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and World Languages (French, 
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Spanish (pathway for Multiple 
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Program offered at more than one site and/or online delivery model? No 
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Title       Director, STEP Elementary 
Phone #      (650) 725-2221 
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SECTION A – CREDENTIAL PROGRAM SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

 
PART I – Contextual Information 

1Enrollment 2014-
15 

Traditional:  
86 Total 
• 23 Multiple Subject, 

which includes 6 
candidates who pursued 
the bilingual 
authorization 

• 63 Single Subject 

Intern:  
NA 

Other:  
NA 

2Prior Enrollment 
2013-14 

Traditional:  
99 Total 
• 23 Multiple Subject, 

which includes 9 
candidates who pursued 
the bilingual 
authorization  

• 76 Single Subject 

Intern:  
NA 

Other:  
NA 

3Expected Length 
of Program 

12 Months (fulltime) – no part time candidates 

4Completer Rates: 

aOn time 
(Expected Length 

of Program) 

bWithin One Year 
beyond Expected 

Length of Program 

cMore than One 
Year beyond 

Expected 
Length of 
Program 

dNon- 
Completers 

100% 0% 0% 

iCounseled 
Out 

iiOther 

0% 0% 
 
 
5Analysis of Completer Rate Data: 
100% of candidates who enrolled in each of the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 cohorts 
completed the program within 12 months—the expected length of the program. These 
data suggest that STEP is admitting qualified and well-prepared candidates and is 
providing the supports necessary for candidates to successfully complete the program on 
time. The ratio of two faculty program directors and a director of clinical work to 
approximately 100 candidates makes it possible to closely advise the candidates and also 
achieve extensive coordination within the program, and STEP leadership and staff also 
meet weekly to address programmatic plans, activities, and outcomes. In addition, the 
STEP directors, the credential coordinator and liaison to GSE’s academic services office, 
and other key clinical work staff meet weekly to discuss candidates’ performance and 
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progress in university coursework and in clinical placements. The faculty program 
directors, who serve as the candidates’ academic advisors, are in close communication 
with candidates through individual interviews, frequent check-ins, weekly practicum 
seminars, and regular office hours. The STEP leadership and staff share information 
about the work of cooperating teachers and supervisors and the quality of field 
placements in general. They review the data collected via candidate feedback and visits to 
the classrooms of cooperating teachers, as well as feedback from administrators and other 
members of the community, to make improvements in the program. In addition to highly 
personalized advising and support by STEP faculty and staff, candidates also have access 
to school-specific and university-wide student services from both individuals (e.g., the 
Associate Dean for Student Affairs, Asst. Vice Provost for Graduate Life) and 
organizations like Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS) at Vaden Health 
Center (http://vaden.stanford.edu) and the Office of Accessible Education 
(https://oae.stanford.edu). These and numerous other resources and supports available to 
STEP students contribute to candidates’ on-time and successful completion of the 
program, as detailed in the data above.   
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6Program Description 
 

Briefly describe program.  Pay specific attention to providing program details that 
will assist the reviewer in understanding the context of the data and analysis 
provided in Part II.  (limit 300 words) 
 
The Stanford Teacher Education Program (STEP) is a 12-month program that combines a 
full year of student teaching with graduate coursework leading to a California 
Preliminary Multiple Subject or Single Subject Teaching Credential and a Master of Arts 
in Education. Single Subject candidates pursue a credential in one of five content areas: 
English, History/Social Science, Mathematics, Science or World Languages. Multiple 
Subject candidates may also pursue a Spanish Bilingual authorization.  
 
STEP combines practice and theory. STEP’s small cohort size, access to accomplished 
K-12 and university faculty, and coherent design provide candidates with coursework 
interwoven with hands-on teaching experience, sustained mentoring, and personalized 
advising. The program advocates teaching that is content-based and context-responsive, 
with a strong emphasis on both the development of content-specific pedagogy and 
preparation to teach culturally and linguistically diverse learners. 
 
STEP’s criteria for assessing candidates’ performance are aligned with national, state, 
and institutional standards, including the California Standards for the Teaching 
Profession and the Teaching Performance Expectations. To develop candidates’ 
pedagogical content knowledge in the disciplines, STEP draws upon subject-specific 
national and state curricular standards.   
 
STEP uses a variety of formative and summative assessments, including course 
assignments and quarterly assessments of clinical work, to document candidates’ 
professional growth. The capstone assessment for all candidates is the Performance 
Assessment for California Teachers (PACT), which requires candidates to assemble 
documentation of and reflect upon their teaching practice. Single Subject candidates 
present evidence in the content area for which they are being credentialed; Multiple 
Subject candidates document their teaching of Literacy, Mathematics, History/Social 
Science, and Science.  
 
In order to meet Stanford University’s requirements for the Master of Arts degree, all 
candidates must complete a minimum of 45-quarter units in courses at or above the 100-
level, excluding activity classes. Teacher candidates must also complete all state-
approved requirements for the Preliminary Credential. 
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Program Changes Since Last Accreditation Activity 
 
 

Program Change (Credential Program Impacted)    Implementation Date 
 

Changes in Leadership (Single Subject) 
 
In June 2014, Dr. Rachel Lotan stepped down as the director of 
STEP Secondary, and in January 2015, Dr. Peter Williamson 
assumed leadership of STEP Secondary.  

June 2014/ 
January 2015 

 

 
World Language Program (Single Subject) 
 
As mentioned in the 2012 Report, in 2011 STEP welcomed 11 
World Language (WL) candidates in its Single Subject program 
(one in French, four in Mandarin and six in Spanish). In STEP 
2011-2012, there were eight WL candidates (two in Mandarin 
and six in Spanish). In 2012-2013 STEP did not include any WL 
candidates because of a relative weakness in the applicant pool. 
However, after increasing our efforts to recruit qualified 
applicants for this important subject cohort of our Single Subject 
program, we welcomed 13 WL candidates in 2013-2014 and 8 
candidates in 2014-2015, all of whom were recommended for a 
credential.  

June 2013 
 

 
Additional Professional Development Opportunities for 
Staff—Academic Language (Single Subject; Multiple 
Subject; Bilingual Pathway)  
 
Since 2013, STEP has provided additional professional 
development opportunities around academic language to 
Clinical Associates, Cooperating Teachers, and Supervisors. 
Led by a STEP Clinical Associate and the PACT Coordinator, 
these presentations have been aimed at further developing 
clinical staff’s abilities to provide feedback on candidates’ use 
of academic language across content areas, particularly as it 
relates to scaffolding students’ use of academic language 
through content area instruction. For example, these two 
presenters have worked with Supervisors to understand how to 
incorporate academic language objectives into broader lesson 
plans and activities, and to align academic language goals with 
content objectives. PACT scorers have also received similar 
training on recognizing academic language within the context 
of the PACT Teaching Event. Feedback from clinical staff on 
the competencies they hope to develop to support candidates 
has served as the impetus for these professional development 

September 2013 
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opportunities, and these presentations, along with 
individualized support represent ongoing programmatic efforts 
to enhance candidates’ field experiences. 

 
Expanded Partnership with Sunnyvale School District 
(Single Subject; Multiple Subject; Bilingual Authorization) 
 
As discussed in the 2012 Biennial Report, STEP began a 
partnership with the Sunnyvale School District in 2010. All 
STEP candidates complete a summer placement at either an 
elementary or a middle school summer school program in 
Sunnyvale. In 2013-2014, STEP’s work with Sunnyvale 
expanded into a district-university partnership that focuses on 
fostering school-wide changes at Columbia Middle School. 
Over the past three years, STEP has placed 18 Single and 
Multiple Subject candidates at Columbia Middle School. 
During each school year, STEP’s Clinical Associates have 
worked with Cooperating Teachers and teacher candidates at 
Columbia to support them in implementing research-based 
pedagogical practices.  

Fall 2013 

 
New Course: EDUC 388F: Introduction to Academic 
Language (Multiple Subject; Bilingual Authorization)  
 
During the 2012-2013 school year STEP introduced EDUC 
388F: Introduction to Academic Language for Multiple Subject 
candidates. The course was added to the STEP curriculum in 
order to provide MS candidates with metalinguistic awareness 
on English language use and on the construction of language in 
schools. In this course candidates discuss the building blocks of 
language (e.g., phonemes, syntax, etc.) and the context of 
language use. The course provides candidates with an 
opportunity to reflect on the language demands of classrooms 
before they must create and implement lesson plans. For 
example, in a key assignment in EDUC388 candidates explore 
the linguistic context of their summer school placement. 
Candidates must identify the language demands of their 
classrooms, as well as the supports offered by their schools for 
language learners.  
 
EDUC388F is offered in the “Pre-Fall” quarter (mid-August to 
mid-September), which allows for programmatic coherence, as 
the course provides candidates a theoretical introduction to 
academic language upon which later classes in the STEP 
curriculum sequence build. In the Winter quarter, all MS (and 
Secondary) candidates take EDUC388A: Language Policies and 

AY 2012-2013  
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Practices, a course that extends the work of EDUC388F by 
providing candidates opportunities to gain facility with the 
pedagogical practices and theories of academic language 
instruction. Bilingual Authorization candidates also take 
EDUC264E: Metodos y Materiales en los Salones Bilingues in 
the Fall quarter, a class that specifically addresses the language 
practices of bilingual classrooms.   

 
Changes to Course Schedule (Single Subject; Multiple 
Subject; Bilingual Authorization) 
 
In 2015-2016, STEP made a series of changes to its course 
schedule. EDUC299: Equity and Schooling, was previously 
organized as an 8 session modular course spanning two weeks 
in the summer. Based on student feedback, course evaluations, 
and analysis and reflection of course instructors and program 
directors, STEP determined to move the course to the “Pre-
Fall” term (mid-August to mid-September) and expand the 
number of sessions from 8 to 9 for a number of reasons, the 
principle ones including: (1) the need for candidates to have 
additional time to grapple with complex and weighty issues and 
(2) the value of candidates being in fall placements during the 
course so that they and instructors can better make links 
between theory and scholarship in the course to practice in 
schools and classrooms. 
 
EDUC246B: Secondary Teaching Seminar, which was 
previously offered during Pre-Fall, was moved to the Fall 
quarter. EDUC244: Classroom Management (Secondary) was 
moved to the Pre-Fall quarter from the Fall.  These changes 
were made so that candidates would have access to the 
Classroom Management curriculum earlier in their placements 
when norms and routines are being established, and so the 
Secondary Teaching Seminar could be better aligned with the 
curriculum of the Adolescent Development class, which is 
offered in the Fall.  
 
EDUC285: Learning Needs, a Spring quarter class, was 
extended by 1 hour per class, for a total of 10 additional hours 
of instructional time. These changes were implemented based 
on candidate feedback on exit surveys and course evaluations.  
 
We believe that this collection of curricular changes better meet 
candidates’ developmental needs (e.g., candidates explore 
classroom management theories and techniques as they are 
beginning their school-year placements); add greater coherence 

June 2015 for AY 
15-16 
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to STEP’s curriculum; and better align candidates’ fieldwork 
and coursework.   

 
Teaching for Equity Series (Single Subject; Multiple 
Subject; Bilingual Authorization)  
 
In 2014-2015, STEP launched a “Teaching for Equity Learning 
Series,” an optional year-long series in which all teacher 
candidates have the opportunity to learn from researchers and 
practitioners who have particular insights on teaching for 
equity. Each month STEP candidates engage a speaker, panel, 
or workshop around various topics in education, such as 
supporting LGBTQ students or disproportionate discipline in 
classrooms. This series was launched in order to supplement 
and enhance candidate coursework and clinical experiences 
around creating equitable classrooms. Given the success of the 
series last year, we will continue to offer the workshops during 
the 2015-2016 year. 

October 2014 
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Response to Commission Feedback 
 

8 Commission 
Feedback (prior 
BR, SV) 

aInstitutional Action/Response 
bImplemen-
tation Date 

 
 
Data, analysis, and 
program modifications 
were provided, clearly 
presented, and well 
linked. Data and 
analysis supported 
program modifications. 
PACT scores were 
presented. Although not 
required, it would be 
helpful to reviewers to 
include a brief 
discussion of the rubric 
(BR feedback dated 
December 12, 2012). 

The PACT Teaching Event is a 
Commission-approved summative 
performance assessment of classroom 
teaching. The PACT Teaching Event 
consists of 5 integrated tasks- Context, 
Planning, Instruction, Assessment, and 
Reflection- based on the CSTPs. Each of 
the five tasks is based on a set of guiding 
questions and corresponding rubrics.  The 
five tasks of the teaching event are scored 
across a total of 12 rubrics.  
 
Trained scorers evaluate teaching event 
portfolios by assessing candidate evidence 
in light of the rubric level descriptors. 
PACT Central advises that when a 
teaching event is not an exact match to a 
rubric level descriptor, score by selecting 
the level that is the closest match (see 
http://www.pacttpa.org/_files/Publications
_and_Presentations/Appendix_F.pdf). 
 
A score of 2 is considered a passing score 
on each of 12 rubrics. Scores of 3 and 4 
demonstrate increasingly strong 
performance. A score of 1 indicates an 
area in which the teacher candidate did 
not meet expectations. To pass a category, 
candidates must have a majority (at least 
half) passing scores within the category. 
In Planning and Assessment, 2 out of the 
3 scores must be a “Level 2” or higher; in 
Instruction, Reflection, and Academic 
Language, 1 out of 2 scores must be a 
“Level 2” or higher. 
 
Additionally, there may be no more than 2 
failing scores of “Level 1” across all 
tasks. 

 
NA 
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The Commission 
responded to an email 
on 11/14/2012 from 
Stanford University 
indicated to the 
Commission that it 
plans to close the CTEL 
program and requested 
that the Commission 
remove the program 
from the list of 
approved programs. In 
response, the 
Commission indicated 
that the Commission 
needs a formal request 
in writing, on university 
letterhead. This request 
needs to include the 
date for when the last 
remaining candidates 
are expected to 
complete the program 
and the number of 
candidates currently in 
the program. If it is still 
the desire to close this 
program, please provide 
that information to the 
Commission. It will be 
provided to the 
Committee on 
Accreditation at the 
next regularly 
scheduled meeting 
(February 7, 2013). If 
the program is to 
continue, a biennial 
report with aggregated 
candidate assessment 
and program 
effectiveness data will 
be required (BR 
feedback dated 
December 12, 2012). 

On December 18, 2012, Dr. Rachel Lotan, 
then Director of STEP Secondary, 
confirmed with Cheryl Hickey, the 
Commission’s Administrator of 
Accreditation, that the CTEL program 
should be withdrawn from accreditation. 
Dr. Lotan confirmed the program’s 
withdrawal in an email, rather than in 
writing, at Hickey’s request. 

December 
12, 2012 

 
This [bilingual] 
authorization is new. 
The Commission looks 
forward to the inclusion 
of data regarding 
candidates in the 
bilingual authorization 
pathway in future 

In Data Tables #1-4 we provide data 
specific to STEP candidates pursuing the 
bilingual authorization: 
 
In Data Table #1b, we provide bilingual 
candidates’ PACT Teaching Event scores 

NA 
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reports (BR feedback 
dated December 12, 
2012). 

on rubrics 1-5. 
 
In Data Table #2b we detail PACT 
Teaching Event scores for rubrics 6-12. 
 
In Data Table #3b, we provide evidence 
of candidate competence in their clinical 
fieldwork via data from the “Quarterly 
Assessment of Field Work” form 
Supervisors complete. 
 
Finally, In Data Table #4b we provide 
bilingual candidates’ responses on STEP 
Exit Surveys. 

 
It is assumed that 
candidates in the 
bilingual program are 
included in the program 
report for the MS 
program.  If there are 
candidates enrolled in 
the bilingual program, 
please indicate how 
many and, if more than 
10, disaggregate the 
data for this group of 
students in the future  to 
allow for an 
understanding of any 
differences between the 
bilingual program and 
the non-bilingual 
program.  This may 
help inform program 
improvement.  (BR 
feedback dated August 
21, 2013) 

 

There have been fewer than 10 bilingual 
candidates per year since STEP has begun 
offering the authorization: There were 9 
out of 23 MS candidates who pursued the 
authorization pathway in 2013-2014 and 6 
of 23 who opted for the authorization in 
2014-2015. The number of STEP Multiple 
Subject candidates pursuing the bilingual 
authorization has remained relatively 
stable—note that in 2012-2013, 8 of 23 
MS candidates received the bilingual 
authorization, and 7 of 24 MS candidates 
pursued the authorization in the 2011-
2012 cohort. 
 
All data provided below on Multiple 
Subject candidates includes data from 
candidates pursuing the bilingual 
authorization. Additionally, in Data 
Tables #1b-4b, we disaggregate data for 
the bilingual authorization candidates (see 
above).  

NA 
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PART II –Candidate Assessment and Program Effectiveness Analysis 
and Discussion of Data 

 
 
REQUIRED Data Table #1: Single Subject Candidates (All Subjects) PACT 
Teaching Event Planning and Instruction Rubric Scores 
 
Data Table #1a: Multiple Subject Candidates (Elementary Literacy) PACT 
Teaching Event Planning and Instruction Rubric Scores 
 
Data Table #1b: Multiple Subject Candidates Pursuing the Bilingual Authorization 
Pathway (Elementary Literacy) PACT Teaching Event Planning and Instruction 
Rubric Scores 
 
 
9Briefly describe Key Assessment  #1 (Candidate Competency): 
The Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) is a summative assessment 
of teaching aligned with the TPEs, as designed by the PACT Consortium. Candidates for 
the Single Subject credential complete the PACT Teaching Event (TE) during the 
independent student teaching phase of their year-long field placement, supported by a 
series of assignments in their spring seminar, EDUC246D: Secondary Teaching Seminar. 
Candidates for the Multiple Subject credential complete a Teaching Event in Elementary 
Literacy in winter quarter, in conjunction with EDUC246H: Elementary Teaching 
Seminar, and supported by a series of related course activities and assignments. In 
addition, Multiple Subject candidates complete one Teaching Event Content Area Task 
(CAT) in each of the three additional core areas not addressed in the complete TE 
(mathematics, history/social science and science). Multiple Subject candidates collect the 
information needed to respond to the PACT TE and CAT requirements in two different 
field placements, one in the early elementary grades and another in the upper grades.   
 
Below we provide three data tables. Data Table #1 reflects all Single Subject candidate 
scores across the 5 PACT TE Planning and Instruction rubrics. 
 
In Data Table #1a, we provide all Multiple Subject candidate scores on the 5 PACT TE 
Planning and Instruction rubrics from the Elementary Literacy portion of the 
Elementary Teaching Event. The scores for bilingual authorization candidates are 
included in these PACT TE scores in order to provide a comprehensive picture of the 
entire Multiple Subject cohort. 
 
Additionally, in Data Table #1b, we present rubric scores for only those MS candidates 
pursuing the bilingual authorization.  
 
The scores reported in all tables include scores for candidates whose Teaching Events 
were double-scored. In such cases, we have included both scores in our calculations of 
candidate averages and standard deviations. 
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aScoring Scale:    
Each PACT Teaching Event is scored on a Level 1-4 scale in each of five categories 
(Planning, Instruction, Assessment, Reflection and Academic Language). Level 1 is a 
failing score, and Levels 2-4 are passing scores, with Levels 3 and 4 indicating 
increasingly strong performance.  
 
 
bPassing Score:  
To pass the PACT TE, candidates must pass all 5 categories  (Planning, Instruction, 
Assessment, Reflection and Academic Language). A total of 12 rubrics cover the five 
categories. To pass a given category, candidates must have a majority (at least half) of 
passing scores within a category. In Planning and Assessment, 2 out of the 3 scores must 
be a “Level 2” or higher; in Instruction, Reflection, and Academic Language, 1 out of 2 
scores must be a “Level 2” or higher.  Additionally, there may be no more than 2 failing 
scores of “Level 1” across all tasks. 
 
 
10CTC Competencies/Standards Assessed: 
The PACT Teaching Event assesses a candidate’s demonstrated proficiency in each of 
the Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs), as described by the CTC. Specifically, 
Planning rubric 1 assesses TPEs 1,4, and 9, and rubric 2 addresses TPEs 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
and 9. Instruction rubric 3 assesses candidates on TPEs 2 and 3. Of the Instruction 
rubrics, the first assesses candidates on TPEs 1, 5, and 11, and the second addresses TPEs 
2 and 5.    



Data Table #1: Single Subject Candidates (All Subjects) PACT Teaching Event Planning and Instruction Rubric Scores 
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2013-14 2014-15 

12Pathway  
(76) 

13Assessment Results  14Candidate
s  

Not 
Assessed  

12Pathway 
 (63) 

13Assessment Results  14Candid-
ates  
Not 

Assessed  
aRange 

of Scores 
bMean 
Score 

cSD   
aRange 

of 
Scores 

bMean 
Score 

cSD  

Traditional  
    ( 76 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

1-4 3.09 0.69 0 

Traditional  
      ( 63 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.46 0.67 0 

Planning 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.89 0.74 0 Planning 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.34 0.74 0 

Planning 
Rubric 3 

1-4 2.92 0.59 0 Planning 
Rubric 3 

1-4 3.07 0.64 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.64 0.81 0 Instruction 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.87 0.86 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.53 0.73 0 Instruction 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.73 0.70 0 

# of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE (w/out 
Revision) 

74 # of 
Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

63 

# of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

2 # of 
Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 

# of Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 # of 
Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 

TOTAL 76 TOTAL  
 

63 



Data Table #1: Single Subject Candidates (All Subjects) PACT Teaching Event Planning 
and Instruction Rubric Scores 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
In 2014 and 2015 all teacher candidates passed the PACT Teaching Event. Two candidates in the 
2013-2014 cohort did not meet the passing standard on their first submission, but subsequently 
passed with a revision and resubmission of their Teaching Events.  
 
Across all rubrics the mean scores are all well above the expected level (2), with the means in 
many categories approaching or even exceeding level 3—beyond expectations for a beginning 
teacher. Broadly, this indicates that our candidates are demonstrating the knowledge and skills 
expected of the profession, and that they leave the program well prepared for the challenges of 
classroom teaching. 
 
Across both years, our candidates scored higher on Planning Rubric 1 than on the other 4 rubrics. 
Candidates in the 2014-2015 cohort also performed better on all Planning and Instruction rubrics 
than did the previous cohort, with the most notable gains in Planning Rubric 2. In both years, our 
candidates scored lower on both Instructional Rubrics 1 and 2 than on each of the Planning 
rubrics. This could suggest that our candidates are stronger in lesson planning than in lesson 
implementation. Such a conclusion is plausible as our candidates are pre-service teachers, and as 
such their practice is still developing. Translating lesson plans into practice requires further 
development for novice teachers. Thus, we would expect to see our candidates’ abilities to 
implement lessons strengthen as they gain additional practice in areas such as classroom 
management and timing.  
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
We are considering programmatic supports that facilitate candidates’ teaching practice beyond 
their fieldwork placements. For example, candidates might benefit from additional opportunities 
to enact their lesson plans in their coursework; thus, allowing the program to address the 
Instruction rubrics discussed above.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Modifications to coursework experiences that would both augment opportunities to implement 
lesson plans during fieldwork and would further support candidates in the PACT TE relate to: 
Standard 8B: Pedagogical Preparation for Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Single Subject 
(SS) Candidates, Standard 1: Program Design, and Standard 4: Relationships Between Theory 
and Practice. 
 



Data Table #1a: Multiple Subject Candidates (Elementary Literacy) PACT Teaching Event Planning and Instruction Rubric 
Scores 
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2013-14 2014-15 

12Pathway  
(23) 

13Assessment Results  14Candidates  
Not 

Assessed  

12Pathway 
 (23) 

13Assessment Results  14Candidates  
Not 

Assessed  
aRange 

of 
Scores 

bMean 
Score 

cSD   
aRange of 

Scores 
bMean 
Score 

cSD  

Traditional  
    ( 23 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

3-4 3.46 0.51 0 

Traditional  
      ( 23 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.28 0.61 0 

Planning 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.42 0.58 0 Planning 
Rubric 2 

2-4 2.96 0.61 0 

Planning 
Rubric 3 

3-4 3.31 0.47 0 Planning 
Rubric 3 

2-4 3.16 0.47 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.23 0.65 0 Instruction 
Rubric 1 

2-4 2.84 0.75 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.19 0.69 0 Instruction 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.68 0.69 0 

# of  
Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

23 
 

# of  
Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 
(w/out 
Revision) 

23 

# of 
Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 
 

# of 
Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 

# of 
Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 
 

# of 
Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 

TOTAL 23 
 

TOTAL 23 



Data Table #1a: Multiple Subject Candidates (Elementary Literacy) PACT Teaching 
Event Planning and Instruction Rubric Scores 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
In 2014 and 2015 all Multiple Subject teacher candidates passed the PACT Teaching 
Event. As with the Single Subject cohorts, Multiple Subject candidates in these two years 
had mean scores well above the expected level (2) in all categories. Though not described  
in the chart above, Multiple Subject candidates also passed all of the Content Area Tasks 
(CATs) in History, Science, and Mathematics as well.  
 
In particular, we note that our candidates’ scores are rather consistent and strong within 
cohorts; however, the 2014-2015 cohort scored lower on the Instruction and Planning 
rubrics—specifically Instruction rubrics 1 and 2 and Planning rubric 2—than did the 
previous class. This does not present an area of concern, as the difference in scores is not 
statistically significant, and candidate scores are strong in both years; however, this does 
suggest that as a program we should continue to monitor score results year-over-year to 
ensure that a problematic pattern does not develop. 
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
We will continue to perform longitudinal analyses of TE data in order to determine 
meaningful trends reflective of candidate competencies. As with the Secondary 
candidates, we are considering programmatic supports for Multiple Subject candidates 
that might facilitate their teaching practice beyond their fieldwork placements. For 
example, candidates might benefit from additional opportunities to enact their lesson 
plans in their coursework, thus, allowing the program to address the Instruction rubrics 
discussed above.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Our intention to continue to monitor summative assessment data aligns with Standard 17: 
Implementation of the Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA): Program 
Administration Processes, which specifies that programs should maintain and review data 
for program improvement purposes. Modifications to coursework experiences that would 
both augment opportunities to implement lesson plans during fieldwork and that would 
further support candidates in the PACT TE relate to: Standard 8A: Pedagogical 
Preparation for Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) 
Candidates, Standard 1: Program Design, and Standard 4: Relationships Between Theory 
and Practice. 



Data Table #1b: Multiple Subject Candidates Pursuing the Bilingual Authorization Pathway (Elementary Literacy) PACT 
Teaching Event Planning and Instruction Rubric Scores 
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2013-14 2014-15 

12Pathway  
( 9 ) 

13Assessment Results  14Candidates  
Not 

Assessed  

12Pathway 
 ( 6 ) 

13Assessment Results  14Candidates  
Not 

Assessed  
aRange 

of 
Scores 

bMean 
Score 

cSD   
aRange of 

Scores 
bMean 
Score 

cSD  

Traditional  
    ( 9 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

3-4 3.56 0.53 0 

Traditional  
     ( 6 ) 

Planning 
Rubric 1 

3-4 3.33 0.52 0 

Planning 
Rubric 2 

3-4 3.44 0.53 0 Planning 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.00 0.63 0 

Planning 
Rubric 3 

3-4 3.33 0.50 0 Planning 
Rubric 3 

3-4 3.17 0.41 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 1 

3-4 3.44 0.53 0 Instruction 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.00 0.89 0 

Instruction 
Rubric 2 

3-4 3.67 0.50 0 Instruction 
Rubric 2 

2-4 2.67 0.82 0 

# of  
Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

9 
 

# of  
Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 
(w/out 
Revision) 

6 

# of 
Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 
 

# of 
Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 

# of 
Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 
 

# of 
Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 

TOTAL 9 
 

TOTAL 6 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
PACT scores for Multiple Subject candidates pursuing the bilingual authorization 
pathway were largely consistent with the scores of MS candidates not pursuing the 
pathway. All bilingual authorization pathway candidates in 2014 and 2015 passed the 
PACT Teaching Event. The data above show these candidates had mean scores well 
above the expected level (2) in all categories. In both years, these candidates scored in the 
high 3-point range across all but one rubric. This suggests that candidates who choose to 
pursue the bilingual authorization pathway are receiving appropriate support in lesson 
planning and implementation within their bilingual placement experiences and via 
EDUC264E: Metodos y Materiales en los Salones Bilingues, the course required of all 
candidates seeking the bilingual authorization and specific to the needs of teaching in a 
bilingual classroom. Also, these data are consistent with other data we collect on the 
program’s bilingual authorization candidates—for example, since STEP has offered the 
authorization, all bilingual pathway candidates have passed the CSET: LOTE Subtest III 
and CSET: LOTE Subtest V (data not provided in this report). We believe that a 
combination of rigorous coursework and meaningful field placements allows us to 
prepare these candidates to support students’ Spanish and English language development 
while simultaneously attending to their academic growth. 
 
Notably, the average score on Instruction rubric 2 for the 2014-2015 class was below 
scores on other rubrics, and was a full point lower than in the previous year. However, as 
discussed with regard to the Multiple Subject and Single Subject rubric scores, a decline 
on one rubric, while noteworthy, is not particularly troubling given the all-around high 
scores of this group and the rather modest sample size. Additional analysis on rubric 
scores over time, combined with other evidence of candidate competence, will help STEP 
determine whether our candidates are in need of additional support for this particular 
competency—or whether the 2014-2015 scores were outliers.  
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
The program will continue to monitor TE scores for MS candidates pursuing the bilingual 
authorization. If a downward trend in scores on an particular rubric or any collection of 
rubrics emerges, then we will consider additional program modifications, such as a 
revision of the syllabus for EDUC264E: Metodos y Materiales en los Salones Bilingues, 
and/or related expectations in their clinical placement experiences, in order to allow 
candidates additional opportunities in their coursework to practice implementing lesson 
plans.  
 
 

aRelated Program Standard(s): 
As noted above, our plan to continue to monitor summative assessment data 
longitudinally aligns with Standard 17: Implementation of the Teaching Performance 
Assessment (TPA): Program Administration Processes, which specifies that programs 
should maintain and review data for program improvement purposes. Any modifications 
to coursework experiences that would both augment opportunities to implement lesson 



Data Table #1b: Multiple Subject Candidates Pursuing the Bilingual Authorization 
Pathway (Elementary Literacy) PACT Teaching Event Planning and Instruction 
Rubric Scores 
 

 21 

plans during fieldwork and that would further support candidates in the PACT TE relate 
to: Standard 8A: Pedagogical Preparation for Subject-Specific Content Instruction by 
Multiple Subject (MS) Candidates, Standard 1: Program Design, and Standard 4: 
Relationships Between Theory and Practice. 
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REQUIRED Data Table #2: Single Subject Candidates (All Subjects) PACT 
Teaching Event Assessment, Reflection, and Academic Language Rubric Scores 
 
Data Table #2a: Multiple Subject Candidates (Elementary Literacy) PACT 
Teaching Event Assessment, Reflection, and Academic Language Rubric Scores 
 
Data Table #2b: Multiple Subject Candidates Pursuing the Bilingual Authorization 
Pathway (Elementary Literacy) PACT Teaching Event Assessment, Reflection, and 
Academic Language Rubric Scores 
 
 
9Briefly describe Key Assessment  #2 (Candidate Competency): 
The Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) is a summative assessment 
of teaching aligned with the TPEs, as designed by the PACT Consortium. Candidates for 
the Single Subject credential complete the PACT Teaching Event (TE) during the 
independent student teaching phase of their year-long field placements, supported by a 
series of assignments in their spring seminar, EDUC246D: Secondary Teaching Seminar. 
Candidates for the Multiple Subject credential complete a Teaching Event in Elementary 
Literacy in winter quarter, in conjunction with EDUC246H: Elementary Teaching 
Seminar, and supported by a series of related course activities and assignments. In 
addition, Multiple Subject candidates complete one Teaching Event Content Area Task 
(CAT) in each of the three additional core areas not addressed in the complete TE 
(mathematics, history/social science and science). Multiple Subject candidates collect the 
information needed to respond to the PACT TE and CAT requirements in two different 
field placements, one in the early elementary grades and another in the upper grades.   
 
Below we provide three data tables. Data Table #2 reflects all Single Subject candidate 
scores across the 7 PACT TE Assessment, Reflection, and Academic Language 
rubrics. In Data Table #2a, we provide all Multiple Subject candidate scores on the 7 
PACT TE Assessment, Reflection, and Academic Language rubrics from the 
Elementary Literacy portion of the Elementary Teaching Event. As with Data Table #1a 
(above), here, we include the scores for bilingual authorization candidates in these PACT 
TE scores in order to provide a comprehensive picture of the Multiple Subject cohort. In 
addition, in Data Table #2b, we present rubric scores for only those MS candidates 
pursuing the bilingual authorization so that their competencies may be understood 
distinct from the larger cohort.  
 
The scores reported in both tables include scores for candidates for whom the Teaching 
Events were double-scored. In such cases, we have included both scores in our 
calculations of candidate averages and standard deviations.  
 
 
aScoring Scale:  
Each PACT Teaching Event is scored on a Level 1-4 scale in each of five categories 
(Planning, Instruction, Assessment, Reflection and Academic Language). Level 1 is a 
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failing score, and Levels 2-4 are passing scores, with Levels 3 and 4 indicating 
increasingly strong performance.  
 
 
bPassing Score:             
To pass the PACT TE, candidates must pass all 5 categories  (Planning, Instruction, 
Assessment, Reflection and Academic Language). A total of 12 rubrics cover the five 
categories. To pass a given category, candidates must have a majority (at least half) of 
passing scores within a category. In Planning and Assessment, 2 out of the 3 scores must 
be a “Level 2” or higher; in Instruction, Reflection, and Academic Language, 1 out of 2 
scores must be a “Level 2” or higher.  Additionally, there may be no more than 2 failing 
scores of “Level 1” across all tasks. 
 
 
10CTC Competencies/Standards Assessed: 
The PACT Teaching Event assesses a candidate’s demonstrated proficiency in each of 
the Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs), as described by the CTC. Specifically, 
Assessment rubric 1 evaluates candidates on TPEs 1 and 3, while Assessment rubrics 2 
and 3 measure candidates’ mastery of TPEs 3 and 4. Reflection rubric 1 aligns with TPEs 
2, 10, 12, and 13, while Reflection rubric 2 focuses on TPEs 10, 11, 12, and 13. PACT 
Central does not specify TPEs that correspond with Academic Language rubric 1, but the 
guiding question used in the evaluation of that rubric reads, “How does the candidate 
identify the language demands of learning tasks and assessments relative to the students’ 
current levels of academic language proficiency?” Academic Language rubric 2 
addresses TPEs 1, 4, 7, 8.  
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2013-14 2014-15 

12Pathway  
(76) 

13Assessment Results  14Candid-
ates  
Not 

Assessed  

12Pathway 
 (63) 

13Assessment Results  14Candid-
ates  
Not 
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of 
Scores 
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cSD   
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of 
Scores 

bMean 
Score 

cSD  

Traditional  
    ( 76 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.82 0.74 0 

Traditional  
    ( 63 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

1-4 3.07 0.80 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.46 0.71 0 Assessment  
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.61 0.67 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 3 

1-4 2.72 0.84 0 Assessment  
Rubric 3 

1-4 2.85 0.69 0 

Reflection 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.67 0.66 0 Reflection 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.79 0.63 0 

Reflection 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.69 0.78 0 Reflection 
Rubric 2 

1-4 2.90 0.70 0 

Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.48 0.67 3 Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.76 0.62 0 

Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.42 0.61 3 Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.68 0.69 0 

# of  Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

74 # of  Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

63 

# of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

2 # of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 

# of Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 # of Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 

TOTAL 76 TOTAL 63 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
As discussed above, in 2014 and 2015 all teacher candidates passed the PACT Teaching 
Event.  
 
The three candidates for whom we do not provide data in the Academic Language 
columns are World Language candidates. PACT Central specifies that the two academic 
language rubrics should only be scored for World Language teacher candidates focusing 
on Levels 3 and 4 of the Language Learning Continuum. Our World Language candidates 
do not focus on those levels in their clinical placements.  
 
As in Data Table #1, across all rubrics the mean scores are all well above the expected 
level 2, with the means in many categories approaching or even exceeding level 3—
beyond expectations for a beginning teacher.  
 
Across both years, scores on Assessment Rubric 1 are generally higher than scores in 
other areas of assessment. This suggests that our candidates exhibit strength in employing 
student data in their practice. Also, across both cohorts, candidates scored fairly highly on 
the Reflection rubrics. This suggests that STEP’s emphasis on ongoing reflection—both 
through supervisory and in coursework assignments—is shaping candidates’ ability to 
think deeply and meaningfully about their teaching practice.  
 
On the whole, the Assessment and Academic Language scores in both years are slightly 
lower than the Planning and Instruction rubrics (Data Table #1). On the one hand, this is 
not a cause for programmatic concern, as the rubrics are evaluated on different scales; 
thus, a ‘3’ on a Planning rubric is not necessarily equivalent to a ‘3’ on an Academic 
Language rubric. Moreover, the difference between these rubric scores and scores of the 
other rubrics is not statistically significant. Nevertheless, these scores could indicate that 
our candidates need to further develop their practices around academic language and 
assessment.  
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
We will continue to develop our program in areas where we would like to see candidate 
performance further strengthened, such as assessment and academic language. To this 
end, we will continually seek opportunities to address assessment and academic language 
both in specific courses designed to support those domains, as well as across 
programmatic experiences (coursework and fieldwork) where we can integrate efforts in 
these domains across other areas. For example, as discussed in the “Program Changes 
Since Last Accreditation Activity,” section of this report, the curriculum of the Secondary 
Teaching Seminar has already been revised for the 2015-2016 school year to allow 
candidates deeper engagement with tools for assessment and academic language. 
Candidates now analyze lesson plans and materials for academic language that will 
require support, and they develop plans for providing those supports in their lessons. The 
program will continue to monitor Assessment and Academic language scores to 
determine whether any additional supports are needed for candidates. Also, as discussed 
earlier in this report, we are working to strengthen the professional development 
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opportunities for our program staff and adjuncts, especially our Supervisors, to support 
their work in these domains. For example, Supervisors will focus their Observation 
Feedback on candidates’ use of academic language across content areas, particularly as it 
relates to scaffolding students’ use of academic language through content area 
instruction. We believe that programmatic modifications like these will complement 
existing coursework and field experiences in supporting candidates’ practices around 
assessment and academic language.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Collectively, program modifications to support candidates’ assessment and academic 
language practices fall under the broad umbrella of Standard 8-B: Pedagogical 
Preparation for Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Single Subject (SS) Candidates, 
as these competencies are at the heart of any teaching practice. More specifically, further 
developing candidates facility with assessment data aligns with Standard 6: Pedagogy 
and Reflective Practice, which specifies that candidates master the use and interpretation 
of assessment measures. Efforts to provide additional professional opportunities for 
supervisors and other program staff speak to Standard 15: Qualifications of Individuals 
who Provide School Site Support. STEP’s ongoing evaluation of these rubric scores 
across classes aligns with the data monitoring and program improvement provisions of 
Standard 17: Implementation of the Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA): Program 
Administration Processes.  
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    ( 23 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

2-4 2.96 0.72 0 

Traditional  
    ( 23 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

2-4 2.96 0.68 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 2 

2-4 2.77 0.76 0 Assessment  
Rubric 2 

2-4 2.84 0.75 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 3 

2-4 3.15 0.61 0 Assessment  
Rubric 3 

2-4 3.12 0.53 0 

Reflection 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.27 0.53 0 Reflection 
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.08 0.76 0 

Reflection 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.00 0.63 0 Reflection 
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.12 0.60 0 

Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

2-3 2.65 0.49 0 Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-3 2.32 0.56 0 

Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

2-3 2.73 0.45 0 Academic 
Language 
Rubric 1 

1-4 2.60 0.65 0 

# of  Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

(w/out 
Revision) 

23 # of Candidates 
who Passed 
PACT TE 

23 

# of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 # of Candidates 
who Passed 

PACT TE w/ 
Revision & 

Resubmission 

0 

# of Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 # of Candidates 
who Failed 
PACT TE 

 

0 

TOTAL 23 TOTAL 23 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
As discussed above, in 2014 and 2015 all teacher candidates passed the PACT Teaching Event. 
All multiple subject candidates passed all of the Content Area Tasks (CATs) as well. As in Data 
Table #2a, across all rubrics the mean scores are all well above the expected level (2), with the 
means in many categories approaching or even exceeding a level (3), beyond expectations for a 
beginning teacher.  
 
As with the Secondary candidates, Multiple Subject candidates scored highly on the Reflection 
rubrics across both years. This suggests that STEP’s emphasis on ongoing reflection—both 
through supervisory and in coursework assignments—is shaping candidates ability to think 
deeply and meaningfully about their teaching practice.  
 
Also, Multiple Subject candidates scored slightly lower on the Assessment and Academic 
Language rubrics than in other areas. However, as discussed above, these scores are not 
particularly troubling to the program, as their difference from other rubric scores is not 
statistically significant—and the rubrics are not aligned vertically. Nevertheless, these scores 
could suggest that academic language and assessment are areas for continued focus in our work 
and in our candidates’ development.  
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
As discussed in the “Program Changes Since Last Accreditation Activity,” section, the 
curriculum of the Elementary Teaching Seminar has already been revised to allow candidates 
deeper engagement with tools for assessment and academic language. For example, candidates 
now study formative and summative assessments for the entire Winter quarter, including 
opportunities to bring in data on student performance to review and analyze in service of 
instructional planning and revision. STEP Elementary also launched an additional course, EDUC 
388F: Introduction to Academic Language, to bolster candidate knowledge and skills in support 
of academic language learning. The program will continue to monitor Assessment and Academic 
language scores to determine whether any additional supports are needed for candidates.  
 
Additionally, as discussed with reference to our Single Subject candidates, we are working to 
strengthen the professional development opportunities for our program staff and adjuncts, 
especially our Supervisors, to support their work in these domains. We are exploring ways to 
revise the clinical observation protocol so that Supervisors will focus their observation feedback 
on candidates’ use of academic language across content areas, particularly as it relates to 
scaffolding students’ use of academic language through content area instruction. These 
programmatic changes would benefit candidates in both credential areas. 
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Similar to our discussion of the SS candidates, further developing candidates’ facility with 
assessment data aligns with Standard 6: Pedagogy and Reflective Practice, which specifies that 
candidates master the use and interpretation of assessment measures. Efforts to provide 
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additional professional opportunities for supervisors and other program staff speak to Standard 
15: Qualifications of Individuals who Provide School Site Support. STEP’s ongoing evaluation 
of these rubric scores across classes aligns with the data monitoring and program improvement 
provisions of Standard 17: Implementation of the Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA): 
Program Administration Processes. Collectively, program modifications to support candidates’ 
assessment and academic language practices fall under the broad umbrellas of Standard 7: 
Preparation to Teach Reading-Language Arts and Standard 8-A: Pedagogical Preparation for 
Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) Candidates.  
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2013-14 2014-15 
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Not 

Assessed  

12Pathway 
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Traditional  
    ( 9 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

2-4 3.22 0.83 0 

Traditional  
    ( 6 ) 

Assessment  
Rubric 1 

3-4 3.17 0.41 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 2 

2-4 2.89 0.93 0 Assessment  
Rubric 2 

2-4 3.00 0.89 0 

Assessment  
Rubric 3 

2-4 3.11 0.60 0 Assessment  
Rubric 3 

3-4 3.33 0.52 0 

Reflection Rubric 
1 

3-4 3.22 0.44 0 Reflection Rubric 
1 

2-4 3.17 0.75 0 

Reflection Rubric 
2 

2-4 3.11 0.60 0 Reflection Rubric 
2 

2-4 3.17 0.75 0 
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Language Rubric 1 

2-3 2.67 0.50 0 Academic 
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Language Rubric 1 
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who Passed PACT 

TE (w/out 
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TE 

6 
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0 # of Candidates 
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0 
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0 
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15Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
As a subset of the Multiple Subject group, bilingual authorization candidates have TE 
scores similar to that of their MS peers and well within the range of expected 
competence. Given the very small sample sizes in this cohort, claims about programmatic 
strengths and weaknesses must be applied cautiously. To that end we will continue to 
monitor PACT TE results longitudinally to identify trend lines, and we will review the 
results in concert with other evidence about candidate competence, including assessments 
of fieldwork by Supervisors and Cooperating Teacher, as well as results of key course 
assignments. 
 
That said, current PACT TE results indicate that candidates pursuing the bilingual 
authorization scored lower on the Academic Language rubrics than in other areas, a point 
which deserves some programmatic attention, and may merit the consideration of 
additional supports around academic language for all candidates. 
 
With similar caveats, we also note that a strength of current results for this cohort as 
reflected in their scores on Assessment rubrics 1 and 2. 
 
 
16Resulting Program Modifications: 
In addition to monitoring these data longitudinally to determine whether any trends 
emerge in the bilingual authorization pathway versus non-bilingual authorization 
pathway for MS candidates, we will also explore the EDUC264E: Metodos y Materiales 
en los Salones Bilingues curriculum to determine whether there are any substantive 
differences around candidates’ preparation in assessment practices and supports for 
academic language. As noted with the Multiple Subject candidates (Data Table #2a) we 
have already made changes in the Elementary Teaching Seminar to allow candidates 
deeper engagement with tools for assessment and academic language, as well as to our 
professional development opportunities for clinical supervisors and other program staff.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
STEP’s ongoing evaluation of these rubric scores across classes aligns with the data 
monitoring and program improvement provisions of Standard 17: Implementation of the 
Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA): Program Administration Processes. 
Collectively, program modifications to support candidates’ assessment and academic 
language practices fall under the broad umbrellas of Standard 7: Preparation to Teach 
Reading-Language Arts and Standard 8-A: Pedagogical Preparation for Subject-Specific 
Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) Candidates. Work around our professional 
development for clinical Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers relates to Standard 15: 
Qualifications of Individuals who Provide School Site Support. 
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REQUIRED Data Table #3: Supervisor Quarterly Assessments for Single Subject 
Candidates - Spring 2015 
 
Data Table #3a: Supervisor Quarterly Assessments for Multiple Subject 
Candidates- Spring 2015 
 
Data Table #3b: Supervisor Quarterly Assessments for Multiple Subject Candidates 
Pursuing the Bilingual Authorization Pathway- Spring 2015 
 
 
17Briefly describe Key Assessment  #3 (Candidate Competency in Fieldwork/Clinical 
Practice): 
Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers each complete three formal quarterly assessments 
of a candidate’s performance in the classroom every year, at the end of the fall, winter 
and spring quarters. (Cooperating Teachers and Candidates also complete a less formal 
version of the assessment at the end of the summer school experience.) 
 
The Quarterly Assessment tool is built directly from the California Standards for the 
Teaching Profession (CSTPs) and the Teaching Performance Expectations (TPEs), all of 
which guide the supervision of teacher candidates. These quarterly assessments draw on 
the eight or nine formal classroom observations of the teacher candidate that supervisors 
perform each year, as well as the candidate’s written reflections, and regular meetings 
among the candidate, CT and supervisor. In these assessments, cooperating teachers and 
supervisors provide evidence that supports their evaluation of candidates on each element 
of the standards. Candidates then discuss these assessments with their Cooperating 
Teachers and Supervisors and set goals for future professional growth. The program 
directors review these assessments to gauge candidates’ progress to identify candidates who 
may need additional support, and to identify areas for programmatic improvements.  
 
Below are three data tables: 

• Data Table #3 details the Spring quarterly assessment data for Single Subject candidates, 
as assessed by STEP Supervisors. (In our analysis of the data, we discuss Cooperating 
Teacher feedback, which is largely similar to Supervisor feedback, but do not present it 
below.) 
 

• Data Table #3a details the Spring quarterly assessment data for Multiple Subject 
candidates, as assessed by STEP Supervisors. (Again, in our analysis of the data, we 
discuss Cooperating Teacher feedback.) As with Data Table #1a and 2a, we include scores 
for bilingual authorization candidates these quarterly assessment scores in order to give a 
full picture of each MS cohort. 
 

• Data Table #3b contains the Spring quarterly assessment data for only those Multiple 
Subject candidates who are pursuing the bilingual authorization, as assessed by STEP 
Supervisors. In this data table we have disaggregated these candidates’ from the overall 
Multiple Subject group in order to allow for a close analysis of this pathway.  
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aScoring Scale: 
Standards 1-5 within the quarterly assessment are scored as Levels 1, 2, 3, or 4, with 1 
being the lowest score. A section may also receive a score of “Other” if there is 
insufficient evidence or if there are special concerns. In the paragraphs that follow, we 
provide descriptions of each scoring level as described on the Quarterly Assessment 
form: 

Level 1: The novice teacher candidate’s performance shows signs of development. Yet, it 
is typically is inconsistent and variable in achieving anticipated outcomes. Small 
segments of independent and successful practice are performed regularly. The 
candidate’s performance requires strong guidance and extensive support, and relies 
substantially on the cooperating teacher’s plans, assessment tools, practices and guidance.  

Level 2: The teacher candidate’s performance is steady and episodes of independent and 
successful practice are more frequent and longer in duration. The candidate’s 
performance may require regular guidance and support, and continues to rely on 
suggestions and feedback from the cooperating teacher and supervisor. The candidate’s 
practice may still be variable in achieving anticipated outcomes.  

Level 3: The candidate’s performance is generally consistent and reliable. Performance is 
more commonly linked to anticipated outcomes. The candidate successfully organizes 
multiple, related lessons. The candidate’s performance indicates readiness to assume 
increased responsibility for daily instruction with continued support from a cooperating 
teacher, university supervisor or mentor.  

Level 4: The candidate’s performance is typically consistent, purposeful, and well-timed. 
The candidate successfully organizes series of related instructional segments over 
significant periods of times. Performance is more firmly linked to anticipated outcomes. 
The candidate’s performance indicates readiness to assume the regular, daily 
responsibilities as a teacher of record.  

OTHER Mark this column if… (1) you have insufficient evidence to evaluate the 
candidates performance at this time, or (2) you have special concerns or questions about 
the candidate’s performance on this standard at this time.  
 
Standard 6, which describes the responsibilities and expectations of becoming a member 
of a professional community, is scored differently. For Standard 6, assessors indicate 
whether: “Performance DOES meet professional expectations and demonstrate readiness 
to competently and successfully assume the responsibilities of the teaching profession” or 
“Performance DOES NOT meet professional expectations and demonstrate readiness to 
competently and successfully assume the responsibilities of the teaching profession.” As 
Standard 6 is a binary measure, in the chart below we do not provide the mean and 
standard deviation. However, we do provide the number of candidates who received each 
of the two possible scores.  
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bPassing Score: 
Moving from Level 1 to Level 4, the descriptors show how practice develops in terms of 
consistency, organization, integration, initiative, independence, effectiveness, and 
professionalism. The goal is for the teacher candidate to be at Level 4 on all of the 
standard elements by the end of the academic year, though we typically see a range of 
performance across the elements with the overwhelming majority of ratings at level 3 or 
Level 4. 
 
Though a Level 1 score is the lowest score a candidate can receive, it is not a failing 
score. The Quarterly Assessment is intended to indicate the instructional areas in which a 
candidate is strong, in which s/he needs development, and the areas in which s/he has 
grown over time. As such, candidates cannot fail the Quarterly Assessment; however, 
they may have significant areas of growth indicated on the assessment. 
 
 

18CTC Competencies/Standards Assessed:  
Candidates are assessed on their progress (Levels 1-4) on each of the California 
Standards for the Teaching Profession (CSTPs). 
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20Results (Single  Subject) 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(76) 

Traditional  
(63) 

 
19Key Indicators: aR bM dSD aR bM dSD 
Standard 1.1: Uses knowledge of 
students to engage them in learning 

3-4, Other 3.81 0.39 3-4 3.84 0.37 

Standard 1.2: Connects learning to 
students’ prior knowledge, 
backgrounds, life experiences, and 
interests 

3-4, Other 3.76 0.43 3-4 3.75 0.44 

Standard 1.3: Connects subject matter 
to meaningful, real-life contexts 

3-4, Other 3.77 0.42 3-4 3.76 0.43 

Standard 1.4: Uses a variety of 
instructional strategies, resources, and 
technologies to meet students’ diverse 
learning needs 

3-4 3.76 0.43 3-4 3.81 0.40 

Standard 1.5: Promotes critical thinking 
through inquiry, problem solving, and 
reflection 

2-4 3.61 0.54 3-4 3.79 0.41 

Standard 1.6: Monitors student learning 
and adjusts instruction while teaching 

2-4 3.63 0.51 2-4 3.56 0.53 

Standard 2.1: Promotes social 
development and responsibility within a 
caring community where each student 
is treated fairly and respectfully 

3-4, Other 3.79 0.41 2-4 3.76 0.50 

Standard 2.2: Creates physical or virtual 
learning environments that promote 
student learning, reflects diversity, and 
encourage constructive and productive 
interactions among students 

3-4 3.76 0.43 2-4 3.75 0.47 

Standard 2.3: Establishes and 
maintains learning environments that 
are physically, intellectually, and 
emotionally safe;  

3-4 3.80 0.40 2-4 3.75 0.51 
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Standard  2.4: Creates a rigorous 
learning environment with high 
expectations and appropriate support 
for all students 

2-4 3.53 0.55 2-4 3.59 0.56 

Standard 2.5: Develops, communicates, 
and maintains high standards for 
individual and group behavior 

2-4 3.63 0.51 2-4 3.59 0.59 

Standard  2.6: Employs classroom 
routines, procedures, norms, and 
supports for positive behavior to ensure 
a climate in which all students can learn 

3-4 3.74 0.44 2-4 3.70 0.59 

Standard  2.7: Uses instructional time to 
optimize learning 

2-4 3.61 0.52 2-4 3.63 0.55 

Standard 3.1: Demonstrates knowledge 
of subject matter, academic content 
standards, and curriculum frameworks 

2-4 3.72 0.51 3-4 3.81 0.40 

Standard  3.2: Applies knowledge of 
student development and proficiencies 
to ensure student understanding of 
subject matter 

2-4 3.71 0.48 2-4 3.67 0.51 

Standard  3.3: Organizes curriculum to 
facilitate student understanding of the 
subject matter 

2-4 3.74 0.47 2-4 3.71 0.49 

Standard  3.4: Utilizes instructional 
strategies that are appropriate to the 
subject matter 

3-4 3.87 0.34 2-4 3.81 0.47 

Standard  3.5: Uses and adapts 
resources, technologies, and standards-
aligned instructional materials, 
including adopted materials, to make 
subject matter accessible to all students 

3-4 3.80 0.40 3-4 3.73 0.45 

Standard  3.6: Addresses the needs of 
English learners and students with 
special needs to provide equitable 
access to the content.  

2-4, Other 3.48 0.56 2-4, Other 3.48 0.57 
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Standard  4.1: Uses knowledge of 
students’ academic readiness, language 
proficiency, cultural background, and 
individual development to plan 
instruction 

3-4 3.70 0.46 3-4 3.63 0.49 

Standard  4.2: Establishes and 
articulates goals for student learning 

2-4 3.72 0.51 3-4 3.75 0.44 

Standard  4.3: Develops and sequences 
long-term and short-term instructional 
plans to support student learning 

2-4 3.68 0.55 2-4 3.60 0.61 

Standard  4.4: Plans instruction that 
incorporates appropriate strategies to 
meet the learning needs of all students 

2-4 3.75 0.47 2-4 3.65 0.51 

Standard  4.5: Adapts instructional 
plans and curricular materials to meet 
the assessed learning needs of all 
students 

2-4 3.66 0.53 2-4 3.49 0.56 

Standard 5.1: Applies knowledge of the 
purposes, characteristics, and uses of 
different types of assessments 

2-4 3.68 0.52 2-4 3.65 0.54 

Standard  5.2: Collects and analyzes 
assessment data from a variety of 
sources to inform instruction 

2-4 3.66 0.50 2-4 3.67 0.51 

Standard  5.3: Reviews data, both 
individually and with colleagues, to 
monitor student learning  

2-4 3.63 0.51 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard  5.4: Uses assessment data to 
establish learning goals and to plan, 
differentiate, and modify instruction  

2-4 3.51 0.58 2-4 3.54 0.56 

Standard  5.5: Involves all students in 
self-assessment, goal setting, and 
monitoring progress 

2-4, Other 3.38 0.59 2-4 3.30 0.69 

Standard  5.6: Uses available 
technologies to assist in assessment, 
analysis, and communication of student 
learning 

2-4, Other 3.70 0.52 2-4, Other 3.66 0.54 
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Standard  5.7: Uses assessment 
information to share timely and 
comprehensible feedback with students 
and their families 

2-4, Other 3.53 0.63 2-4 3.59 0.56 

Standard  6.1: Reflects on teaching 
practice in support of student learning  

Does meet 
expectations (71) 
Does not meet 
expectations (5) 

NA NA Does meet expectations 
(63) 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.2: Establishes professional 
goals and engages in continuous and 
purposeful professional growth and 
development  

Does meet 
expectations (71)  
Does not meet 
expectations (5) 

NA NA Does meet expectations 
(63)  
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.3: Collaborates with 
colleagues and the broader professional 
community to support teacher and 
student learning [e.g. STEP peers, 
supervisor, cooperating teacher; grade 
level, department and other school 
members, as appropriate and 
applicable]  

Does meet 
expectations (71)  
Does not meet 
expectations (5) 

NA NA Does meet expectations 
(63)  
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.6: Manages professional 
responsibilities to maintain motivation 
and commitment to all students  

Does meet 
expectations (70) 
Does not meet 
expectations (6) 

NA NA Does meet expectations 
(62)  
Does not meet 
expectations (1) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.7: Demonstrates 
professional responsibility, integrity, 
and ethical conduct  

Does meet 
expectations (71)  
Does not meet 
expectations (5) 

NA NA Does meet expectations 
(62)  

Does not meet 
expectations (1) 

NA NA 
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21Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
Overall, this review of the Quarterly Assessment data indicates that our candidates’ performance 
in the clinical settings is strong. Across domains we see end of the year performance solidly in 
the Level 3 and Level 4 descriptors on the Quarterly Assessment rubric. In particular, our 
candidates demonstrate strength in establishing goals for student learning (Standard 4.2), a skill 
that is also reflected in the PACT Planning rubric data (Data Tables #1 and #2). Also, in both 
cohorts, Supervisors deem candidates particularly adept at creating safe learning environments 
(Standard 2.3) and in using instructional strategies that are engaging and that specific to both 
their content area and students (Standards 1.1 and 3.4). Cooperating Teachers’ ratings of 
candidates on these competencies was similar to Supervisors’. That our candidates score highly 
on these standards reflects STEP’s emphasis on preparing candidates able to design instruction 
that meets the intellectual, emotional, and developmental needs of all students. These scores 
speak to the shared ethos and coordinated efforts of Cooperating Teachers, Supervisors, and 
STEP faculty and staff to continually emphasize to our candidates the importance of 
intellectually rigorous and culturally responsive pedagogical practices. Indeed, the depth of the 
year long clinical experience in STEP combined with the close support of qualified Cooperating 
Teachers and Supervisors supports this level of success. 
 
 
22Resulting Program Modifications: 
We see opportunities to further support candidate practice in a few areas such as student self-
monitoring and self-assessment (Standard 1.6), supporting English language learners, and 
supporting students with special needs (Standard 3.6). (As you may note in Data Table #4, in 
their own reflections on the program, candidates also indicate that they would like more support 
around these competencies). We recognize that addressing these competences can be done 
though both fieldwork and coursework. We plan to address these topics by analyzing feedback 
from our University supervisors and Cooperating Teachers while also drawing upon the 
Quarterly Assessment ratings as possible topics for professional development with our 
Cooperating Teachers. 
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): Program changes that address teaching English Language 
Learners and students with special needs speak to Standard 12: Preparation to Teach English 
Learners and Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students with Special Needs 
in the General Education Classroom, respectively, as well as Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and 
Access to the Curriculum for All Children. Finally, supporting our candidates to facilitate their 
students’ self-assessment relates to Standard 8-B: Pedagogical Preparation for Subject-Specific 
Content Instruction by Single Subject (SS) Candidates. 
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20Results (Multiple Subject): 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(23) 

 

Traditional  
(23) 

 
19Key Indicators: aR bM dSD aR bM dSD 
Standard 1.1: Uses knowledge of students to 
engage them in learning 

2-4 3.91 0.42 3-4 3.96 0.21 

Standard 1.2: Connects learning to students’ 
prior knowledge, backgrounds, life 
experiences, and interests 

3-4 3.96 0.21 3-4 3.91 0.29 

Standard 1.3: Connects subject matter to 
meaningful, real-life contexts 

3-4 3.91 0.29 3-4 3.91 0.29 

Standard 1.4: Uses a variety of instructional 
strategies, resources, and technologies to 
meet students’ diverse learning needs 

3-4 3.96 0.21 3-4 3.91 0.29 

Standard 1.5: Promotes critical thinking 
through inquiry, problem solving, and 
reflection 

3-4 3.96 0.21 2-4 3.87 0.46 

Standard 1.6: Monitors student learning and 
adjusts instruction while teaching 

2-4 3.74 0.54 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard 2.1: Promotes social development 
and responsibility within a caring community 
where each student is treated fairly and 
respectfully 

3-4 3.96 0.21 4-4 4.00 0.00 
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Standard 2.2: Creates physical or virtual 
learning environments that promote student 
learning, reflects diversity, and encourage 
constructive and productive interactions 
among students 

3-4 3.91 0.29 4-4 4.00 0.00 

Standard 2.3: Establishes and maintains 
learning environments that are physically, 
intellectually, and emotionally safe;  

2-4 3.78 0.52 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard  2.4: Creates a rigorous learning 
environment with high expectations and 
appropriate support for all students 

2-4 3.65 0.57 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard 2.5: Develops, communicates, and 
maintains high standards for individual and 
group behavior 

2-4 3.52 0.59 3-4 3.61 0.50 

Standard  2.6: Employs classroom routines, 
procedures, norms, and supports for positive 
behavior to ensure a climate in which all 
students can learn 

2-4 3.74 0.54 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard  2.7: Uses instructional time to 
optimize learning 

3-4 3.74 0.45 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard 3.1: Demonstrates knowledge of 
subject matter, academic content standards, 
and curriculum frameworks 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.96 0.21 

Standard  3.2: Applies knowledge of student 
development and proficiencies to ensure 
student understanding of subject matter 

3-4 3.96 0.21 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard  3.3: Organizes curriculum to 
facilitate student understanding of the subject 
matter 

3-4 3.96 0.21 3-4 3.91 0.29 
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Standard  3.4: Utilizes instructional strategies 
that are appropriate to the subject matter 

4-4 4.00 0.00 4-4 4.00 0.00 

Standard  3.5: Uses and adapts resources, 
technologies, and standards-aligned 
instructional materials, including adopted 
materials, to make subject matter accessible 
to all students 

3-4 3.83 0.39 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard  3.6: Addresses the needs of 
English learners and students with special 
needs to provide equitable access to the 
content.  

3-4 3.65 0.49 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard  4.1: Uses knowledge of students’ 
academic readiness, language proficiency, 
cultural background, and individual 
development to plan instruction 

3-4 3.91 0.29 3-4 3.96 0.21 

Standard  4.2: Establishes and articulates 
goals for student learning 

2-4 3.91 0.42 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard  4.3: Develops and sequences long-
term and short-term instructional plans to 
support student learning 

3-4 3.83 0.39 3-4 4.00 0.00 

Standard  4.4: Plans instruction that 
incorporates appropriate strategies to meet 
the learning needs of all students 

2-4 3.87 0.46 3-4 3.87 0.34 

Standard  4.5: Adapts instructional plans and 
curricular materials to meet the assessed 
learning needs of all students 

2-4 3.83 0.49 3-4 3.74 0.45 

Standard 5.1: Applies knowledge of the 
purposes, characteristics, and uses of 
different types of assessments 

3-4, Other 3.86 0.35 3-4 3.96 0.21 
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Standard  5.2: Collects and analyzes 
assessment data from a variety of sources to 
inform instruction 

3-4 3.91 0.29 3-4 3.74 0.45 

Standard  5.3: Reviews data, both 
individually and with colleagues, to monitor 
student learning  

3-4 3.87 0.34 3-4 3.78 0.42 

Standard  5.4: Uses assessment data to 
establish learning goals and to plan, 
differentiate, and modify instruction  

3-4 3.96 0.21 3-4 3.83 0.39 

Standard  5.5: Involves all students in self-
assessment, goal setting, and monitoring 
progress 

3-4 3.70 0.47 3-4, Other 3.75 0.44 

Standard  5.6: Uses available technologies to 
assist in assessment, analysis, and 
communication of student learning 

2-4 3.52 0.59 3-4, Other 3.81 0.40 

Standard  5.7: Uses assessment information 
to share timely and comprehensible feedback 
with students and their families 

3-4 3.61 0.50 2-4, Other 3.56 0.62 

Standard  6.1: Reflects on teaching practice 
in support of student learning  

Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.2: Establishes professional goals 
and engages in continuous and purposeful 
professional growth and development  

Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 
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Standard  6.3: Collaborates with colleagues 
and the broader professional community to 
support teacher and student learning [e.g. 
STEP peers, supervisor, cooperating teacher; 
grade level, department and other school 
members, as appropriate and applicable]  

Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.6: Manages professional 
responsibilities to maintain motivation and 
commitment to all students  

Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.7: Demonstrates professional 
responsibility, integrity, and ethical conduct  

Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (23) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 
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21Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
Overall, this review of the Quarterly Assessment data indicates that our candidates’ performance 
in the clinical settings is strong. Across domains we see end of the year performance solidly in 
the level 3 and level 4 descriptors on the Quarterly Assessment rubric. In both years, candidates 
scored particularly high on standards that assessed their subject-matter knowledge (Standards 
3.1) and their ability to incorporate knowledge of their students academic and personal needs 
into their lesson plans and instructional strategies (Standards 1.2, 4.1, 1.4). These candidates also 
score highly on their pedagogical flexibility, or their ability to employ a variety of assessments 
and instructional strategies appropriate for their students (Standards 5.1, 4.3, 3.4). Finally, our 
candidates are particularly adept at developing classroom communities in which all students are 
valued (Standard 2.1). Additionally, all Multiple Subject candidates within these two MS cohorts 
met expectations for professional behavior. Candidates’ ratings in these domains from 
Supervisors are comparable to ratings given by Cooperating Teachers. Taken together, these 
strengths speak to the depth of the yearlong academic and clinical experience in STEP, as well as 
the coherence of the program: In their fieldwork, candidates, with the support of qualified 
Cooperating Teachers and Supervisors, are able to put into practice the classroom management, 
assessment and lesson planning strategies they learn in their STEP courses.  
 
We see opportunities to further enhance candidate practice in a few areas such as maintaining 
high standards for student behavior (Standard 2.5), supporting ELs and students with special 
needs (Standard 3.6), and using of technology to support student learning (Standard 5.6). Our 
candidates scored highly in these areas (mean > 3.5 in both years); however, these are core to our 
candidates’ teaching practice and therefore worthy of additional attention.  
 
22Resulting Program Modifications: 
The data above do not present areas of grave programmatic concern: candidates, on average, 
scored highly across the standards, and the relatively low standard deviation scores suggest that 
was no significant variation of candidates from the mean scores on any given standard. However, 
candidates’ practice might benefit from additional supports in the areas identified above. These 
would be appropriate topics for additional conversations, monitoring and feedback by our 
University supervisors, possible topics for professional development with our Cooperating 
Teachers, and possible elements for enhancement in university coursework, which we can raise 
with instructors during our quarterly Program Advisory meetings. 
 

 

aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Any program modifications we might make to address teaching English Language Learners and 
students with special needs speak to Standard 12: Preparation to Teach English Learners and 
Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students with Special Needs in the 
General Education Classroom, respectively, as well as Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and Access 
to the Curriculum for All Children. Modifications to support candidates’ use of technology align 
with Standard 11: Using Technology in the Classroom. Finally, program changes to address our 
candidates’ classroom management practices relate to Standard 10: Preparation for Learning to 
Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning and to Standard 9: Equity, 
Diversity and Access to the Curriculum for All Children, as we hold that emotionally safe 
classrooms are key to providing all students will access to content instruction.  
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20Results (Bilingual Authorization): 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(23) 

 

Traditional  
(23) 

 
19Key Indicators: aR bM dSD aR bM dSD 
Standard 1.1: Uses knowledge of 
students to engage them in learning 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard 1.2: Connects learning to 
students’ prior knowledge, 
backgrounds, life experiences, and 
interests 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard 1.3: Connects subject matter 
to meaningful, real-life contexts 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard 1.4: Uses a variety of 
instructional strategies, resources, 
and technologies to meet students’ 
diverse learning needs 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.67 0.52 

Standard 1.5: Promotes critical 
thinking through inquiry, problem 
solving, and reflection 

4-4 4.00 0.00 2-4 3.67 0.82 

Standard 1.6: Monitors student 
learning and adjusts instruction while 
teaching 

3-4 3.78 0.44 3-4 3.33 0.52 

Standard 2.1: Promotes social 
development and responsibility 
within a caring community where 
each student is treated fairly and 
respectfully 

4-4 4.00 0.00 4-4 4.00 0.00 

Standard 2.2: Creates physical or 
virtual learning environments that 
promote student learning, reflects 
diversity, and encourage constructive 
and productive interactions among 
students 

4-4 4.00 0.00 4-4 4.00 0.00 
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Standard 2.3: Establishes and 
maintains learning environments that 
are physically, intellectually, and 
emotionally safe;  

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  2.4: Creates a rigorous 
learning environment with high 
expectations and appropriate support 
for all students 

3-4 3.56 0.53 3-4 3.33 0.52 

Standard 2.5: Develops, 
communicates, and maintains high 
standards for individual and group 
behavior 

2-4 3.56 0.53 3-4 3.17 0.41 

Standard  2.6: Employs classroom 
routines, procedures, norms, and 
supports for positive behavior to 
ensure a climate in which all students 
can learn 

3-4 3.67 0.50 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard  2.7: Uses instructional time 
to optimize learning 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard 3.1: Demonstrates 
knowledge of subject matter, 
academic content standards, and 
curriculum frameworks 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  3.2: Applies knowledge of 
student development and 
proficiencies to ensure student 
understanding of subject matter 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.33 0.52 

Standard  3.3: Organizes curriculum 
to facilitate student understanding of 
the subject matter 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.67 0.52 

Standard  3.4: Utilizes instructional 
strategies that are appropriate to the 
subject matter 

4-4 4.00 0.00 4-4 4.00 0.00 
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Standard  3.5: Uses and adapts 
resources, technologies, and 
standards-aligned instructional 
materials, including adopted 
materials, to make subject matter 
accessible to all students 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  3.6: Addresses the needs of 
English learners and students with 
special needs to provide equitable 
access to the content.  

3-4 3.78 0.44 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  4.1: Uses knowledge of 
students’ academic readiness, 
language proficiency, cultural 
background, and individual 
development to plan instruction 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  4.2: Establishes and 
articulates goals for student learning 

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard  4.3: Develops and 
sequences long-term and short-term 
instructional plans to support student 
learning 

4-4 4.00 0.00 4-4 4.00 0.00 

Standard  4.4: Plans instruction that 
incorporates appropriate strategies to 
meet the learning needs of all 
students 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard  4.5: Adapts instructional 
plans and curricular materials to meet 
the assessed learning needs of all 
students 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard 5.1: Applies knowledge of 
the purposes, characteristics, and uses 
of different types of assessments 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.83 0.41 

Standard  5.2: Collects and analyzes 
assessment data from a variety of 
sources to inform instruction 

3-4 3.89 0.33 3-4 3.33 0.52 
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Standard  5.3: Reviews data, both 
individually and with colleagues, to 
monitor student learning  

3-4 3.78 0.44 3-4 3.50 0.55 

Standard  5.4: Uses assessment data 
to establish learning goals and to 
plan, differentiate, and modify 
instruction  

4-4 4.00 0.00 3-4 3.67 0.52 

Standard  5.5: Involves all students in 
self-assessment, goal setting, and 
monitoring progress 

3-4 3.56 0.53 3-4, Other 3.75 0.50 

Standard  5.6: Uses available 
technologies to assist in assessment, 
analysis, and communication of 
student learning 

2-4 3.33 0.71 3-3, Other 3.00 0.00 

Standard  5.7: Uses assessment 
information to share timely and 
comprehensible feedback with 
students and their families 

3-4 3.56 0.53 2-3, Other 2.67 0.58 

Standard  6.1: Reflects on teaching 
practice in support of student learning  

Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.2: Establishes 
professional goals and engages in 
continuous and purposeful 
professional growth and development  

Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.3: Collaborates with 
colleagues and the broader 
professional community to support 
teacher and student learning [e.g. 
STEP peers, supervisor, cooperating 
teacher; grade level, department and 
other school members, as appropriate 
and applicable]  

Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 
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Standard  6.6: Manages professional 
responsibilities to maintain 
motivation and commitment to all 
students  

Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 

Standard  6.7: Demonstrates 
professional responsibility, integrity, 
and ethical conduct  

Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA Does meet 
expectations (6) – 
Does not meet 
expectations (0) 

NA NA 
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21Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
Multiple Subject candidates pursuing a bilingual authorization demonstrate strength in the 
clinical setting, achieving the level 3 and level 4 descriptors across the Quarterly Assessment 
rubric. In both the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 years, these candidates demonstrate particular 
competence in standards pertaining to their ability to create lessons and use instructional 
strategies that meet students’ intellectual and developmental needs (Standards 1.1, 1.2, 3.2, 3.3, 
3.4, 3.5, 4.2, 4.3). 
 
Candidates also demonstrate an ability to create equitable classroom environments that are 
emotionally safe and in which all students have access to subject matter content (Standard 2.1, 
2.2, 3.5, 4.3, 5.4). Additionally, all candidates demonstrate dispositions consistent with that of 
professional educators (Standards 6.1-6.7). These ratings by clinical Supervisors are similar to 
feedback by candidates’ Cooperating Teachers. As with the broader Multiple Subject cohorts, the 
strengths of our MS candidates pursuing the bilingual authorization strengths speak to the depth 
of the yearlong academic and clinical experience in STEP, as well as the coherence of the 
program: candidates are learning about tools such as differentiated instruction and formative 
assessments in their STEP classes and then implementing these strategies in their clinical 
placements. The close support of clinical Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers ensures that 
fieldwork experiences and practices align with content taught in STEP classes.  
 
The data above indicate that our candidates might need additional opportunities to incorporate 
technology into their practice (Standard 5.6), additional guidance for communicating assessment 
data with students and families (Standard 5.7), and additional opportunities to explore classroom 
management strategies (Standard 2.5). Again, we view these data as indicators of areas in which 
we might draw on candidates’ strengths, as candidates in both years scored highly (average 
score> 3.00 in all areas). 
 
 
22Resulting Program Modifications: 
Regarding candidates’ use of technology, we will begin conversations with the Graduate School 
of Education’s Education Technology Specialist who currently conducts workshops and 
seminars for teacher candidates on education technologies, to assess what, if any, additional 
resources might be particularly beneficial to candidates teaching in bilingual classrooms. As 
discussed in the “Program Changes Since Last Accreditation Activity,” section, the curriculum 
of the Elementary Teaching Seminar has already been revised to allow candidates deeper 
engagement with tools for assessment. We will continue to monitor course assignments, in 
addition to formal and informal feedback by Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers, to ensure 
our candidates’ ongoing development with sharing assessment data.  Finally, we will begin to 
explore additional opportunities within STEP coursework and Supervisory, as appropriate, in 
which candidates may explore classroom management strategies. 
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Broadly, modifications to our bilingual authorization pathway program address Standard 12: 
Preparation to Teach English Learners. More specifically, our exploration of additional ways to 
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support candidates’ use of technology in the classroom addresses Standard 11: Using 
Technology in the Classroom. Additional supports around candidates’ use and sharing of 
assessment relate to Standard 6: Pedagogy and Reflective Practice. Program changes to address 
our candidates’ classroom management practices relate to Standard 10: Preparation for Learning 
to Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning and to Standard 9: Equity, 
Diversity and Access to the Curriculum for All Children. 
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REQUIRED Data Table #4: 2015 STEP Exit Survey- Single Subject Candidates 
 
Data Table #4a: 2015 STEP Exit Survey- Multiple Subject Candidates 
 
Data Table #4b: 2015 STEP Exit Survey- Multiple Subject Candidates Pursuing the 
Bilingual Authorization 
 
 
23Briefly describe Key Assessment  #4 (Program Effectiveness) 
Every June, members of the graduating cohort complete an Exit Survey. In the 60-question 
survey, graduating candidates have an opportunity to offer feedback on their academic and 
professional preparation, their fieldwork experience, and their experience of the program and its 
support systems. Exit Surveys take approximately 15-20 minutes for candidates to complete; 
completion is expected of all candidates.  
 
STEP faculty directors and the director of clinical work review survey data in conjunction with 
Entry Surveys, which candidates complete approximately three weeks before the start of the 
program. Exit Surveys also inform programmatic evaluation and planning, including course and 
instructor feedback, and clinical placement and cooperating teacher selection. Exit Surveys also 
provide valuable insights into candidates’ experiences and understandings, including their sense 
of efficacy as beginning educators as well as their projections about their tenure as classroom 
teachers.  
 
Below we provide three data tables: 
 

• Data Table #4 details the Exit Survey responses from Single Subject candidates. 
 

• Data Table #4a contains Exit Survey data from Multiple Subject candidates, as assessed by STEP 
Supervisors. As with Data Table #1a, 2a, and #3a, we include responses from MS candidates 
pursuing the bilingual authorization in order to give a full picture of the MS cohort. 
 

• Additionally, in Data Table #4b, we display only those Exit Survey responses from Multiple 
Subject candidates pursuing the bilingual authorization. In this data table we have disaggregated 
these candidates’ data from the overall Multiple Subject group in order to allow for a close analysis 
of bilingual authorization pathway candidates’ perceptions of STEP. 
 
 
aScoring Scale: 
Questions on the Exit Survey use a variety of scales depending on the data sought. However, 
most questions on the survey employ a 5-point ordinal scale. For example, for those questions in 
which candidates are asked to rate the helpfulness of a programmatic feature such as supervision, 
candidates are offered a scale ranging from (1) Not at all helpful to (5) Very helpful. Similarly, 
for questions about candidates’ confidence in a given area, the scale ranges from (1) Not at all 
confident to (5) Very Confident. Some questions such as “Overall, did STEP meet the 
expectations you had coming in” use a 3-point multiple choice scale (Did not meet expectations; 
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met expectations; exceeded expectations), and other questions in which candidates are asked to 
reflect on the highlights and challenges of their year allow for open-ended responses.  
 
 
24CTC Program Standards Assessed:  
The Exit Survey is a comprehensive survey in which candidates are asked to reflect on several 
dimensions of STEP, as well as the preparation they have received. The Exit Survey measures 
candidates’ assessment of the program as related to the following standards: Standard 1: Program 
Design, as candidates rate the coherence of the program; Standard 3: Foundational Educational 
Ideas and Research, as candidates evaluate the extent to which their STEP classes provided them 
with this foundational knowledge; and Standard 5: Professional Perspectives Toward Student 
Learning and the Teaching Profession, as candidates reflect on their readiness to become 
professional educators.  
 
Candidates also specifically evaluate their clinical experiences, including the effectiveness of 
their Cooperating Teachers and Supervisors. This evaluation addresses Standard 14: Learning to 
Teach through Supervised Fieldwork. 
 
Candidates are also asked the extent to which they believe the program has equipped them with 
instructional practices such that they may meet the academic and social-emotional needs of 
heterogeneous students, including students with special needs and English Language Learners. 
Survey questions on these topics relate to Standard 6: Pedagogy and Reflective Practice, 
Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and Access to the Curriculum for All Children, Standard 10: 
Preparation for Learning to Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning, 
Standard 11: Using Technology in the Classroom, Standard 12: Preparation to Teach English 
Learners, and Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students with Special 
Needs in the General Education Classroom.  
 
Finally, Multiple Subject candidates, including those pursuing the bilingual authorization 
pathway, are also asked to reflect on their instructional abilities specific to Standard 7-A: 
Multiple Subject Reading, Writing, and Related Language Instruction and Standard 8-A: 
Pedagogical Preparation for Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) 
Candidates. Single Subject candidates evaluate the extent to which the program has prepared 
them to teach in their subject area, which aligns with Standard 8-B: Pedagogical Preparation for 
Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Single Subject (SS) Candidates. 
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26Results (Single Pathway- Single Subject): 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(76) 

Traditional  
(63) 

25Key Indicators: # of 
Respondents 

aR bM 
# of 

Responde
nts  

aR bM 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you as 
a teacher...University coursework 
overall 

67 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (2) 
 
3- (8) 
 
4- (32) 
 
5- Very helpful (25) 

4.19 
 

60 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (1) 
 
3- (8) 
 
4- (30) 
 
5- Very helpful (21) 

4.18 
 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you as 
a teacher... Clinical placement 

67 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (1) 
 
3- (4) 
 
4- (10) 
 
5- Very helpful (52) 

4.69 60 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (3) 
 
3- (4) 
 
4- (15) 
 
5- Very helpful (38) 

4.47 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you as 
a teacher... Supervisory support 

67 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (2) 
 
3- (6) 
 
4- (18) 
 
5- Very helpful (41) 

4.46 60 1- Not Helpful at all  
(1) 
 
2- (4) 
 
3- (9) 
 
4- (20) 
 
5- Very helpful (26) 

4.10 
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How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Develop 
curriculum that builds on students' 
experiences, interests, and abilities 

67 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (2) 
 
Adequately (17) 
 
Well (25) 
 
Very Well (23) 

4.03 60 Not at all (1) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (8) 
 
Well (35) 
 
Very Well (15) 

4.03 
 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Use a variety of 
assessments (e.g., observation, 
portfolios, tests, performance tasks, 
anecdotal records) to determine 
student strengths and needs 

67 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (15) 
 
Well (27) 
 
Very Well (25) 

4.15 
 

60 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (3) 
 
Adequately (12) 
 
Well (29) 
 
Very Well (16) 

3.97 
 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Help students 
learn how to assess their own 
learning 

67 Not at all (2) 
 
Poorly (3) 
 
Adequately (23) 
 
Well (24) 
 
Very Well (15) 

3.70 
 

60 Not at all (1) 
 
Poorly (8) 
 
Adequately (23) 
 
Well (20) 
 
Very Well (8) 

3.43 
 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Identify and 
address special learning needs and/or 
difficulties 

67 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (4) 
 
Adequately (21) 
 
Well (23) 
 
Very Well (19) 

3.85 60 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (7) 
 
Adequately (24) 
 
Well (20) 
 
Very Well (9) 

3.52 
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How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to…Teach in ways that 
support English language learners 

67 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (5) 
 
Adequately (15) 
 
Well (8) 
 
Very Well (19) 

2.72 
 

60 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (11) 
 
Adequately (20) 
 
Well (20) 
 
Very Well (9) 

3.45 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to…Teach students 
from diverse ethnic, racial, 
linguistic, and cultural backgrounds 

67 Not at all (3) 
 
Poorly (4) 
 
Adequately (24) 
 
Well (26) 
 
Very Well (10) 

3.54 
 

60 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (9) 
 
Adequately (19) 
 
Well (26) 
 
Very Well (6) 

3.48 

Overall, how confident are you 
about your preparedness to become a 
classroom teacher? 

67 1- Not confident at all (0)  
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (9) 
 
4- (41) 
 
5- Very confident (17) 

4.12 60 1- Not confident at 
all (0)  
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (12) 
 
4- (30) 
 
5- Very confident 
(13) 

3.68 
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What do you expect to be doing in 5 
years? (Choose one response that 
best describes your anticipated 
primary role.) 

67 Full-time classroom 
teacher (58) 
 
Part-time classroom 
teacher (0) 
 
Substitute Teacher (0)  
 
School Administrator (4) 
 
Working in a K/12 school 
district in another role (1)  
 
Working in education 
outside of a K/12 district 
(1) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (2) 
 
Leave education 
temporarily (1) 
 
Leave education 
permanently (0) 

Mode: Full-
time 
classroom 
teacher (58) 
 

55 Full-time classroom 
teacher (50) 
 
Part-time classroom 
teacher (2) 
 
School Administrator 
(1) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (2) 
 
[All other responses] 
(0) 

Mode: Full-
time classroom 
teacher (50) 
 

Overall, did STEP meet the 
expectations you had coming in? 

67 1- Did not meet (6) 
 
2- Met (26) 
 
3- Exceeded (35) 

2.43 54 1- Did not meet (1) 
 
2- Met (30) 
 
3- Exceeded (23)  

2.41 
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27Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
The STEP Exit Survey demonstrates STEP’s commitment to ongoing programmatic 
improvement, informed significantly by feedback from our teacher candidates. The Exit Surveys 
are but one venue in which candidates are able to express their perspectives on the program: 
every week, the program directors collect formative feedback that allows candidates to voice 
successes and challenges in their clinical work, coursework, and overall experiences. The vast 
majority of STEP instructors collect their own formative feedback about their courses in addition 
to summative course evaluations. The Director of Clinical Work conducts a separate survey in 
late fall to gain insight into candidates’ clinical placements. In addition, the ratio of two program 
directors and a clinical work director to approximately 100 candidates makes it possible to 
closely advise and monitor each candidate: The program directors, who serve as the candidates’ 
academic advisors, are in close communication with them through individual interviews, 
frequent check-ins, the weekly practicum seminars, and regular office hours. The STEP 
leadership and staff also share information about the work of cooperating teachers and 
supervisors and the quality of field placements in general. They review the data collected via 
candidate feedback and visits to the classrooms of cooperating teachers, as well as feedback from 
administrators and other members of the community, to make improvements in the program.  
 
The data above show that candidates are, overall, satisfied with the professional preparation they 
receive in STEP.  Candidates view STEP as strong across the various features of the program. In 
particular, candidates view their clinical placements as central to their professional training, and 
believe that they receive strong preparation in supporting English Language Learners. Moreover, 
the program is producing graduates who are committed to building long-term careers as 
classroom educators and who are confident in their readiness to teach.  
 
As a program, we are particularly interested in candidates’ sense of preparation to teach students 
from diverse backgrounds and with special needs. Across both cohorts, most candidates fell 
“well” or “very well” prepared to teach students in these areas, but many candidates feel just 
“Adequately” prepared in these areas. Preparing educators who are able to teach heterogeneous 
learners and build equitable classrooms is a cornerstone of STEP. Thus, these data, though 
strong, suggest that the program could do more to develop additional opportunities for candidates 
to work with students from these historically underserved backgrounds.  
 
 
28Resulting Program Modifications 
Though issues of teaching for equity are woven throughout the STEP curriculum, we have 
recently begun highlighting this theme to a greater extent: The theme of teaching for equity has 
been a thread in programmatic meetings (weekly staff meetings, monthly meetings of 
supervisors, and quarterly meetings of instructors). Through these activities we have found 
numerous ways to highlight teaching for equity with and for our candidates. For example, we 
moved and expanded the Equity and Schooling course (EDUC299), and instructors across the 
program have begun having discussions about revising the Secondary Teaching Seminar to better 
address issues of working with diverse students and high-needs students, including students in 
communities that have experienced trauma. Other instructors have been highlighting equity 
issues with weekly or month course objectives related specifically to teaching for equity. We will 
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continue to explore appropriate course- and program-level changes to determine their coherence, 
efficacy and impact, if any, on candidate practices in the field.  
 
In addition, as we discussed earlier, we recently launched the “Teaching for Equity Learning 
Series,” a collection of special events focused on teaching for equity featuring related speakers 
and workshops that extend the curriculum in important ways. We will continue to hold the 
Teaching for Equity series and will explore additional ways in coursework and fieldwork to 
prepare our candidates for teaching in heterogeneous classrooms.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s):  
Ongoing program modifications related to equity address Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and 
Access to the Curriculum for All Children, as well as Standard 10: Preparation for Learning to 
Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning, Standard 12: Preparation to 
Teach English Learners, and Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students 
with Special Needs in the General Education Classroom. 
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26Results (Single Pathway- Multiple Subject): 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(23) 

Traditional  
(23) 

25Key Indicators: # of 
Respondents 

aR bM # of 
Respondents  

aR bM 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you 
as a teacher...University 
coursework overall 

23 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (1) 
 
3- (1) 
 
4- (11) 
 
5- Very helpful (10) 

4.30 
 

23 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (2) 
 
4- (14) 
 
5- Very helpful (7) 

4.22 
 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you 
as a teacher... Clinical placement 

23 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (2) 
 
4- (2) 
 
5- Very helpful (19) 

4.74 23 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (7) 
 
5- Very helpful (16) 

4.70 

How helpful were the following 
aspects of STEP in preparing you 
as a teacher... Supervisory 
support 

23 1- Not Helpful at all  (1) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (4) 
 
4- (9) 
 
5- Very helpful (9) 

4.09 23 1- Not Helpful at all  
(1) 
 
2- (1) 
 
3- (1) 
 
4- (8) 
 
5- Very helpful (12) 

4.26 
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How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Develop 
curriculum that builds on 
students' experiences, interests, 
and abilities 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (2) 
 
Well (10) 
 
Very Well (10) 

4.26 23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (4) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (10) 

4.26 
 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Use a variety 
of assessments (e.g., observation, 
portfolios, tests, performance 
tasks, anecdotal records) to 
determine student strengths and 
needs 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (4) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (9) 

4.13 23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (5) 
 
Well (14) 
 
Very Well (4) 

3.96 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Help students 
learn how to assess their own 
learning 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (3) 
 
Adequately (8) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (3) 

3.52 23 Not at all (1) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (11) 
 
Well (10) 
 
Very Well (1) 

3.43 
 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to… Identify and 
address special learning needs 
and/or difficulties 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (5) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (9) 

4.17 23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (7) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (6) 

3.87 
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How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to…Teach in ways 
that support English language 
learners 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (5) 
 
Well (10) 
 
Very Well (8) 

4.13 23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (6) 
 
Well (8) 
 
Very Well (8) 

4.00 

How well do you think STEP has 
prepared you to…Teach students 
from diverse ethnic, racial, 
linguistic, and cultural 
backgrounds 

23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (2) 
 
Adequately (7) 
 
Well (9) 
 
Very Well (5) 

3.65 23 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (2) 
 
Adequately (7) 
 
Well (11) 
 
Very Well (3) 

3.57 

Overall, how confident are you 
about your preparedness to 
become a classroom teacher? 

23 1- Not confident at all (0)  
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (3) 
 
4- (17) 
 
5- Very confident (3) 

4.00 23 1- Not confident at 
all (0)  
 
2- (2) 
 
3- (5) 
 
4- (13) 
 
5- Very confident (3) 

3.74 
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What do you expect to be doing 
in 5 years? (Choose one response 
that best describes your 
anticipated primary role.) 

23 Full-time classroom 
teacher (20) 
 
Part-time classroom 
teacher (0) 
 
Substitute Teacher (0)  
 
School Administrator (0) 
 
Working in a K/12 school 
district in another role (2)  
 
Working in education 
outside of a K/12 district 
(0) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (1) 
 
Leave education 
temporarily (0) 
 
Leave education 
permanently (0) 

Mode: Full-
time 
classroom 
teacher (20) 
 

23 Full-time classroom 
teacher (22) 
 
Part-time classroom 
teacher (0) 
 
School Administrator 
(0) 
 
Working in a K/12 
school district in 
another role (1)  
 
Working in education 
outside of a K/12 
district (0) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (0) 
 
[All other responses] 
(0) 

Mode: Full-
time classroom 
teacher (22) 
 

Overall, did STEP meet the 
expectations you had coming in? 

23 1- Did not meet (3) 
 
2- Met (9) 
 
3- Exceeded (11) 

2.35 23 1- Did not meet (1) 
 
2- Met (12) 
 
3- Exceeded (10)  

2.39 
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27Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
The data above show that for the majority of Multiple Subject candidates, STEP met or exceeded 
their expectations. In particular, candidates believe the program has equipped them with 
instructional strategies needed to teach diverse learners, including English Language Learners 
and students with learning differences. Candidates also view the components of the STEP year—
classwork, fieldwork, and Supervisory support—as beneficial in their development as educators. 
Fittingly, our candidates leave the program feeling prepared for long-term careers as full time 
educators.  
 
While results indicate a high degree of programmatic success across the board, candidate ratings 
in a few areas lagged modestly. Specifically, candidates reported relatively lower scores on their 
preparation to support student self-assessment (means of 3.52 and 3.43 in 2014 and 2015, 
respectively). In addition, the ratings on how well prepared candidates felt to “Teach students 
from diverse ethnic, racial, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds,” were also slightly lower than in 
other areas. The latter scores resonate with responses from Single Subject candidates.  
 
 
28Resulting Program Modifications: 
The STEP curriculum currently provides many avenues for candidates to develop, reflect on, and 
incorporate student assessment. Given the feedback above, however, we may need to consider 
additional opportunities for candidates to learn and practice instructional strategies in which their 
students are able to self-assess. Such opportunities might occur in the Winter Seminar course, 
which focuses on assessment topics, as well as in their clinical placements, with additional 
professional development for our Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers on student-self-
assessment. We will continue conversations with our instructors and clinical partners on ways to 
develop our candidates’ competence in this area.  
 
Also, as mentioned elsewhere, the program is already providing additional opportunities in 
coursework, fieldwork, and via extra-curricular experiences for candidates to reflect on and 
engage with equitable teaching practices. We will continue to monitor the effectiveness of these 
opportunities and explore additional opportunities for candidates.  
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Ongoing program modifications related to equity address Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and 
Access to the Curriculum for All Children, as well as Standard 10: Preparation for Learning to 
Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning, Standard 12: Preparation to 
Teach English Learners, and Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students 
with Special Needs in the General Education Classroom. Modifications pertaining to candidates’ 
ability to support students’ self-assessment address Standard 8A: Pedagogical Preparation for 
Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) Candidates. Additional 
professional development for clinical Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers relates to Standard 
15: Qualifications of Individuals who Provide School Site Support. 
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26Results (Single Pathway- Bilingual Authorization): 
2013-14 2014-15 

Traditional  
(9) 

Traditional  
(6) 

25Key Indicators: # of 
Respondents 

aR bM # of 
Respondents  

aR bM 

How helpful were the 
following aspects of STEP in 
preparing you as a 
teacher...University 
coursework overall 

9 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (1) 
 
4- (7) 
 
5- Very helpful (1) 

4.00 
 

6 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (3) 
 
5- Very helpful (3) 

4.50 
 

How helpful were the 
following aspects of STEP in 
preparing you as a teacher... 
Clinical placement 

9 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (1) 
 
5- Very helpful (8) 

4.89 6 1- Not Helpful at all  
(0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (2) 
 
5- Very helpful (4) 

4.67 

How helpful were the 
following aspects of STEP in 
preparing you as a teacher... 
Supervisory support 

9 1- Not Helpful at all  (0) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (2) 
 
4- (4) 
 
5- Very helpful (3) 

4.11 6 1- Not Helpful at all  
(1) 
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (3) 
 
5- Very helpful (2) 

3.83 
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How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to… Develop 
curriculum that builds on 
students' experiences, interests, 
and abilities 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (0) 
 
Well (4) 
 
Very Well (4) 

4.22 6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (1) 
 
Well (2) 
 
Very Well (3) 

4.33 

How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to… Use a 
variety of assessments (e.g., 
observation, portfolios, tests, 
performance tasks, anecdotal 
records) to determine student 
strengths and needs 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (1) 
 
Well (5) 
 
Very Well (3) 

4.22 
 

6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (1) 
 
Well (4) 
 
Very Well (1) 

4.00 

How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to… Help 
students learn how to assess 
their own learning 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (3) 
 
Very Well (2) 

3.67 
 

6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (5) 
 
Well (1) 
 
Very Well (0) 

3.17 

How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to… Identify 
and address special learning 
needs and/or difficulties 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (4) 
 
Very Well (2) 

3.89 6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (3) 
 
Very Well (0) 

3.50 
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How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to…Teach in 
ways that support English 
language learners 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (4) 
 
Very Well (2) 

3.89 6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (0) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (2) 
 
Very Well (1) 

3.67 

How well do you think STEP 
has prepared you to…Teach 
students from diverse ethnic, 
racial, linguistic, and cultural 
backgrounds 

9 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (2) 
 
Adequately (3) 
 
Well (3) 
 
Very Well (1) 

3.33 6 Not at all (0) 
 
Poorly (1) 
 
Adequately (5) 
 
Well (0) 
 
Very Well (0) 

2.83 

Overall, how confident are you 
about your preparedness to 
become a classroom teacher? 

9 1- Not confident at all (0)  
 
2- (0) 
 
3- (0) 
 
4- (7) 
 
5- Very confident (2) 

4.22 6 1- Not confident at all 
(0)  
 
2- (1) 
 
3- (2) 
 
4- (3) 
 
5- Very confident (0) 

3.33 
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What do you expect to be 
doing in 5 years? (Choose one 
response that best describes 
your anticipated primary role.) 

9 Full-time classroom teacher 
(8) 
 
Part-time classroom teacher 
(0) 
 
Substitute Teacher (0)  
 
School Administrator (0) 
 
Working in a K/12 school 
district in another role (1)  
 
Working in education 
outside of a K/12 district (0) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (0) 
 
Leave education 
temporarily (0) 
 
Leave education 
permanently (0) 

Mode: Full-
time 
classroom 
teacher (8) 
 

6 Full-time classroom 
teacher (6) 
 
Part-time classroom 
teacher (0) 
 
School Administrator 
(0) 
 
Attending a graduate 
program (0) 
 
[All other responses] 
(0) 

Mode: Full-
time 
classroom 
teacher (6) 
 

Overall, did STEP meet the 
expectations you had coming 
in? 

9 1- Did not meet (2) 
 
2- Met (3) 
 
3- Exceeded (4) 

2.22 6 1- Did not meet (0) 
 
2- Met (4) 
 
3- Exceeded (2)  

2.33 
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27Summary of Findings and Data Analysis: 
These data show that MS candidates pursuing the bilingual authorization are, like the broader 
MS cohort, satisfied with the training they receive in STEP. The majority of these candidates 
believe the program met or exceed their expectations, and all plan to be full-time teachers in 5 
years. These candidates also value the coursework, clinical placements, and supervisory support 
they receive in STEP. These positive results, as well as the data’s similarity to the broader MS 
cohort, speak to the consistency of preparation STEP provides. STEP strives to be both equitable 
and equal: During the STEP year, candidates who intend to teach in bilingual classrooms receive 
training specific to their classroom settings and also receive the same advising and development 
opportunities as other candidates in the MS program.  
  
As with the broader Multiple Subject cohort, MS candidates pursuing the bilingual authorization 
reported lower scores on the program’s work preparing them to help students assess their own 
learning. Candidates in both years also reported lower scores in the extent to which the program 
prepared them to teach diverse students—but also reported higher scores when asked about their 
preparation to teach certain groups of students, such as English Language Learners and students 
with special needs. The consistency of these scores across MS candidates who are and are not 
pursuing the bilingual authorization suggests the program needs to explore these areas.  
 
 
28Resulting Program Modifications 
As with the broader MS cohort, the STEP curriculum currently provides many avenues in which 
candidates develop, reflect on, and incorporate student assessment. However, we may, given the 
feedback above, need to consider additional opportunities for candidates to practice instructional 
strategies in which their students are able to self-assess. Such opportunities might occur in 
clinical placements, with additional professional development for our Supervisors and 
Cooperating teachers on student-assessment. We will continue conversations with our clinical 
partners on ways to develop our candidates’ competence in this area.  
 
Candidates have many opportunities to reflect on and engage with equitable teaching practices, 
and the program is already providing additional opportunities in in this area, including, but not 
limited to, the supplemental Teaching for Equity Learning Series and the expansion of 
EDUC299: Equity and Schooling. We will continue to monitor the effectiveness of these 
opportunities and explore additional opportunities for candidates. 
 
 
aRelated Program Standard(s): 
Ongoing program modifications related to equity address Standard 9: Equity, Diversity and 
Access to the Curriculum for All Children, as well as Standard 10: Preparation for Learning to 
Create a Supportive, Healthy Environment for Student Learning, Standard 12: Preparation to 
Teach English Learners, and Standard 13: Preparation to Teach Special Populations Students 
with Special Needs in the General Education Classroom. Modifications pertaining to candidates’ 
ability to support students’ self-assessment address Standard 8A: Pedagogical Preparation for 
Subject-Specific Content Instruction by Multiple Subject (MS) Candidates. Additional 
professional development for clinical Supervisors and Cooperating Teachers relates to 
Standard15: Qualifications of Individuals who Provide School Site Support. 
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Part III: Program Summary Conclusion 
Upon reviewing data, analysis, and proposed modifications that were provided for each 
assessment, briefly describe any conclusions that can be reached for the program as a whole.  
Are there trends that are prevalent across data sources? This section will also inform the unit 
lead as s/he completes Section B of the Biennial Report. Please try to limit comments to the 
space in the boxes below.  This should suffice for most programs. 
 
 

Summary of Overall Program Findings 
 
37Program Strengths 
The assessment data above reflect STEP’s strength in preparing reflective educators who value 
instruction that incorporates the developmental, academic, and cultural contexts of all children 
(PACT Teaching Event rubric data and Quarterly Assessments), and who are preparing to forge 
long-term careers as professional educators (Exit Survey).  
 
Moreover, these data indicate STEP’s strength in forging strong connections between theory and 
practice, as well as the program’s success in designing a cohesive system of candidate 
assessments. The interconnectedness of coursework and clinical experiences is reflected in 
candidates’ assessments of the program (Data Tables #4-4b). Through STEP coursework, 
candidates explore a broad range of foundational issues, theories, and pedagogical strategies. In 
these courses, candidates also study the full cycle of teaching—from planning to reflection—as 
well as how to create classroom cultures that support heterogeneous learners. In their clinical 
experiences, candidates have opportunities to put into practice the ideas developed in their 
coursework.  

In addition, throughout the year, supervisors and cooperating teachers guide and evaluate 
candidates’ development as professional educators. That supervisors and cooperating teachers 
use the CSTPs in their quarterly evaluations provides candidates with a clear and consistent 
understanding of the skills and dispositions candidates should aim to adopt throughout the STEP 
year. This alignment of the CSTPs to candidate field experiences and evaluations (as reflected in 
the Quarterly Assessment data above—Data Tables #3-3B) highlights the program’s strength in 
designing clinical placements that contribute meaningfully to candidates’ preparation as teachers.  

Finally, the close alignment of the quarterly assessments criteria with the PACT prepares 
candidates for the successful completion of this summative Teaching Event, as the PACT rubric 
scores and passing totals indicate (Data Tables #1-1b and #2-2b). Taken together, these 
assessments demonstrate the coherence and effectiveness of the STEP curriculum and program 
components.  
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38Areas for Program 
Improvement 

39Response/Next Steps 
40Related Program 

Standards 
Based on the Quarterly 
Assessment and Exit Survey data 
(Data Tables #3-3b and #4-4b, 
respectively), the program will 
continue to strengthen 
candidates’ preparation around 
working with underserved youth 
and in differentiating instruction 
for diverse learners, with a 
particular focus on working with 
students with special needs. 
 

STEP will continue to bring equity 
focused professional development 
to the entire program, including to 
Supervisors, Instructors, 
Cooperating Teachers, and 
Candidates. To that end, the 
program will continue to sponsor 
the Teaching for Equity Learning 
Series and will also continue to 
explore avenues within the STEP 
curriculum and in clinical 
placements in which candidates 
can delve more deeply into issues 
of equity.   

Standard 9: Equity, 
Diversity and Access to 
the Curriculum for All 
Children 
 
Standard 10: Preparation 
for Learning to Create a 
Supportive, Healthy 
Environment for Student 
Learning, 
 
Standard 12: Preparation 
to Teach English Learners 
 
Standard 13: Preparation 
to Teach Special 
Populations Students with 
Special Needs in the 
General Education 
Classroom 

Based on the PACT rubric data 
(Data Tables #1-1b, #2-2b), 
STEP will continue to focus on 
Assessment, Academic 
Language and Instruction.  
 
 
 

The program will continue to align 
fieldwork and coursework and will 
also consider additional 
opportunities for candidates to 
enact lesson plans. In addition, we 
will explore ways to provide 
ongoing support for our 
Cooperating Teachers and 
Supervisors so that they may in 
turn support candidates around 
academic language, instruction, 
and assessment.  
 

Standard 6: Pedagogy and 
Reflective Practice 
 
Standard 14: Learning to 
Teach through Supervised 
Fieldwork 
 
Standard15: Qualifications 
of Individuals who Provide 
School Site Support 
 



 

 73 

2015 Biennial Report Section B: Institutional Summary 
 
1Unit Assessment System   

Key assessments 
Assessment tool Description Data collected 
Performance 
Assessment for 
California Teachers 
(PACT) 

Summative assessment of teaching in 
light of TPE’s as designed by the PACT 
Consortium. 

Scores on PACT rubrics 

Quarterly Assessments University supervisors and cooperating 
teachers assess a candidates’ progress in 
the field placement over time based on 
TPEs and CSTPs. 
 

Ratings on levels of performance 

Academic Transcripts Candidates’ academic performances are 
reviewed repeatedly by program 
directors. They reflect key assignments 
such as child/adolescent development and 
learning cases, lesson/unit plans, 
investigations of community resources, 
etc.  

Course grades 

Evaluation of Summer 
School Experience 

Surveys of teaching candidates and 
cooperating teachers to assess the 
efficacy of the summer program. 

Candidate responses to 
questionnaire and to open-ended 
questions used to inform program 
modifications 

STEP Exhibitions Similar to dissertation hearings in 
doctoral programs, the end-of-year 
Exhibition provides the STEP teacher 
candidates with an opportunity to share 
what they know and are able to do; 
present, analyze, and reflect on their 
teaching, on their professional growth 
and learning, and on their 
accomplishments; create a sense of 
closure and accomplishment. 
Exhibitions are judged by a committee 
consisting of the university supervisor, a 
STEP faculty or staff, and a colleague. 

Pass or redo. 

Exit Survey of 
Graduating Candidates 

Comprehensive surveys reflecting 
expectations and background experiences 
of incoming candidates on entry, and 
reviewing program processes and 
outcomes including academic courses and 
clinical experience at exit 

Candidate responses to inform 
program design and evaluations 

Surveys of STEP 
alumni  

Comprehensive survey of program m 
outcomes, candidates current positions 
and professional plans 

Alumni responses to survey 
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Surveys of employers of 
STEP alumni 

University administered questionnaire of 
employers, rating graduates’ 
competencies across multiple domains 

Summary ratings and open-ended 
comments 

Course evaluations University administered questionnaire of 
adequacy of course objectives, and 
quality of instructor performance 

Summary ratings and open-ended 
comments 

Informal and frequent 
candidate check-ins  

Program directors conduct weekly check-
ins with candidates via exit tickets, and 
follow up with students individually, as 
needed, and raise concerns in weekly 
staff meetings. Directors also meet with 
each candidate individually at the end of 
fall and spring quarters.  

Candidate responses 
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2Proposed Changes (Credential Program Impacted) 3Common Standard(s) 
In the 2016-2017 school year, STEP plans to implement 
EdTPA as the summative assessment for all candidates, 
instead of PACT. The program’s switch to EdTPA will 
better align STEP with national assessment trends and tools 
that have been validated and endorsed by AACTE and other 
national organizations. (Single Subject; Multiple Subject; 
Bilingual Authorization) 
 

Standard 2: Unit and Program Assessment 
and Evaluation 
 
Standard 9: Assessment of Candidate 
Competence 
 

In spring quarter 2015-2016, STEP has proposed a pilot of 
four Curriculum and Instruction (C & I) electives in each of 
the primary content areas (math, science, English, and 
history).  These classes would be 1 quarter, 3 unit electives 
that candidates may take in the spring quarter.   
 
The program is proposing these courses as increasingly, 
STEP graduates are being asked to add an additional single 
subject credential in another content area.  Thus, STEP 
graduates have increasingly sought “supplemental” 
credentials either during the hiring season that begins while 
they are completing the program or soon after they graduate 
via a second C & I course in a second subject area. Because 
STEP does not offer such courses, we have had to advise our 
students to take these classes at other universities or online. 
This means that even though content area preparation is one 
of STEP’s greatest strengths, we have had no control over 
the content of courses that our graduates must take in order 
to be able to teach in other content areas.  
 
If approved, these C & I electives will allow the program to 
ensure that its candidates receive training that is consistent 
with the program’s principles and that aligns with 
candidates’ other coursework and field experiences. These 
courses will also allow the program to make an additional 
contribution to the field by giving our own graduates 
broader access to content area instruction than would have 
been possible otherwise. (Single Subject) 
 

Standard 1: Educational Leadership 
 

Beginning in the 2015-2016 year, the STEP leadership team, 
in concert with the program’s faculty Steering Committee, 
plans to organize a schedule for more regular 
implementation of alumni and employer surveys (e.g., 
employer surveys every three years; survey of alumni 1, 3, 5 
and 10 years post graduation). These data are essential for 
tracking our graduates as well as understanding how they 
and their employers view their readiness to teach during 
their first years in the classroom. Such data can help STEP 
revise and renew our curriculum in light of graduate 
feedback and the needs of the field. (Single Subject; 
Multiple Subject; Bilingual Authorization) 

Standard 2: Unit and Program Assessment 
and Evaluation 
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