a comprehensive plan for further study of and reflection on Standard 3 with the goal of reaching sound, reasoned, and deliberate conclusions. | For more information: CAEP Standard 3 (click the 'Resources' tab).



Looking for work? | Check out the educator preparation jobs at CAEP and elsewhere. 



	



 



 



 



Contact Us:



 



	

 



Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation 



1140 19th Street, NW, Suite 400 



Washington, DC 20036 



 



caepnet.org



main phone: 202.223.0077



general information: caep@caepnet.org



 



 



Share this email: 



















Manage your preferences | Opt out using TrueRemove™
Got this as a forward? Sign up to receive our future emails.
View this email online. 



1140 19th Street NW Suite 400
Washington, DC | 20036 US 



This email was sent to candace.robbecke@oregon.gov. 
To continue receiving our emails, add us to your address book. 
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		'oacte@wou.edu'

		Recipients

		oacte@wou.edu



This information is being emailed to OACTE and Title II coordinators.



 



 



Good morning ~



 



TSPC is offering Title II training on Wednesday, March 2, 2016, 9 a.m. – 12 p.m. (noon). A registration form for that event is attached.



 



Speakers include:



ｷ�������� WESTAT’s Allison Henderson, to discuss report requirements for the upcoming year;



ｷ�������� Pearson’s Pamela Eisermann, who will discuss data support; and



ｷ�������� TSPC’s Keith Menk and Candace Robbecke, who will answer policy questions.



 



Location: Warner Pacific College, Room Egtvedt203, 2304 SE 68th Ave., Portland, OR 97215.



 



Who should attend: College and university employees responsible for Title II at the EPPs and others whose work is impacted by Title II.



 



Cost: Registration is free.



 



Please feel free to forward this information! (Register by noon Tuesday, March 1. Walk-ins are welcome, too.)



 



Thank you.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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Teacher Standards and Practices Commission



Title II Training


March 2, 2016: 9 a.m. – 12 p.m. (noon)


Warner Pacific College



Room Egtvedt203


2304 SE 68th Ave.


Portland, OR 97215


			Organization


			





			Name(s)


			





			Title(s)


			





			Address


			





			Phone Number


			





			Email Address


			








NOTE:  All correspondence will be by email. 


Please ensure we have your correct email address.



Please respond by noon Tuesday, March 1, 2016, to: candace.robbecke@oregon.gov.
Walk-ins are welcome; however, pre-registration helps with meeting preparation.


Who should attend?



College and university employees responsible for Title II at the educator preparation programs and others whose work is impacted by Title II.


Registration is Free


We wish to extend our gratitude to the Warner Pacific College
for the complimentary use of the meeting space and for refreshments.




TSPC WPC Visitor Parking Permit.pdf




 
 



 
 



Temporary Parking Permit 
Please place this on the driver’s side 



of your dashboard. 
 



GUEST OF: 
Department/Office: 



Education 
 



DATES: 
3/2/16 



 
Please park in labeled visitor parking if available. 



 
Parking in disabled parking spaces requires a valid disabled 



placard or license plates issued by any state. 
 



Do not park or unload in fire lanes,  
or on the east side of 68th Ave. 



 
This permit may not be transferred to another person. 



 
This parking permit was issued by Warner Pacific College 



 with permission for these dates only. 










Parking Policy Map.pdf
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1. Tabor Terrace Apartments
 a. Pearl Lewis
 b. Mary Husted
 c. Warner Monroe
2. Caldwell House
3. Gotham Hall (Science)
4. Maintenance Building
5. A.F. Gray (Administrative Building)
6a. Schlatter Prayer Chapel
6b. Kardatzke Hall
7a. Smith Hall
7b. Offices of Student Affairs



8. Warman Hall
9. Rainier House
10. McKinnon House
11. Otto F. Linn Library
12a. McGuire Auditorium
12b. Theatre (lower level)
13. Egtvedt Hall
14a. C.C. Perry Gymnasium
14b. Student Union
15. Adams House
16. Clackamas House



17. Willamette House
18. 5-Plex Apartments
19. Early Learning Center
25. Center for Teaching
         and Learning
26. Division St. Apartments
27. Tabor House
28. Saxon Apartments
30. Duplex
31. Jefferson House
32. Deschutes Duplex



W A R N E R  P A C I F I C  C O L L E G E  C A M P U S  M A P



Permit Parking only 24/7
Tabor Terrace residents only



Permit Parking M-F
8 am - 5 pm
student/employee/visitors



Permit Parking only 24/7
Division St. residents only



Permit Parking only 24/7
students/employees



Permit Parking only 24/7
Saxon residents only



Permit Parking M-F 8 am - 5 pm
employee/visitors only
NO student parking
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This information is being emailed to OACTE and Title II coordinators.



 



 



Good morning ~



 



TSPC is offering Title II training on Wednesday, March 2, 2016, 9 a.m. – 12 p.m. (noon). A registration form for that event is attached.



 



Speakers include:



ｷ�������� WESTAT’s Alison Henderson, to discuss report requirements for the upcoming year;



ｷ�������� Pearson’s Pamela Eisermann, who will discuss data support; and



ｷ�������� TSPC’s Keith Menk and Candace Robbecke, who will answer policy questions.



 



Location: Warner Pacific College, Room Egtvedt203, 2304 SE 68th Ave., Portland, OR 97215.



 



Who should attend: College and university employees responsible for Title II at the EPPs and others whose work is impacted by Title II.



 



Cost: Registration is free.



 



Please feel free to forward this information! (Register by noon Tuesday, March 1. Walk-ins are welcome, too.)



 



Thank you.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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



 





Registration Form -- 03-02-2016.doc

			March 2, 2016


			TRAINING REGISTRATION FORM








[image: image1.jpg]OF OREGON








Teacher Standards and Practices Commission



Title II Training


March 2, 2016: 9 a.m. – 12 p.m. (noon)


Warner Pacific College



Room Egtvedt203


2304 SE 68th Ave.


Portland, OR 97215


			Organization


			





			Name(s)


			





			Title(s)


			





			Address


			





			Phone Number


			





			Email Address


			








NOTE:  All correspondence will be by email. 


Please ensure we have your correct email address.



Please respond by noon Tuesday, March 1, 2016, to: candace.robbecke@oregon.gov.
Walk-ins are welcome; however, pre-registration helps with meeting preparation.


Who should attend?



College and university employees responsible for Title II at the educator preparation programs and others whose work is impacted by Title II.


Registration is Free


We wish to extend our gratitude to the Warner Pacific College
for the complimentary use of the meeting space and for refreshments.




TSPC WPC Visitor Parking Permit.pdf




 
 



 
 



Temporary Parking Permit 
Please place this on the driver’s side 



of your dashboard. 
 



GUEST OF: 
Department/Office: 



Education 
 



DATES: 
3/2/16 



 
Please park in labeled visitor parking if available. 



 
Parking in disabled parking spaces requires a valid disabled 



placard or license plates issued by any state. 
 



Do not park or unload in fire lanes,  
or on the east side of 68th Ave. 



 
This permit may not be transferred to another person. 



 
This parking permit was issued by Warner Pacific College 



 with permission for these dates only. 
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1. Tabor Terrace Apartments
 a. Pearl Lewis
 b. Mary Husted
 c. Warner Monroe
2. Caldwell House
3. Gotham Hall (Science)
4. Maintenance Building
5. A.F. Gray (Administrative Building)
6a. Schlatter Prayer Chapel
6b. Kardatzke Hall
7a. Smith Hall
7b. Offices of Student Affairs



8. Warman Hall
9. Rainier House
10. McKinnon House
11. Otto F. Linn Library
12a. McGuire Auditorium
12b. Theatre (lower level)
13. Egtvedt Hall
14a. C.C. Perry Gymnasium
14b. Student Union
15. Adams House
16. Clackamas House



17. Willamette House
18. 5-Plex Apartments
19. Early Learning Center
25. Center for Teaching
         and Learning
26. Division St. Apartments
27. Tabor House
28. Saxon Apartments
30. Duplex
31. Jefferson House
32. Deschutes Duplex



W A R N E R  P A C I F I C  C O L L E G E  C A M P U S  M A P



Permit Parking only 24/7
Tabor Terrace residents only



Permit Parking M-F
8 am - 5 pm
student/employee/visitors
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		To
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This issue of the TSPC newsletter contains answers to frequently asked questions about:



·         Endorsements;



·         PDUs;



·         Processing time;



·         Fingerprinting;



·         Expiration dates; and



·         More.



 



This issue was emailed to school districts and I am forwarding it to:



·         OACTE;



·         Licensure Leads (deans and directors); and



·         Licensure and placement staff who attended an initial front-line licensure and placement meeting yesterday. The meeting was organized by OSU Licensure & Placement Specialist Jennifer Humphreys and catered and hosted by OSU. (Thank you, Jen and Nell!)



 



Please forward this to anyone and everyone who needs the information contained in the newsletter.



 



Newsletter content was developed by Marcia Latta (Latta Communications) and TSPC staff Elizabeth Keller and Tamara Dykeman. Thank you, communications gurus!



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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



 



 



 



 



 



Feb. 16, 2016



 





Oregon's new Educator Licensure Redesign has new licensure requirements and an online eLicensure system. This newsletter provides information about this transition. 





 



	Information about Oregon Educator Licensure Redesign 



Licenses
Most teachers will apply for a Preliminary, Professional or Teacher Leader License. Legacy licenses are for veteran teachers near the end of their careers. Reciprocal licenses are granted to out-of-state licensed applicants to allow them to quickly transition into Oregon licensure. 
Preliminary licenses are for new teachers. They require 75 professional development units to renew and can be renewed indefinitely until the requirements for a Professional license are met.
Professional licenses are for educators who have demonstrated advanced teaching competency and have taught for four full years. See the licensure requirements. 



  _____  


Endorsements and Authorizations
All licenses must have endorsements from a TSPC-approved list.  
Authorization levels have been eliminated. Any teacher who has a subject-area endorsement may teach that subject at any grade level. If a teacher is endorsed to teach math, for example, he or she may do so at any grade level. 



  _____  


Professional Development Requirements
There are two types of Professional Development Units (PDUs):
Continuing PDUs renew a license. They are verifed by a school district or ESD and reported on a PEER form. Contact your local HR department. 
Advanced PDUs are one of many options for upgrading a teaching license from preliminary to professional status. They allow maximum flexibility to gain professional knowledge based on individual needs. Educators work with their districts to define an Advanced PDU program that supports professional growth. 



  _____  


 



eLicensing: Applying for or renewing your license




Online only: 
Licensure applications and fees must be submitted online through eLicensing. 

We no longer accept C-1 Forms.

Send supporting documentation via Mail, fax or email 

Do not send your supporting materials more than once. If you mail them, do not also fax and email them. 

Be sure any correspondence has your name and other identifier: date of birth, last four social security numbers or TSPC account number. 

Processing time: 
Please allow about a week for mailed materials to arrive before calling about whether the documents have been received. 



  _____  


Fingerprinting

All fingerprinting is now done by Fieldprint offices. Locations are within 30 miles of most districts. 

Find more information about fingerprinting requirements.



 



	Expiration dates for certain license types have been extended through the end of March. Please check the status of existing licenses in Educator Lookup. 



 





This newsletter is intended to provide general information only. Please refer to Chapter 584 of the Oregon Administrative Rules for specific rules and regulations governing educator licensure in Oregon.



	

Almost 3,000 educators have successfully applied for new or renewal licenses since eLicensing launched.



 



	Questions?



Please check the TSPC website for the latest technical updates and instructions. Updates may change daily. www.oregon.gov/tspc



 



Email help: 
eLicensing or technical problems: online.tspc@oregon.gov

Licensure questions: contact.tspc@oregon.gov

Districts: Please contact your TSPC representative if you have questions about licenses for educators in your district. 



  _____  


Online resources
New information is added to the TSPC website every day. 

Check the TSPC website site to find information about the new system and requirements: 
 



Approved Programs



Endorsements



Fees



Fingerprinting Information



Forms



Licensure Guide



PDUs



Testing



  _____  


eLicensing Messages
Unexpected error: This message means there was a problem with the system during the application process. Please login and start your application again. 

Payment attempt failed: eLicensing requires a credit card for payment. This message means there was a problem with the card. Please try again or use another card.  



  _____  
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To:                   OACTE Listserv and Licensure Liaisons



 



From:               Keith Menk and Candace Robbecke



 



Date:                January 27, 2016



 



Re:                   TSPC Field Notes -- eLicensing



 



Please forward this information to others on your campus. We have received quite a few questions from front-line licensure staff, people who work with candidate fingerprinting, and others. We count on you to pass this information along to anyone who is not in one of the two groups (OACTE or licensure liaisons) that will receive this email.



 



The educator licensure system is now up and running. It is an online only system. Applications and payments can only be made through the eLicensing system.



 



ｷ�������� There is a new link for eLicensing problems (e.g. data entered incorrectly, something that did not work properly, etc.): online.tspc@oregon.gov. For other questions, please contact Keith Menk or Candace Robbecke.



 



ｷ�������� PA-1 forms are no longer used. Candidates now use the eLicensing system and select the “Clinical Practices” category to obtain their criminal background check clearance.



 



ｷ�������� Fingerprinting:



o    Fingerprinting applications now start in the eLicensing system. As noted above, the licensing category is “Clinical Practices.”



o    After completed the application, candidates cannot begin the fingerprinting process until they receive an email from TSPC. 



Note: The email provides instructions and codes and will take up to 7 business days. The amount of time will go down with time.



o    After TSPC emails the required codes to the applicant, the applicant schedules an appointment through the Fieldprint website.



o    General fingerprinting information is now available online. It includes FAQs, step-by-step instructions, a link to a list of disqualifying crimes, etc.



 



ｷ�������� C-2 forms are online and programs should continue to use the online form. 



o    The hard-copy forms were updated and are posted online but the hard copy forms are for use by out-of-state folks.



o    Due to time constraints, the electronic C-2 form has not yet been updated to reflect January 1, 2016, changes. However, please continue to use the online form.



 



ｷ�������� Fast track is no longer available. The need for Fast Track is expected to be eliminated once eLicensing is fully implemented and running smoothly. 



 



ｷ�������� TSPC will work in two systems until the applications that were started in the old Legacy system (2015 or earlier) have been resolved and we are able to completely migrate to the new system.



o    Applications received in 2015 and earlier are part of the old Legacy system. These records are available (as they have always been) in the Educator Lookup.



o    Applications received in 2016 are part of the eLicensing system. The educator lookup for accounts in the new system is not yet available.



 



Thank you.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Compliance Specialist



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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