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TSPC Newsletters and Field Notes -- 2019
This is a repository of TSPC communications to educator preparation providers for 2019.
Information contained in newsletters and field notes are a reflection of then-current laws and processes. Current rules can be found in Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 584. 
See the TSPC website for current information or contact TSPC staff.

	Date
	Subject

	7/18/2019


	Newsletter: June 28, 2019
Resent July 18, 2019 
[bookmark: _GoBack]     Commission Meeting Highlights
          Fee Increase – Agenda Item 9.1
          Multiple Measures Assessment – Agenda Item 7.10
          Administrators: New Teacher Support and Diversity – Agenda Item 6.5
               Statement of Oregon School Administrator Responsibility in Support of New Educators and
               Developing a Diverse Educator Workforce (Statement)
     eLicensing News
          Work on the Program Completion Report (PCR)

	7/12/2019


	Field notes
     TSPC updates:
          Fee increases
          Multiple measures
          Clinical placement requirements for dual-enrolled candidates
          Recency requirements
     CAEP updates:
          Fall CAEPCon 2019
          CAEP standards one-pagers
     Miscellaneous:
          CHEA report
          SHAPE America

	7/1/2019


	June CAEP updates
     Included information about changes made by the CAEP board at their June 2019 meeting.
· June Highlights: CAEP Voices: SUNY at Oswego, CHEA Policy Changes
· NEW! Amendments to Accreditation Policy, Governance Policy, and Bylaws
· NEW! Updated Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition
· Fall CAEPCon Registration Open Now

	7/1/2019


	News from the Chief Education Office
     Student Success Act
     Engaging and Empowering Students and Communities

     Data and Research on Education and Workforce Outcomes
     Focusing on Oregon Youth Disconnected from School
          Discusses: Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) and cross-agency partnership

     SLDS will reside within the Office of Research and Data at HECC.
     Oregon SLDS website

     Educator Advancement Council
     Developing and Empowering Teachers and School Leaders

     2019 Educator Equity Report
     Diversifying Oregon’s Educator Workforce

	7/1/2019


	Newsletter: June 28, 2019

     Commission Meeting Highlights
          Fee Increase – Agenda Item 9.1
          Multiple Measures Assessment – Agenda Item 7.10
          Administrators: New Teacher Support and Diversity – Agenda Item 6.5
               Statement of Oregon School Administrator Responsibility in Support of New Educators and
               Developing a Diverse Educator Workforce (Statement)
     eLicensing News
          Work on the Program Completion Report (PCR)

	6/27/2019


	New Federal Regulations Ready for Your Comments – State Authorization and Student Notifications

Provided information about federal rule changes that will impact EPPs offering programs to out-of-state candidates, including a requirement that EPPs must inform candidates of whether or not the candidates will be able to receive credentials in their state for the programs. Comments received until July 12.

	6/11/2019


	June 12, 2019 Newsletter: eLicensing Version 2.0 update
     Generally Speaking
     Background check data failure to migrate
     Program Completion Reports
     Data migration issues
     Other urgent items under review
          Expire dates and grace periods
          Public search showing old and new endorsements
          Now allowing an application for a third term for LCA
          Automated notices
     Sponsor model update
     Data exchange and ODE
     Usernames and passwords for educators
     FAQs
          What the TSPC processing date is?
          When an application was filed?
          That an applicant has passed their background check and that they can be in the classroom under
               Under the 90-day statute?
          That an application is complete?
          What documents have been received?
          That test scores have been received?
          What’s missing on a particular application?
          How do I submit license sponsor information?
     Other Tidbits
          Submitting documents: PEER forms and sponsorship letters
          SSN note
          What does the application status mean?
               Submitted
               In Background Review (IBR)
               Awaiting Third Party (A3rdP)
               Awaiting Evaluation (AE)
               Awaiting Applicant Response (AAR)
               Evaluation in Progress (EIP)
               Issued
               Closed
     Commission meeting

	5/3/2019


	May 2, 2019 Newletter: eLicensing update
     Contacting TSPC
     Educators on Expiring Licenses
          Educators with licenses expiring in the next 30 days
          Educators with licenses expiring 30 days from now or later
     Public Educator Search (replaces Educator Look-Up)
          eLicensing numbers are six digits long and begin with a “5.” Anyone new to TSPC licensure after
          after 1/1/16 will have a six-digit number that begins with a “5.”
          For now, search only returns current, active license records. Historical data is not displayed.
     Priting Educator Licenses
     Program Completion Report (C2)
     Background Clearance Dates and Sponsor Module Setup
          Elements of a background check:

	4/25/2019


	TSPc eLicensing update
     Contacting TSPC
     Public Educator Search
     Program Completion Reports (C-2s) training date
     Fingerprinting
     Migration updates

	4/24/2019


	Field notes
     TSPC updates:
          Transition to eLicensing update
          Student teachers as substitutes
     CAEP information:
          Accreditation information online
          Accreditation Policy document
          Standard 3 resources
     Other information:
          ATLAS
          Education First
          Inspirational article

	4/10/2019


	April 9, 2019 Newsletter: eLicensing Version 2.0
     Major impacts to district interactions with TSPC
     Timeline of upcoming events
     Q & A
          Background clearances has been completed
          Does this change how documents are sent to TSPC?
          Does the district still have to send PEER forms?
          What about district sponsorship letters?
          Is there any change to how test scores are processed?
          Where do I direct questions during this transition?
          Can an educator still apply during the same period no licenses will be issued?
          What will be the official record of licensure as of April 17? (The record viewable in Public Search)
          Will districts be able to print an image of the license?
     Final thoughts

	4/9/2019


	National Board Certification information

Forwarded for Hilda Rosselli, Chief Education Office

	3/25/2019


	3/15/2019 Newsletter:
     Reminder: Grace Period Rule as of 7/1/2019
     Special Education Update
     Administrator Redesigns: FAQs
     NEW! Executive Director Email Address
     Course-to-Endorsement Catalogue Update (2019/2020)
     eLicensing Update: Legacy Database Issues

	3/19/2019


	TSPC updates
     CAEP training in Oregon
     Add-ons
     Advanced (administrator, personnel services programs, and Teacher Leader)
     Program Review Work Group
     Grades as an assessment tool (no longer allowed)
     University supervisors
     Restricted Teaching Licenses, Emergency Licenses, and internships
     Tamara’s replacement
     AFI removals
     Message from Dr. Rosilez
     Spring date with Gary
     CAEP staffing update

	3/4/2019


	3/1/2019 Newsletter: Administrator Rule Redesign
     Effective 3/1/2019
     Introduction
     Communications
          New webpage
     The Basics: Administrator Licensure Redesign
          First License: Principal License
               Rule language
          Second (optional) License: Professional License
               Rule language
          FAQs
               Those currently enrolled in their CAL must complete the program by 8/1/2022
                    And TSPC must receive the program completion report and official transcripts.
     Scope and Responsibilities
          Purpose of the Principal License
          Purpose of the Professional Administrator License
          Transitions:
	Current Administrator License Title
	Transitions to the Title

	 Initial
	 Principal

	 Preliminary
	 Principal

	 Continuing
	 Professional

	 Professional
	 Professional

	 Standard
	 Professional

	 Distinguished
	 Professional

	 Basic
	 Legacy or Principal


     Principal License Requirements
          Professional Administrator License Requirements
          Out-of-state administrators
          Renewal requirements: Principal and Professional Administrator
          Restricted Administrator License
          License for Conditional Assignment
          Preparation Standards: Principal
               Requires 27 semester or 40 quarter graduate credits and 300 hours of clinical practice at both
                    elementary and secondary levels.
               Built on the PSEL standards with the specifics for building administration defined by NELP
                    standards. The Commission added equity, ethics, budgeting, mentorship, and law.
          Rule
     Preparation Standards: Professional Administrator
          Principal program complete
          Requires 18 semester or 27 quarter graduate credits and 200 hours of clinical practices, with
               Coursework supporting the practical learning.
          Built on PSEL standards with the specifics for district-wide administration defined by NELP
               standards. Commission added equity, ethics, budgeting, mentorship, and law.
          Rule

     Emergency Administrator License (not revised in the redesign)
          Rule

	2/15/2019


	Newsletter
     Commission meeting: General Updates
     Licensure items:
          Teacher Leader Applications
          Waiver requests
          Licensure Committee report
               Commission Handbook
               Music and PE workgroups update
               Library Media endorsement
               Special Educatin Workgroup update
               Administrator rule redesign
               Barriers workgroup update
               Career and Technical Education
               Other licensure items
                    eLicensing and communications update
                    Licensure production update
     Program approval item of interest
          Marylhurst closure: Student records transferred to students’ new college or university. 
               Records for other students transferred to Saint Martin’s in WA. Transcripts are available 
               Online at https://www.stmartin.edu/marylhurst. 
     Rules:
          Proposed rules: None
          Administrative Licensure Redesign
          Preliminary Teaching License: Removes six-year recency requirements in licensure rule.
               Now covered in program rul at 584-400-0160 (6).
          Restricted Teaching License to Reciprocal Teaching License
          Special Education: Early Intervention and Early Childhood endorsement
     Other TSPC Tidbits
          CTE Licensure Fees
          Staffing changes
          Online services help available
          Grace period reminder
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, field liaisons, program staff, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



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



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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TSPC Updates:



 



Fee increases:



On June 18, 2019, the Commission approved new license and service fees, effective July 1, 2019. For most licenses and renewals, the $140 application fee increased to $182. Expedited service increased from $149 to $194. Administrative license fees will increase to $189 beginning January 1, 2020. At this time, the fee for submitting applications through the eLicensing portal will remain at $10.

The Commission carefully considered the impact of fee increases on the educators who serve our students as well as the responsibility of the agency to meet its important public safety charge and support quality education in Oregon. The decision to increase fees was not one taken lightly and was prompted by increased agency expenses and the recent passage of SB 155, which reduces the investigation time for abuse and sexual conduct cases to 90 days, and the increased costs of providing service within the agency budget bill, SB 5537. TSPC will continue its strive for increased efficiency in order to maintain the quality service that Oregon’s educators and students deserve.



 



Note: If your institution includes licensing fees information on materials provided to candidates, please include that fees are subject to change.



 



 



Multiple measures: 



At the June Commission meeting, Commissioners approved a multiple measures approach to demonstrating content knowledge and teacher performance assessments as an alternate method for teacher candidates, effective June 18, 2019. 



 



Frameworks that provide options for candidates to meet requirements have been developed and approved by the Commission. Agency staff are working to develop guidance information to provide to the educator preparation providers, which will be included in the Program Review and Standards Handbook along with the frameworks.



 



Several of the options included in the frameworks require utilization of clinical observation instruments that are required to demonstrate validity in design and reliability in utilization. TSPC Executive Director Tony Rosilez is responsible for assuring any approved instruments meet the validity and reliability expectation of educational assessment. 



 



·         Docket item:  Multiple Measures Approach to Demonstrating Content Knowledge and Teacher Performance Assessment



·         Attachments:



o   7.10a   A Multiple Measures Approach to Demonstrating Content Knowledge



o   7.10b   Demonstrating Content Knowledge Flowchart



o   7.10c   A Multiple Measures Approach to Teacher Performance Assessment



o   7.10d   Teacher Performance Assessment Flowchart



o   7.10e   Multiple Measures Framework Presentation



 



 



Clinical placement requirements for dual-enrolled candidates:



Information on clinical practice requirements for dual-enrolled pre-service candidates was sent to EPPs in December 2018 after the Commission in November discussed (but did not formally approve) clinical placements for dual-enrolled pre-service candidates. A February Commission item formalized the Commissioners’ approval of the process, as summarized below.



 



EPPs are allowed to follow these guidelines for dual-enrolled pre-service candidates; however, until rule is revised, a waiver approved by the TSPC Executive Director must be received before EPPs can submit Program Completion Reports for dual-enrolled pre-service candidates who complete clinical practices of less than 15 weeks in each area.



 



In a nutshell, candidates pursuing two endorsement areas must complete:



·         A 15-week clinical practice in their core (edTPA) area; and 



·         A minimum of a 60-hour clinical placement in the second endorsement area.*



 



* Exception: Candidates seeking an Elementary – Multiple Subjects endorsement must complete a 15-week clinical practice in this area. If the candidate does not want their edTPA area to be Elementary – Multiple Subjects, they will have to complete two 15-week clinical placements: One in elementary and the other in their edTPA area. Note: Special Education: Generalist was originally included as also requiring a 15-week clinical practice; however, the Commission removed this requirement at the February meeting, as noted on the Commission item.



 



This summary is not intended to serve as a complete reading of rule: OAR 584-400-0140.



 



Notes:



·         If both dual-enrolled programs are edTPA-required areas, the EPP, in consultation with the candidate, may select which area to consider the core area.



·         Program-required areas: OAR 584-400-0020 (18)



·         Single-subject content areas: OAR 584-400-0020 (15)



·         edTPA areas: edTPA in Oregon



 



 



Recency requirements: 



Recency is now covered in rule in OAR 584-400-0160 (6): 



 



(6) Recency of Candidate Application and Program Reports: If a candidate applies for licensure, endorsement(s) and/or specialization(s) more than three years after the date of the EPP submission of the program completion report to the Commission, the candidate must obtain a new program completion report from the EPP.



 



If a candidate’s Program Completion Report (PCR) is more than three years, applicants are directed back to the EPP to request a new PCR. If the EPP determines the candidate is still qualified, they submit a new Program Completion Report.



 



Note: If the endorsement area now requires edTPA and the applicant completed the work sample (because that was the requirement at the time they completed the program), the EPP must request and obtain a waiver from TSPC. The Executive Director has approval authority to grant these types of waivers. Email Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov for waiver information.



 



 



CAEP Updates:



 



Fall CAEPCon 2019:



   September 25 | pre-conference (free, optional)



   September 26-27 | main conference programming



   September 27-28 | post-conference workshop (additional fee required)



Registration



Marriott Wardman Park



2660 Woodley Road NW



Washington, DC  20008



Reservations: 800-228-9290



Book your hotel by September 2 to secure the conference rate of $240/night.



 



Please email Candace.Robbecke@Oregon.gov if you would like to be included in a get together with other Oregon attendees in DC for a meal, state meeting, or both.



 



CAEP standard one-pagers:



CAEP has one-pagers that provide a summary of their initial and advanced standards. The initial one-pager was updated earlier this year. Both documents are linked on the TSPC website (CAEP – Oregon page), in the CAEP resources section:



Initial: One-Pager​ (pdf) Updated February 2019



Advanced: CAEP 2016 Standards for Advanced Programs: One-Pager (pdf)



 



 



Miscellaneous:



 



CHEA report:



CHEA has released a new research report: Accreditation and Student Learning Outcomes: Perspectives from Accrediting Organizations.



 



SHAPE America:



SHAPE America discontinuing SPA program review with national recognition for health education and physicla education programs. See the attached email for more details.



 



 



Please let me know if you have questions about any of these items.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



w: 503-373-1450 ● f: 503-378-4448 ● c: 253-988-6102
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SHAPE America Discontinuing SPA Program Review with National Recognition for Health Education and Physical Education Programs





 





As of July 2019, the Society of Health and Physical Educators (SHAPE America) will be discontinuing SPA Program Review with National Recognition. Moving forward, EPPs offering licensure, certification, or endorsement programs in the areas of health and physical education will be reviewed using either the CAEP Evidence Review of Standard One (formerly known as CAEP Program Review with Feedback) or the State Program Review options. 





 





Transition plan:





*	Programs that received National Recognition from SHAPE by fall 2018 will be listed on the CAEP website as nationally recognized until the expiration of that status or contingent on the provider's CAEP accreditation status. 


*	Programs that had started the SPA Initial Review process for their upcoming CAEP site visit and are in the process of submitting Revised or Response to Conditions Reports to receive full National Recognition will have the following options:





*	They may use the SPA decision report from Initial Review as evidence of program review (CAEP Component 1.3 on the self-study report) and provide evidence of programmatic improvements that have been made based on the SPA feedback


*	If the state allows, the program may select the State Review option and change the status of the program from “SPA Review” to “State Review” for accreditation purposes


*	If the state allows, the program may select the CAEP Evidence Review of Standard One option and change the status of the program from “SPA Review” to “Feedback” for accreditation purposes





 





For questions on the SPA’s decision regarding program review, EPPs may contact Chris Hersl at  chersl@shapeamerica.org.





 





For questions on program review requirements as part of the CAEP accreditation process, EPPs may contact CAEP at CAEPPrograms@caepnet.org. 





 





 





Matt Vanover | Director of External Affairs





202.223.0077 Main       caepnet.org





217.341.3849 Mobile   @caepupdates





 





Excellence in Educator Preparation Accreditation
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Please review this email from CAEP, if you have not already done so, as it provides important information about changes made at the June CAEP board meeting, which are effective today.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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See what's new at CAEP this month! 



View this email in your browser 







 





In this issue...





*	June Highlights: CAEP Voices: SUNY at Oswego, CHEA Policy Changes

*	NEW! Amendments to Accreditation Policy, Governance Policy, and Bylaws

*	NEW! Updated Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition

*	Fall CAEPCon Registration Open Now

*	Job Opportunities



 



	



 



 





June Highlights
By: Christopher A. Koch, Ed.D., CAEP President 





CAEP is the only accreditor of educator preparation providers recognized by the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). Recently, CHEA adopted a new recognition policy which includes updates to its recognition standards. As part of the organization's implementation of the new policy, CHEA-recognized accreditors are required to submit transition reports. We received feedback on our first transition report that was generally favorable but included some areas for improvement, particularly in how we inform the public of reasons for accreditation actions. You may notice some changes in the future in how we display this information on our website in response to the feedback from CHEA. 



The CAEP Board of Directors met earlier this month and approved several changes to our Accreditation Policy and Bylaws. A summary of the changes follows in the newsletter, with links to updated documents. These will go into effect July 1, 2019.



In addition, Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition has been updated. It provides guidelines for SPAs to develop and revise standards and also gives providers insights about the review process. More information on the Guidelines is provided below, as well as a link to the document.  



In this month’s CAEP Voices, we hear from Benjamin Ogwo of the State University of New York at Oswego. There, Ogwo serves as the Chair of Career and Technical Educator Preparations. He discusses why SUNY Oswego chose CAEP, despite it being optional in New York, because they are committed to producing the highest quality candidates for the state's K-12 students. Ogwo says that CAEP's reputation for quality standards was a key reason behind their accreditation choice, to help ensure their candidates graduate ready to make a difference in the lives of their students.



Wishing you a safe and happy 4th of July!
Chris



	



 





Amendments to Policy and Bylaws





In June, the Board of Directors adopted amendments to Accreditation Policy which will impact several aspects of the Accreditation Council’s operations and EPP accreditation review process. Highlights of these amendments are included below:

Accreditation Process



- Section V. Accreditation Process was amended to specify that no additional EPP evidence can be submitted for review after 5PM local time on the last full day of the site visit.



- Policy 5.02 Program Review and Evidence Review of Standard 1 was amended to change all “Program Review with Feedback” references to “Evidence Review of Standard 1”. Policy 5.08 Site Visit Report, Optional EPP Rejoinder, and Response was expanded to require site team submissions (to CAE) are via CAEP’s accreditation system.




Scope of Accreditation



- Section III. Scope of Accreditation was amended to make more clear CAEP’s expectation that EPPs include all covered licensure areas in a submission for CAEP review and accreditation. The description of covered licensure areas was modified to defer to state/country/other governing authority definitions of licensure areas for which the program approval standards have been established. To achieve greater alignment with the standards of the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), this section was expanded to include a requirement that EPPs must distinguish accurately between programs that are accredited and those that are not. 



- In addition, Policy 3.02 Advanced-Level Preparation was amended to remove paragraph (b) Add-On Programs so that a state’s definition of covered licensure areas, as described in Section III intro text, is used to determine whether any such programs are subject to CAEP review.




Annual Reports
- Amendments were made to specify that an EPPs Annual Report submission is to contain all required information. 



 



CAEP Management of Legacy Accreditation
- Several amendments were made to clarify and expand on existing provisions regarding continued accreditation requirements and the transition by EPPs from legacy (NCATE or TEAC accreditation) to CAEP accreditation.



*	A new Policy 1.03 CAEP Management of Legacy Accreditation was adopted to provide more specificity regarding the Council’s authority and responsibilities for the enforcement of continuing accreditation requirements. 

*	Policy 1.02 CAEP Standards was amended to provide greater specificity regarding differences between the initial licensure and advanced-level standards and to information regarding conclusions being made on the preponderance of evidence. 

*	Policy 2.01 Operating Authority was amended to make more explicit that the Council’s charge and responsibilities extend to enforcement of legacy accreditation and support for EPPs transitioning from legacy accreditation to CAEP accreditation.

*	Policy 5.15 Adverse Action was amended to specify that the Council make take Adverse Action against an EPP that no longer meets NCATE Standards or TEAC quality principles and to on Annual Report collection requirement to include monitoring of continued compliance with NCATE Standards or TEAC Quality Principles as applicable.



Accreditation Council Executive Committee
- Policy 2.08 Committees was amended to expand the responsibilities of the Executive Committee (including regarding determining the number of Councilors needed per Policy 2.04) and to provide for the election and terms of three (3) Executive Committee members.



 



The Board also adopted amendments to the CAEP Bylaws and Governance Policy.



- Elimination of Duplicative Information on Board Representation: Bylaws Section 6.03 was amended to remove details on the number of Directors to be elected to each sector and sub-sector because that information is provided in Governance Policy.  



- Scope of Accreditation: Governance Policy Section 2.03 was amended to align the Scope of Accreditation provisions with those included in Accreditation Policy.



- CAEP Management of Legacy Accreditation: Section 2.10 was amended to provide that notice of CAEP accreditation decisions (other than revocation or denial) shall inform the EPP that any unexpired NCATE or TEAC accreditation term will be automatically rescinded so that the EPP is only CAEP accredited.  



 



You can find the updated Accreditation Policy and Bylaws on the Accreditation Resources page. Additionally, the Governance Policy document can be found on the Governance page. All of these changes take effect July 1, 2019. 



 



	



 





Fall CAEPCon 2019





Registration for CAEP's fall conference is now open! For more details on the conference, schedule, hotel, and travel all in one place, check out the Fall CAEPCon page.

This fall's conference will take place in Washington, DC, with main programming running from September 26-27. Free, optional pre-conference orientation sessions will be offered on September 25. Additionally, there will be two two-part post-conference workshops offered. These intensive sessions begin on September 27, with a second part taking place on the morning of the 28th. 



 



REGISTER NOW 



 



	

 
Research & Resources
New research, reports, and tools to help your work



 



Updated SPA Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition



The Guidelines on Program Review with National Recognition have been updated. This document offers CAEP’s guidelines for SPAs to develop and revise standards for program review with national recognition. Providers seeking SPA national recognition can also refer to the guidelines for insights about the review process. You can find the latest version on the SPA Program Review Policies and Procedures page.




42 Newly Accredited EPPs
CAEP is pleased to announce the accreditation of 42 educator preparation providers! This spring, schools from 23 states and the District of Columbia received accreditation based on decisions by the CAEP Accreditation Council. Read more. 



	



 



 
Job Opportunities
Educator preparation jobs at CAEP and elsewhere.




- Dean of the College of Education, Bloomsburg University, PA
- Dean of the Orlean Beeson School of Education, Samford University, AL
- Dean of the College of Education, Cal State University, CA
- Program Improvement Coordinator/ Professional Lecturer, American University, DC
- Assistant Dean, Wilkes University, PA
- Credential Analyst, Alliant International University, CA

Interested in posting with CAEP? View the guidelines and let us know!
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Student Success Act
Engaging and Empowering Students and Communities 



 



Oregon’s children and youth are poised to benefit now and into the future with historic investments in early childhood and K-12 education. The Student Success Act, signed by Governor Brown last month, provides dedicated funding to expand access to engaging, high-quality, and culturally-responsive learning opportunities for students in order to provide clear pathways to college and career and to ensure improved educational outcomes across Oregon communities.  

Oregonians, education and community leaders, our students and families will play an integral role working together within communities and across regions of the state to help put these dedicated resources – $1 billion per year – into action. The Student Success Act provides opportunities for communities to target resources toward strategies that holistically address student needs and promote positive long-term educational outcomes, including successful transitions to post-secondary education and careers and lifelong social and economic mobility. Dedicated investments include:
  



*	Greater access to high-quality preschool and culturally-specific programs focused on bolstering kindergarten readiness and early literacy 

*	Effective practices, supports and partnerships within schools and communities to address students’ mental and behavioral health needs

*	Expanded well-rounded learning opportunities, including career technical education and science, technology, engineering, math and the arts



 
The Student Success Act provides for accountability and transparency in requiring community and district plans to be tied to inclusive community needs assessments, planning processes and clearly articulated strategies with measurable goals and outcomes. 
 
This new investment and accountability comes at a time when disparities are improving but continue to exist. Students from families navigating poverty, from communities of color and from rural communities experience persistent gaps in opportunity, achievement and outcomes.
 
Over the past several years, the Chief Education Office has convened community conversations, work groups with key stakeholders on complex policy issues including elements of the Student Success Act, and completed several research projects and studies independently and at the direction of the Legislature. These all have been aimed at fulfilling the Office’s mission of recommending policy and practices that promote equity and remove barriers to student learning across the continuum of education.  
 
As the Chief Education Office sunsets on June 30, the reports the Office has completed in response to systemic issues experienced by students and families across communities – including poverty and chronic absenteeism – can be accessed here. We have also completed a multi-year research pilot in two Oregon high schools on trauma-informed practices, in partnership with the Oregon Health Authority and the Oregon Department of Education. Read our report to the Legislation here.
 
We hope this body of work will continue to inform equitable local policies and practices, and to increase the effectiveness of strategies communities adopt as they put new educational investments to work for our students.

 
Lindsey Capps, Chief Education Officer



 



	



 



Data and Research on Education and Workforce Outcomes
Focusing on Oregon Youth Disconnected from School   



 



The Chief Education Office (CEdO) has built and been home to the completed Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS), which securely links data about students as they move through school and into the workforce. CEdO has also established and guided a cross-agency research partnership to foster collaborative efforts on longitudinal data and research across the education and workforce sectors. This partnership and the SLDS is governed jointly by the Oregon Department of Education, Higher Education Coordinating Commission and the Oregon Employment Department.  

Utilizing SLDS data, state researchers across these agencies are in the final stages of completing a longitudinal study due out this fall looking into the long-term outcomes for youth who become disconnected from school. As part of identifying general patterns over time for these youth, the research study will show short and long-term high school and post-secondary completion rates as well as employment outcomes for youth who have enrolled in a re-engagement program in Oregon.

The re-engagement programs defined in this study are offered through Oregon school districts. These programs offer supports to youth in diverse ways, including assisting with re-enrollment and persistence in school; offering coaching to address educational, career and personal needs; or providing for credit recovery, academic remediation or alternative paths to a secondary credential, such as a GED. 

With the sunset of the Chief Education Office on June 30 and pending the close of the 2019 Legislative Session, the SLDS, its research and technical staff will reside within the Office of Research and Data at the Higher Education Coordinating Commission. For more information on the SLDS and ongoing longitudinal data and research, please visit the Oregon SLDS website.



 



 



	



 



Educator Advancement Council
Developing and Empowering Teachers and School Leaders   



 



The Educator Advancement Council (EAC), an independent public-nonprofit partnership, will transition from the Chief Education Office to be supported administratively by the Oregon Department of Education beginning July 1.

The Educator Advancement Council aims to ensure all teachers and administrators, regardless of school size, geographic location or whether they teach preschool or K-12, have access to high-quality, culturally responsive professional learning and supports throughout their career.

Under HB 5015, the Council will receive funding from the Legislature to stand up and distribute formula grants to regional educator networks, or RENs, to achieve this goal. Each REN will serve as a primary sponsoring organization within a region, convening a collaboration of local educators, community members and stakeholders committed to supporting diversity, professional learning and educator leadership. They will coordinate and leverage resources and expertise to assist school districts in developing systems to support educators based on local data and priorities identified by educators.

The Council recently released a Request for Applications (RFA) seeking regional organizations and consortiums interested in serving as a sponsoring organization for RENs beginning this fall.  The RFA is among key steps the Educator Advancement Council is taking to establish educator networks and a statewide system of support for every educator.

For additional information and to follow the work of the Educator Advancement Council, please visit the EAC website. 



 



	



 



2019 Educator Equity Report
Diversifying Oregon's Educator Workforce   



 



For the sixth consecutive year, the Chief Education Office has partnered with the Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission, the Oregon Department of Education, and the Higher Education Coordinating Commission with oversight from the Oregon Educator Equity Advisory Group to produce and publish a report on Oregon’s efforts to diversify the K-12 educator workforce.   
 
The 2019 Educator Equity Report shows a continued positive trend in the number of racially and linguistically diverse educators in Oregon’s classrooms.  However, this trend is not keeping pace with the growing diversity of students within Oregon’s K-12 education system, which has implications for improving overall outcomes for students.
 
The percentage of racially diverse teachers employed in Oregon schools reached 10.4% in the 2018-19 school year, up slightly from 9.9% last year.  Similarly, linguistically diverse teachers serving in our schools rose to 11.4% this past school year, an increase from 10.7% in 2017-18. 

Read the full report, including information on successful diverse educator recruitment and retention strategies having an impact across the state. 
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The latest issue of the TSPC newsletter is provided below.
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June 28, 2019



	



 



 



The Commission met in beautiful Bend, Oregon, June 17-19 on the campus of Central Oregon Community College. Even with the distraction of a beautiful view, the Commission completed several important items during this meeting. The complete agenda can be found at this link. 



	Commission Meeting Highlights 



 



Fee Increase – Agenda Item 9.1
On June 19, 2019, Dr. Rosilez sent the following communication to district superintendents, the Oregon Education Association, the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators and the Oregon School Boards Association. Please note that as of this writing (June 28), Senate Bill 155 remains in “limbo” until the Senate reconvenes and is able to vote. Effective Monday July 1, eLicensing will begin charging either the 20% or 30% increase as indicated below.
 
Colleagues,
 
On June 18, 2019, the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission approved new fees for services.  All TSPC fees and charges will increase by 30%, effective July 1, 2019.  Twenty percent is from the agency budget bill (SB 5537) which is awaiting final vote in the Legislature.  The other 10% will support the agency’s operations to meet the 90 day investigation requirement for sexual conduct and abuse cases under SB 155 (which is also awaiting final approval in the Legislature).  Additionally, fees for administrative licenses will increase by an extra 5%, effective January 1, 2020.  If the Legislature either does not adopt SB 155 or provides any other funding to support the SB 155 requirements, the fee increases above the 20% will be adjusted accordingly. 
 
For most licenses and renewal, the current $140 application fee will increase to $182.  Expedited service will increase from $149 to $194.  Administrative license fees will increase to $189 beginning January 1, 2020. 
 
I want to share that the Commission carefully considered the impact of fee increases on the educators who serve our students as well as the responsibility of the agency to meet its important public safety charge and support quality education in Oregon.  The decision to increase fees was not one taken lightly.  The 30% increase ultimately adopted was less than the originally proposed 33% increase.  The Commission will continue to advocate – along with our education partners – for public support of the operations that it finds important to the agency’s responsibility to Oregon students and educators.
 
Updated fee charts will be provided to school districts and stakeholders upon final action on both the budget bill and SB 155.  Please contact me with any questions or concerns you might have. I want to reiterate, that raising fees was a challenging decision, and the Commission was mindful of the impact this increase would have on many educators. 
 



Regards,
 
Tony
 
Anthony J. Rosilez
 
Anthony J. Rosilez, Ph.D., J.D.
Executive Director
Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission
 
Multiple Measures Assessment – Agenda Item 7.10
For several years, the Commission has been discussing the barriers that potential educators face to achieve licensure. One of those identified barriers is the content testing and more recently, the edTPA. To create an avenue for those who struggle with these tests, the Commission has adopted a Multiple Measures Assessment tool for use to Educator Preparation Programs (EPPs). EPPs make recommendation for licensure to TSPC by reviewing two main elements of their candidates: content knowledge and teaching skill. Content knowledge is most often measured by successful completion of ORELA or Praxis testing. Teaching skill is measure by the edTPA.
 
Where a candidate is struggling with one or both of those assessments, EPPs can now assess the candidate under the new Multiple Measures tools. Flowcharts are provided as part of the agenda item to more clearly demonstrate the alternative items that can be considered to demonstrate content knowledge and teaching skill.
 
Administrators: New Teacher Support and Diversity – Agenda Item 6.5
The Commission continued the work of the Barriers Workgroup by discussing and approving a resolution to make clear the responsibilities of school administrators in the areas of mentoring new teachers and committing to recruiting and retaining a diverse workforce:
 
WHEREAS research demonstrates that teacher attrition negatively impacts schools and student learning in several ways, including reduced time spent directly with students, lost resources through repetitive professional development, resources taken away from classrooms and used for filing vacancies, and losing valuable teaching experience;
 
WHEREAS in Oregon, the 5-year total attrition rate for the 2011-2012 cohort of first-year teachers was 41.1%, and across the country teachers of color have a 24% greater likelihood of leaving the profession;
 
WHEREAS today, approximately 40% of Oregon’s K-12 students are culturally or linguistically diverse, compared to approximately 10% of Oregon educators;
 
WHEREAS research shows that when the teaching workforce reflects student diversity, there are benefits to all students, including better achievement, attendance, and graduation rates; and
 
WHEREAS the Commission believes that school and district administrators share a primary responsibility in supporting new educators and making best efforts to diversify the educator workforce; now, therefore, be it
 
RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the Statement of Oregon School Administrator Responsibility in Support of New Educators and Developing a Diverse Educator Workforce (Statement), effective June 18, 2019; and
 
RESOLVED further, that the Commission declares that the responsibilities included within the Statement are best practices in educational administration consistent with and expected within the scope and responsibility of the school administrator and the Oregon School Leadership Standards per OAR 584-235-0010.

The complete statement will be provided to superintendents, administrators, human resource departments, and educator preparation programs in the next few weeks. 



 



	eLicensing News 



 



Work on the Program Completion Report continues with an expected launch the week of July 8. Once that work is complete and implemented, the developers will begin work on the District portal, also known as the Sponsor Module. Two districts previewed prototype screens on Friday, June 21 and provided feedback and suggestions to NIC USA, the company developing eLicensing. The overall impression of the prototype was positive, and NIC USA was receptive to suggestions and additions requested by the district personnel.



 



	Website: www.oregon.gov/tspc



 



Email help: 
    eLicensing problems: online.tspc@oregon.gov
    Licensure questions: contact.tspc@oregon.gov
    Dr. Rosilez: ExecutiveDirector.tspc@oregon.gov

Districts: Please contact your TSPC representative if you have questions about licenses for educators in your district. 

Please note: Your TSPC representative’s email address and phone number are exclusively for district use and should not be distributed to educators. Educators must contact TSPC by email or phone, 503-378-3586.



 



This newsletter is intended to provide general information only.

Please refer to Chapter 584 of the Oregon Administrative Rules for specific rules and regulations governing educator licensure in Oregon. 
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This email is being sent to EPP deans/directors/chairs and program liaisons, including OACTE Accreditation Committee members.



 



 



 



The information below provides information about federal rule changes that will impact EPPs offering programs to out-of-state candidates, including a requirement that EPPs must inform candidates of whether or not the candidates will be able to receive credentials in their state for the programs. I provided highlighting for the major topic areas I think will be of interest.
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New Federal Regulations Ready for Your Comments – State Authorization and Student Notifications





by Lindsey Rae Downs



The Federal Rulemaking process has taken its next step. The U.S. Department of Education released in the Federal Register a portion of the proposed regulations. This first set of regulations focuses on accreditation and state authorization. The proposed language came out of the consensus language from the Negotiated Rulemaking Committee meetings that we covered extensively earlier this year.



Because of the long list of issues that were addressed in negotiated rulemaking, we are not surprised that the Department has chosen to release the proposed regulations in related buckets similar to the manner that the issues were reviewed by the negotiated rulemaking committee. Please note that the Department will accept public comments on this set of proposed regulations that are submitted by July 12, 2019. So, time is short.



 



In this post, we will focus on four issues concerning the proposed regulations related to state authorization and related student notification. We cover how authorization for distance education is tied to financial aid eligibility and provide an overview of the Department’s assessment of the financial impact on institutions for complying. We also address the benefit and process for institutional personnel to submit public comments.



We will offer another post very soon about other proposed regulation that are part of this release by the Department. Our initial thought related to the state authorization regulations is that we are pleased that the negotiated rulemaking came to consensus with language that was agreed upon by key stakeholders. However, we are disappointed that the Department failed to take the opportunity to offer guidance to institutions regarding the compliance management and transition of these proposed regulations as they relate to the now effective 2016 Federal regulations that had been delayed but were the subject of an April 26, 2019 court ruling to vacate the delay. In this post, we focus on the proposed regulations, but will need to follow-up regarding the 2016 regulations in a future entry.



Please note that for the purposes of this post, we are going to refer you to pages numbers in the proposed regulation draft document rather than the Federal Register so that we will be better able to direct you to specific language because the print is bigger, there is only one column of language, and you can use adobe tools to make notes in the margin.





The Proposed Regulations





State Authorization – 34 CFR 600.9(c)





What is being proposed? p.316





An institution that offers postsecondary education through distance education or correspondence courses to students located in a State for which the institution is not located must meet state requirements in that state or participate in a state authorization reciprocity agreement. Upon request, the institution must document the state approvals or the coverage by a reciprocity agreement to the Secretary. Failure of an institution to have the proper approvals in a state makes the institution ineligible to grant federal aid to students in that state.



The institution must make a determination of the location of the student based on institution policies and procedures that are consistently applied to all students. Upon request, the institution must provide written documentation of the determination of location to the Secretary. The time of determination of state location of the student will be upon initial enrollment and, if applicable, when a change of state location is obtained due to formal receipt of information from the student through institution procedures.





What is different? p.53-55





This proposed regulation addressed the location vs. residence concern that was raised in the 2016 Federal Regulations. As you may note on page 54 of the draft document, the Department expressed that they understood that focusing compliance on the location of the student more closely aligns with state oversight. Additionally, regulation language to determine state location was added to provide uniform implementation by requiring the institution to have a process that is applied consistently at the institution.



 



The institution is directed to make the determination of location at the time of the student’s initial enrollment. The issue of the student that moves is addressed through language indicating that the institution should note a change of state location upon formal receipt of the change through a formal receipt of information from the student.



What you may have noticed is missing is the 2016 Federal Regulation language requiring that an institution document that there is a State process for review and appropriate actions on complaints from enrolled out-of-state students. This requirement in the 2016 language was a concern for public and private non-profit institutions that have students in California. California does not maintain a State process for review and to provide appropriate action on complaints for institutions for which the state has not oversight. This portion of the regulation was removed.





What is our opinion?





We have always been a supporter of a Federal Regulation that ties Title IV funds to state compliance by the institutions. The 2016 Federal Regulation acknowledged reciprocity as a path to state compliance and remains in this proposed regulation.



Institution compliance and student support are benefited by the revision to the language to indicate location of the student as opposed to the 2016 Federal Regulation that was based on the residence of the student. We provided comment after comment that states have oversight based on the location of the activity and that the Federal regulation should be consistent with state oversight. Additionally, we indicated that a student could have a residence for purposes of voting and driver’s license yet be participating in an online course or field experience in a completely different state. A perfect example is an active duty military student. The state agency would have oversight where the student is participating in the online course or field experience. We believe that this change to student location will eliminate confusion.



We have advocated that institutions have a defensible plan for tracking the location of their students. The proposed regulations move in that direction by indicating that the institution maintain consistent policies and procedures that are applicable to all students for the determination of location. The proposed regulation indicates the time for the initial determination of location is at the time of initial enrollment. While the regulation provides a way for the institution to revise this information about a change in the student’s state location based on formal receipt of information from the student, we believe that an institution following this Federal standard could find themselves out of compliance by state standards. Department guidance indicating examples of expected types of formal receipt of information such as clinical placement affiliation agreements, internship process and procedures, academic session registration or other academic events may provide the understanding of what formal receipt of information should entail to offer routine opportunity to know of a student’s change of location.





Why you may want to comment





This proposed revision of 600.9(c) removed many of the concerns that we raised about the 2016 Federal Regulations. The only concern that remains for which you may wish to comment is regarding consistency in tracking the location of the students. The institution will remain responsible for any applicable state laws or SARA requirements including tracking and reporting the location of students.





State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement – 34 CFR 600.2





What is being proposed?





The negotiated rulemaking committee agreed to retain the definition from the 2016 Federal Regulations.





What is different? p.42





Nothing is different.





What is our opinion?





While we appreciate that the Proposed Regulations include the definition of a state authorization reciprocity agreement, the Department did nothing in the reasoning section of this announcement to clarify the language of the definition despite our many inquiries over the past several years. You may recall that former Under Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education, Ted Mitchell, addressed our questions regarding the possibly troubling language about the reciprocity agreement and the states not being prohibited from enforcing their own statues and regulations. We originally felt that this language could undermine the very purpose of reciprocity if the state could enforce any statutes and regulations that it chooses regardless of an agreed upon set of requirements and processes established in the reciprocity agreement.



Ted Mitchell’s response supported reciprocity by stating, “In other words, a distance education reciprocity agreement may require a State to meet requirements and terms of that agreement in order for the State to participate in that agreement.” We most recently addressed this issue, in an April 2019 WCET Frontiers Post, sharing that during rulemaking the Department indicated that they were aware of Ted Mitchell’s letter and supported Ted Mitchell’s opinion. Additionally, at the 2019 NASASPS conference in April, Diane Auer Jones, Principal Deputy Under Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education said that the issue of reciprocity is up to the states and did not see that the federal government should be involved. Although the opinion of the Department appears to be clear, we would like to see definitive guidance to serve as authority on this matter.





Why you may want to comment





It is critical that there be an official interpretation of this language. The Department would have difficulty changing the language of the definition itself as a substantive change to the definition for the Final Regulations could invite a challenge as to whether the change would be a “logical outgrowth” of the proposed rule.



 



However, the Department could provide clarifying language in the preamble of the Final regulations to provide the much-needed direction and interpretation. We encourage comment for clarification of the language of this definition.



WE STRONGLY RECOMMEND that you comment in support of the Department of Education formally endorsing the interpretation of the definition of a state authorization reciprocity agreement as outline in the letter from Ted Mitchell.



If interpreted differently, reciprocity could be at risk.





Notifications (In General) 34 CFR 668.50 – Proposed to remove and reserve this section.





What is being proposed? p.218





Disclosures required by institutions offering educational programs that could be completed solely through distance education or correspondence courses, excluding internships are located in other regulations or proposed to be moved to consolidate the number of sections and to eliminate duplicity.





What is different? p.210 and p.218





These disclosures for complaint processes, state authorization, adverse actions, refund policies, and professional licensure are required for distance education by 668.50. Other regulations already directed many of these required disclosures for all potential and enrolled students regardless of modality. For example, you may note that disclosure for refund policies is located in 34 CFR 668.42 (a) (2). These disclosures are still required but are found elsewhere and apply to all modalities, not just distance education.



It should be noted that disclosures regarding information about actions against the institution and professional licensure disclosures are being added to section 668.43. Proposed regulations for public and direct disclosures for professional licensure will be discussed in the next section.



In the 2016 regulations, there was a requirement for institutions offering distance and correspondence education to report any “adverse actions” by an accreditor or state agency. In the proposed regulations, the Department does not call the action against the institution an “adverse action”, but a new paragraph, 34 CFR 668.43 (a)(20), proposes to require the institution to supply notice of an investigation, action, or prosecution by a law enforcement agency for an issue related to academic quality, misrepresentation, fraud, if the institution is aware. In the Reasons portion of this announcement, the Department simply indicates that the disclosure of any adverse action a state entity or accrediting agency has initiated has been moved to 34 CFR 668.43 (a) (20). 



This new paragraph, like all Institutional Information required by 34 CFR 668.43, is required to all prospective and enrolled students regardless of modality.



Removal of 34 CFR 668.50 should not be seen as the elimination of disclosures for distance education. Quite the contrary. Disclosures to students were an important part of the discussions with the negotiators as is reflected in the proposed sections of 34 CFR 668.43.





What is our opinion?





We agree that modality is irrelevant to supplying necessary information to students. We support a consistent application of disclosures to students. Institutional personnel should assure that notifications required in 34 CFR 668.43 get to all students, regardless of modality.





Why you may want to comment?





You may wish to inquire about more clarity around notice of an action against the institution. We had sought guidance about disclosures for adverse actions in the 2016 Federal Regulations. This new paragraph as a part of 34 CFR 668.43 appears more straight forward for implementation by the institution.





Professional Licensure Notifications – 34 CFR 668.43 (a) (5) (v) and 34 CFR 668.43 (c)





What is being proposed? p.408 and p.411





These proposed paragraphs would require an institution to disclose whether programs leading to professional licensure or certification meet educational requirements. As a public disclosure (on a website and printed materials), the institution must list:



·         the states for which the institution meets requirements,



·         the states for which the institution does not meet requirements, and



·         the states for which the institution has not made a determination of whether the programs meet requirements.



For students considering the program, additional notifications may be required. If the program leading to professional licensure falls in one of the latter two categories above (the program does not meet requirements or the institution has not made a determination) for the state in which a student is located, the institution must inform the student directly of that status. This direct notification (typically by email or letter) must occur prior to the student’s enrollment in the program.



For a student enrolled in the program, if the institution makes a determination that the program does not meet educational requirements for licensure or certification in the state where the student is located, the institution must provide notice directly to the student within 14 calendar days of making that determination. The direct disclosures must be in writing. It is anticipated that this provision would happen most often when a program loses its approval in a state. Upon request, the institution must provide the Secretary with written documents as to the basis of the determination. Location of the student must be determined consistent with processes as indicated in 34 CFR 609(c).





What is different? p. 213-214





As previously discussed in the last section, negotiators agreed that disclosures for distance education would be more appropriately placed with the other institutional information required by 34 CFR 668.43. Many of the disclosures from 34 CFR 668.50 were already required by 34 CFR 668.43. Professional Licensure disclosures were deemed important by the negotiators and added to this regulation. It bears repeating, 34 CFR 668.43 requires the institutional information be made available for prospective and enrolled students regardless of modality. Therefore, the biggest takeaway for professional licensure disclosures is that the disclosures are required for Face to Face Programs AND Distance Education Programs that lead to professional licensure or certification.



The differences in the proposed regulation disclosures are the following:



·         Lists of states must be made public whether the program meets educational requirements.



·         The disclosure does not require a listing of the prerequisites as is required by 34 CFR 668.50.



·         The direct disclosure is based on the student’s state location not residence.



·         The direct disclosure is required not only if the institution does not meet educational requirements where the student is located, but also if the institution has not made a determination of whether educational requirements are met.



·         A process for determining location and change of state location is provided in the regulation.



·         The institution must document the process for determining whether educational requirements are met.



·         There is no requirement for the institution to receive student acknowledgment of the direct disclosure as is required by 34 CFR 668.50.



·         BIGGEST DIFFERENCE: Disclosures are required for face to face programs as well as distance education.





What is our opinion?





We agree with the negotiators and the Department that disclosing this information to student is extremely important. We have always maintained that if the institution wishes to expand its programs beyond their state that it should take the responsibility to inform the student about the ability to obtain a license or certification where the student is located. It is far more logical that an institution with resources and knowledgeable faculty in the department can obtain professional board information more easily than a much less experienced student.



We recognize that the research may be difficult for some institutions for some programs. We do hope that professional boards will become more aware of these consumer protection efforts to support students wishing to pursue these professions and make their requirements more readily available. The Department continues to greatly underestimate the time and resources needed (see our analysis below) to do this research. However, opportunities are made available through this proposed regulation to keep institutions from falling out of Federal compliance while they develop a process to research each of the programs at their institution.



We appreciate the consistent manner for which location of the student should be addressed and maintained. The Department understands the need for a consistent process to determine location of the student as is found in 34 CFR 600.9 (c) and 34 CFR 668.43(c).



As mentioned in the last section, we believe that disclosures should be provided to students regardless of modality. This world has become significantly more transient and opportunities increasing for students to cross state lines. They need to do so fully informed of the ability to transport their educational experiences to seek licensure or certification in other states.





Why you may want to comment?





We continue to maintain that the research and evaluation of educational requirements is a very time-consuming and costly process. That is NOT to say that is it not a worthwhile process. However, we believe that the Department needs to be aware that the currently effective regulations for professional licensure disclosures and the proposed professional licensure disclosures vary significantly in terms of what state is to be researched, the information that is to be disclosed for the programs and how that information is to be displayed. It would be VERY difficult for institutions to be compliant for the currently effective requirements and then have new processes in place for a possible effective date of July 1, 2020. The Department must advise institutions of the proper compliance for this very important consumer protection need for students pursuing programs leading to professional licensure or certification.





Financial Impact





It appears to us that the Department has underestimated the burdens of compliance (see especially pp. 291-294). The Department’s calculations of burden assume that the research and application of licensing board regulations is a static rather than dynamic task. An administrator would not work for a given number of hours and then move on to another project. Instead, the institutions are responsible for constant monitoring of an ever-shifting landscape.  For example, an administrator at a school of social work would have to notice Michigan regulations, mandated by a 2016 law, requiring persons interested in becoming a licensed social worker in that state to have taken coursework that identifies victims of human trafficking. Multiply that monitoring by fifty states and numerous professional licensing boards. There is no way to count the number of hours required to complete a task that can never be completed.



But even if there were a set number of hours to complete this task, the Department’s estimates are extremely low. Take, for example, professional licensure disclosures required under 668.43 (a) (5): “We further estimate that it would take an institution an estimated 50 hours per program to research individual State requirements, determine program compatibility and provide a listing of the States where the program curriculum meets the State requirements, where it does not meet the State requirements, or list the States where no such determination has been made” (p. 292).



50 hours means one hour per state. Given the complexity of the regulations and the wide variance in quality of state board website, one hour per state is insufficient time to complete this research. In some states, certain professional boards require specific program approval. I n that case, it would take days to research the regulations, assure with program faculty about alignment with the standards, complete the forms, submit the forms, pay the fee, and answer questions from the state. Some state boards require reporting and/or renewals on top of that. The Oregon State Board of Nursing, for example, requires out-of-state institutions whose students are completing clinical placements in Oregon to provide detailed information about the placements, including pre-approval of sites, names of students, and preceptor agreements. This is not insignificant work.



Or how about the individualized disclosures required under 668.43 (c). “We estimate that institutions would take an average of 2 hours to develop the language for the individualized disclosures” (p. 293) Does that mean per student? Per state? Per program? And how often would that be updated? Any implementation of complicated research in this field takes a lot longer.



The Department continues: “We estimate that it would take an additional average of 4 hours for the institutions to disclose this information to prospective and enrolled students for a total of 6 hour of burden” ( p. 293). It is unclear what tasks the Department includes in these tasks, let alone how they would add up to 4 hours, especially given the wide variety of institutional staff structures and procedures. Some campuses complete in one hour what takes another a week. How do you, campus state authorization professionals, react to these estimates?



Again, while we support this new requirement, you may wish to comment about how unrealistic the estimates are. Distance programs should have a head start on compliance, but this notification was never required previously for face-to-face, on-campus programs, which typically have larger enrollments. It may be difficult for them to comply by July of next year.





Commenting on the proposal





How to Comment





Join the fun. Comment! VOLUME COUNTS. The Department pays attention when there are multiple comments on the same topic.





Who Should Comment?





Institutional personnel, program personnel, or individuals may comment. If you serve students in other states, you should consider commenting. For an institutional or programmatic comment, you need to navigate the proper government relations channels at your institution. This may be difficult given the July 12 deadline.



If you comment as an individual, you can’t use your institution or organization letterhead. You can supply your name, title, and employer as context. It might be good to reiterate that you are not commenting in your official capacity.



 





How Do I Comment?





Directions on how to comment appear in the “Addresses” section of the of the notice of proposed rulemaking. You may: “Submit your comments through the Federal eRulemaking Portal or via postal mail, commercial delivery, or hand delivery. We will not accept comments submitted by fax or by email or those submitted after the comment period. To ensure that we do not receive duplicate copies, please submit your comments only once. In addition, please include the Docket ID at the top of your comments. If you are submitting comments electronically, we strongly encourage you to submit any comments or attachments in Microsoft Word format.”





What Should I Say?





Personalize it as form letters get less attention. Briefly tell your story. Who are you? What impact would these regulations have on students? What impact would these regulations have on your program? Focus on what would have the greatest impact on you and your students. Say why the proposed would regulations would help or hurt you, your institution, and (especially) your students. Discard the rest.



Be respectful. We can be better than the presidential nominees.



Make positive or helpful suggestions. We all hate the responses which object to everything without supplying, at least some, helpful alternatives. This helps to address the sense that we are merely objecting to any type of oversight or anything that inconveniences us. We’re for regulations that serve a purpose and for which the cure is not worse than the disease. If you have a way to fix the problem, suggest it.



Ask questions about clarifications that are needed.





Next Steps





As we noted, the comment period closes on July 12, so act quickly. The Department will review and must respond to all pertinent comments. If they issue their response and final regulations by the end of October, then the regulations go into effect on July 1 of next year. The outcomes will certainly be discussed at WCET’s Annual Meeting in early November.



You can expect another post in the next few days addressing the other proposed regulations that are part of this announcement. We hope to provide analysis on these important areas so that you will take the next step and submit a public comment in the areas for which you believe need more guidance or revision. Your voice is important!



Watch for more from WCET and the WCET/State Authorization Network (SAN)!



 
Russ Poulin
Executive Director
WCET – the WICHE Cooperative for Educational Technologies
rpoulin@wiche.edu @russpoulin



 
Cheryl Dowd
Director, State Authorization Network
WCET – the WICHE Cooperative for Educational Technologies
cdowd@wiche.edu



 



 
Dan Silverman
Assistant Director, State Authorization Network
WCET – the WICHE Cooperative for Educational Technologies
dsilverman@wiche.edu
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Contacting TSPC:



Educator preparation provider staff should contact TSPC as follows:



ｷ         Anything not covered by the bullets below: Candace Robbecke (candace.robbecke@oregon.gov);



ｷ         Candidate licensure questions: Candidates should be instructed to contact TSPC directly at contact.tspc@oregon.gov;



ｷ         System problems, such as usernames, passwords: online.tspc@oregon.gov.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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Dear TSPC stakeholders ~



 



TSPC is currently undergoing a transition to eLicensing 2.0. This email is to provide an update on items of importance to educator preparation providers.



 



Contacting TSPC:



Agency licensing and evaluation staff are currently unavailable by phone. They are working to make the online account information more accessible to users.



 



Messages for educators:



ｷ         Educators with licenses expiring in the next 30 days:



o   Educators are able to submit applications now; however, the system is experiencing periodic difficulties. If educators contact you and say they are experiencing problems with user names and passwords, please ask them to try again later or send an email to online.tspc@oregon.gov. 



o   TSPC will hold harmless educators who are unable to meet deadlines due to difficulties with eLicensing transition.



ｷ         Educators with licenses expiring 30 days from now or later: Please encourage candidates to wait until May 15 to give us time to get all functionalities operating smoothly.



 



Public Educator Search:



ｷ         Educator Look-Up has been replaced by the Public Educator Search. You can search by TSPC account number, first name, or last name (or any combination).



ｷ         For now, the search feature returns only current, active license records. Historical data is not being displayed.



ｷ         Printing educator licenses: 



o   EPPs and school districts cannot print copies of educator licenses; however, educators will be able to print their active licenses using this feature by logging into their eLicensing account. 



o   The educators’ official record of licensure is the record in this Public Educator Search, which can be printed for employment files, if needed.



ｷ         Evidence of renewal:



o   The new search feature does not currently display a license grace period or indicate receipt of applications.



o   School districts that need evidence an educator has applied for renewal have been asked to contact the educator and request that they present a payment receipt.



ｷ         TSPC will be notifying school districts that they may want to contact EPPs to verify program completion during this transition time.



 



Program Completion Reports (C-2s) training date:



ｷ         Additional time is needed for EPP training on the new Program Completion Report feature. 



ｷ         We previously anticipated a training would be provided and asked you to hold time on April 30. The training is now expected to be available around mid-May. It will be offered sooner if possible.



ｷ         The new system will be quite intuitive and we will work with anyone who requires assistance as needed.



 



Fingerprinting:



Background clearance dates are not yet available to EPPs and school districts. Work is underway to develop a method for EPPs to be able to access candidate background clearance information.



 



Migration updates:



Ongoing updates and information about the migration can be found on the TSPC home page. Please feel free to provide the update link to candidates.



 



We sincerely appreciate your patience and cooperation during this transition. 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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TSPC updates:



 



Transition to eLicensing update:



As most of you know, TSPC is undergoing a transition to eLicensing. Check out the TSPC home page for updates and information.



 



More information will be available soon about matters important to educator preparation providers.



 



Student teachers as substitutes:



Q.: What is the rule about student teachers substituting for teachers who are absent from the classroom?



A.: The rule for student teaching placements is provided at: OAR 584-400-0140 – Clinical Practices:



 



(6) Preservice Candidates: Preservice candidates must complete at least 15 weeks of student teaching. 



(g) Substitute Teaching in Student Teaching Placements: Candidates may substitute teach during their 15-week student teaching if they:



(A) Hold a Restricted Teaching License; 



(B) Are granted permission to substitute teach by a state-recognized licensure or endorsement program; and



(C) Have one of the following:



(ii) An internship agreement with the EPP and the employing school district; or



(iii) A Restricted Teaching License plan with the EPP and the employing school district.



NOTE: The candidate may also substitute teach if the substitute teaching is an approved component of the state-recognized program.



(h) The school district must notify the EPP if the school district assigns a candidate as a substitute teacher during the 15-week student teaching placement. 



 



Please be sure to discuss this with your partner school districts and ensure they are aware of this rule. There has been a concern expressed about student teachers being left alone in classrooms with the classroom teacher leaving the building.



 



TSPC would consider a Restricted Substitute License as a type of license allowed under (6)(g)(A). The important thing to know is this must be approved by the EPP. If this has not been approved by the EPP and the district has the candidate substitute teach, that time does not count toward the candidate's student teaching requirement.



 



CAEP information:



 



Accreditation information online:



To find CAEP’s accreditation resources:



ｷ         Go to their home page: http://caepnet.org/;



ｷ         Hover over [Accreditation and Program Review];



ｷ         Select [Accreditation Resources];



ｷ         Documents provided include these areas:



o    AIMS;



o    CAEP Accreditation Process;



o    Evidence;



o    Assessments;



o    EPP Annual Reporting;



o    Webinars;



o    Recent Presentations;



o    Accreditation by Other Associations; and



o    Legacy Accreditors: NCATE & TEAC.



 



Accreditation Policy document: 



The January 2019 Accreditation Policy document is:



ｷ         Attached as a PDF; and



ｷ         Directly linked here: http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/about/accreditationpolicy-in-effect-01012019-f.pdf?la=en 



 



Standard 3 Resources:



ｷ         CAEP-approved assessments for Standard 3, Component 3.2: From 4/19/2019 CAEP Accreditation Weekly Update



o    Check out a complete updated list of approved tests (April 2019). It is also available at the bottom of the Standard 3 page, along with other resources to aid EPPs address this standard.



o    California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST) has been added to the list of CAEP-approved assessments for meeting Standard 3's Component 3.2. 



o    Another document, Guidelines for Equivalence Studies Conducted for CAEP Standard 3, Component 3.2 Academic Proficiency Measures (June 2017), is also available. It contains guidance for sponsors of studies that are intended to demonstrate substantial equivalence of additional assessments, as well as templates for CAEP reviewers of those studies.



ｷ         CAEP developed an optional tool to aid EPPs with recruitment and support plans consistent with the expectations of Component 3.1. The final tool is:



o    Attached as a PDF;



o    Directly linked here: Data-informed Recruitment and Retention Plan & Progress: A Tool for EPPs; and 



o    On the CAEP website: Select Standard 3 page, select the 'Resources' tab at the top, then scroll to the bottom of the page. The last heading (which is not bolded so it looks like regular text) reads: Resources for Component 3.1. This document is the first bullet in that section.



ｷ         CAEP also developed a list of resources to help EPPs identify effective strategies. The tool is:



o    Attached as a PDF;



o    Directly linked here: Compiled Resources Related to CAEP Standard 3.1 Recruitment and Retention; and



o    On the CAEP website: Select Standard 3 page, select the 'Resources' tab at the top, then scroll to the bottom of the page. The last heading (which is not bolded so it looks like regular text) reads: Resources for Component 3.1. This document is the second bullet in that section.



 



Other information:



 



ATLAS:



This information was provided in an AACTE edTPA Community Newsletter. 



ATLAS is a video case library demonstrating accomplished teaching in practice, organized according to connections to edTPA rubrics, along with other common standards and frameworks. Each video is accompanied by the teacher's written commentary. Faculty can use ATLAS to show teacher candidates what the teaching practice called for in edTPA looks like. The teacher commentaries will help them begin to think about the decisions teachers make and learn how to write about, reflect on, and analyze their practice. ATLAS membership for edTPA community members includes access to:



ｷ         1,350 video cases showing authentic teaching practice from National Board Certified Teachers;



ｷ         Cases covering all subjects, grades, and school settings; and



ｷ         Cases indexed to edTPA and 8 other standards and frameworks including the National Board Standards, InTASC, and Deeper Learning Competencies.




AACTE has partnered with the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards to offer the edTPA community significantly discounted access to this support resource. To register for one year of individual access for $25, visit: https://tinyurl.com/atlasforedtpa/. If you are interested in an institutional membership, please contact atlassupport@nbpts.org.



 



Education First:



The information provided here is not an endorsement by TSPC. It is an excerpt from the 12/6/18 CAEP Accreditation Weekly Update:



 



Reimagining Teacher Preparation Together



Education First is a national, strategy and policy organization with expertise in education improvement. They advise leaders, conduct in-depth research, design programs, and build learning networks, as well as offering resources for:



ｷ         Networks & Collaboration



ｷ         Policy, Strategy, and Counsel



ｷ         Program Design and Implementation



Some current research and publications include The Path to Scale: Ideas for Navigating Non-Profit Growth, Common Core in the Districts: An Early Look at Early Implementers, and EdReports.org.



 



Here are just a few of the links that can be found on their Featured Resources page:



ｷ         Partnering on Prep;



ｷ         Reimagining Teacher Preparation Programs;



ｷ         Teacher Leadership; and



ｷ         Fewer and Better Local Assessments.



 



Inspirational article:



Dr. Rosilez requested this article be passed along to you. This is a nice story about a high school student entering teacher training. It highlights the need for teachers and addresses adults dissuading young adults from entering the field: See here



 



Please let me know if you have questions or feedback.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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Section I. Introduction 



The Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) is a non-governmental, voluntary, 
non-profit association of parties committed to the effective preparation of teachers and other P-12 
professional educators. CAEP, through an Accreditation Council, accredits educator preparation 
providers (EPPs).  
 
The activities of CAEP are carried out by three distinct bodies: the Governing Board of Directors, the 
Accreditation Council, and the Appeals Council. The duties and responsibilities of these bodies are 
established in the CAEP Bylaws and each is governed by a distinct set of policies. This policy 
document contains the policies, including those that are implied by the CAEP Bylaws, for the 
Accreditation Council and has an accompanying standard operating procedures document which 
provides specificity regarding how policies are carried out by CAEP staff, Accreditation Councilors, 
and/or Committees.  
 
In any section of this document referencing or quoting CAEP Bylaws, the language of the ratified 
bylaws shall supersede the language contained herein.  
 
CAEP publishes a number of guidance documents – including, but not limited to the CAEP handbook(s) 
and Assessment Frameworks – which provide EPPs with additional information on the process 
and criteria used in the evaluation of evidence. In no case shall any CAEP guidance document 
supersede this Accreditation Policy. 
 
The bullets below describe the anticipated plan for resolution of all outstanding CAEP accreditation 
actions to be taken through the end of the terms of the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) accredited EPPs, and 
the timeline by which all reviews will be based on the CAEP Standards, policy, and handbook(s), and 
carried out using the CAEP accreditation process. 
 



 CAEP recognizes an EPP previously accredited by NCATE and TEAC through the length of  
their respective accreditation term per the last accreditation decision made by NCATE and 
TEAC or by the CAEP Accreditation Council. In order to support the transition of EPPs from 
NCATE or TEAC accreditation to CAEP Accreditation, the following transition provisions will 
apply: 



 
o Annual Reports: All NCATE- and TEAC-accredited EPPs are required to submit annual 



reports using the CAEP annual report template provided in the accreditation system. 
 



o Good Standing: An NCATE- or TEAC-accredited EPP in good standing is considered to 
be continuously accredited. Upon expiration of the EPP’s NCATE or TEAC term of 
accreditation, the next accreditation review will be based on the CAEP Standards, policy, 
and handbook(s), and carried out using the CAEP accreditation process. The EPP is not 
required to complete the CAEP application process, so long as continuous accreditation 
is maintained. 
 



o Resolution of NCATE 2-year reviews: For any NCATE-accredited EPP that still must 
undergo a full or focused site visit, any such review and subsequent Accreditation 
Council decision will be based on NCATE Standards, policies, and procedures used for 
the previous review. Should the accreditation of any such EPP be revoked by the 
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Accreditation Council, the EPP may be entitled to petition for an appeal under NCATE 
policy.  
 



o Resolution of TEAC Stipulations: For any TEAC-accredited EPP that still must undergo a 
document review, as a consequence of having one or more stipulations to correct, any 
such review and subsequent Accreditation Council decision will be based on TEAC 
Quality Principles, policies, and procedures. Should the accreditation of any such EPP 
be revoked by the Accreditation Council, the EPP may be entitled to petition for an 
appeal under TEAC policy. 
 



o Extensions Granted for Reviews Taking Place Up to Fall 2019: For any NCATE- or 
TEAC-accredited EPP that has been granted an extension, either by CAEP or the 
Annual Report Monitoring (ARM) Committee, for an accreditation review that will take 
place no later than Fall 2019, such review (including the site visit and panel reviews) and 
subsequent Accreditation Council decision will be based on CAEP Standards, and using 
the same process or pathway used for the initial review, as appropriate. The CAEP 
Accreditation Policy and CAEP handbook(s) will apply. Any such EPP may elect to use 
the CAEP accreditation process for a site visit scheduled to take place through Fall 
2019. 
 



o Extensions Granted for Reviews Taking Place after Fall 2019: For any NCATE- or 
TEAC-accredited EPP that has been granted an extension, either by CAEP or ARM, for 
an accreditation review that will take place after Fall 2019, such review (including the site 
visit and panel reviews) and subsequent Accreditation Council decision will be based on 
the CAEP Standards, Accreditation policy, and handbook(s). All such reviews will be 
carried out using the CAEP accreditation process. 



 Any accreditation review scheduled to take place during and after Fall 2019, whether of a new 
applicant, for continuing accreditation, or following an approved extension, will be based on the 
CAEP Standards, Accreditation policy, and handbook(s). All such reviews will be carried out 
using the CAEP accreditation process. 



 
 



Policy 1.01 Administration 



(a) Dates 
To ensure consistency in application of policies and procedures, all deadlines and dates put forth in 
relation to CAEP Accreditation will use the site visit semester as the foundational date. 



(b) Definition of Semester 
For the purposes of record keeping and CAEP Accreditation timelines, semesters are defined as 
follows: 



 Spring Semester: January 1 – June 30 
 Fall Semester: July 1 – December 31 



  



Policy 1.02 CAEP Standards  
CAEP has the same five standards for initial-licensure and for advanced-level programs (Note: some 
standards for advanced-level programs have fewer components than for initial-licensure programs to 
accommodate essential differences). These standards serve as the basis for CAEP accreditation 
reviews and can be found at http://www.caepnet.org/standards/introduction (initial-licensure) and 
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http://caepnet.org/standards/standards-advanced-programs (advanced-level). The CAEP Board of 
Directors will periodically review and update the CAEP Standards.  



(a) Expectations for Accreditation 
Regardless of which standards or pathway an EPP was previously accredited under, or if the 
EPP is entering the accreditation process for the first time or after a lapse, denial, or revocation, 
the EPP is required to meet all of the initial-licensure and/or advanced-level CAEP Standards. 



(b) Phase-In Rules 
EPPs may benefit from “phase-in” rules established to address the need to develop the body of 
evidence and data required to meet one or more of the CAEP standards. The phase-in rules are 
time-limited, and there are phase-in rules for the initial-licensure and advanced-level standards. 
Additional information, including timelines and evidentiary thresholds, are included in the CAEP 
Accreditation handbook(s).  



Expectations for initial-licensure programs  
For EPPs accredited under the standards for initial-licensure programs, rules may be 
applicable, as follows: 



Phase-In Rule – For site visits taking place no later than Spring 2020, an EPP’s self-study 
report may include plans with progress steps as evidence and/or data for Standards. The 
Accreditation handbook(s) provides details for collecting, using, and reporting data to be 
used for data collection. Starting in fall 2020, the phase-in period concludes, and the 
EPP’s evidence and/or data are evaluated as submitted. 



Expectations for advanced-level programs 
For EPPs accredited under the standards for advanced-level programs, the following phase-
in rule may be applicable: 



Phase-In Rule – Advanced-Level Programs are first included in EPP self-study reports for 
site visits in fall 2019. Plans may be submitted as evidence for site visits in fall 2019, 
spring 2020, fall 2020, and spring 2021 semesters. Self-study reports due for site visits in 
fall 2021, spring 2022, fall 2022, and spring 2023 semesters must include plans 
accompanied with progressive cycles of evidence (including any available data). Starting 
with site visits in fall 2023, the phase-in period concludes, and the EPP’s evidence is 
evaluated as submitted.    



Section II. Accreditation Council Governance 



CAEP Bylaws provide for the establishment and operation of an Accreditation Council. 
 



Policy 2.01 Operating Authority 
The Accreditation Council operates under the authority of the CAEP Board of Directors and is subject to 
the operational oversight of that Board. Neither the CAEP Board, acting as a body, nor any individual 
Director with voting rights on the Board shall be involved in the review of EPPs nor any accreditation-
related decisions made by the Accreditation Council.  



(a) Accreditation Council Charge 
In furtherance of its objectives, the Accreditation Council is charged with the following:  
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1. Develop and promulgate policies to guide the review, evaluation, and accreditation of 
EPPs inside and outside the United States, in accordance to the CAEP Standards and 
Bylaws.  



2. Perform reviews and evaluations of EPPs to grant, revoke, or deny accreditation. 
3. Publish accreditation decisions and stipulations.  
4. Handle complaints against accredited EPPs. 
5. Develop a quality assurance system that guarantees the fairness and consistency of 



accreditation decisions. 



(b) Accreditation Council Responsibility 
In keeping with CAEP’s Bylaws, the Accreditation Council has the responsibility to carry out 
CAEP accreditation as follows: 



1. Formulate and keep up-to-date written statements of accreditation-related policies.  
2. Determine how to organize itself, by way of committees or otherwise, in order to carry 



out its responsibilities. 
3. Adopt and change any of the policies in this policy manual. Changes are subject to 



review and determination by the CAEP Board of Directors that the Accreditation Council 
Policy provides consistency and alignment with the operational standards of the Board, 
including standards related to feasibility and fiscal impacts.  



 



Policy 2.02 Decision-making Authority  
The Accreditation Council is the primary accreditation decision-making body for CAEP. Unless 
specified otherwise in policy, a majority vote of the Councilors present at the relevant Accreditation 
Council meeting determines the accreditation status for an EPP under consideration by the Council. At 
any meeting of the Accreditation Council, a majority of Accreditation Councilors then in service is 
required for quorum, which must be met at each Accreditation Council meeting. 
 



Policy 2.03 Meetings 
CAEP holds two (2) regular meetings of the Accreditation Council each year at such places and times 
as the Chair, Vice Chair, or CAEP senior leadership designate. Any additional meeting shall be 
considered a Special Meeting pursuant to Bylaws Section 8.11 - Meetings.  
 



Policy 2.04 Number of Councilors 
Not less than once every three (3) years, the Accreditation Council will review the number of projected 
cases to be considered and set the number of Councilors needed to carry out the required reviews. 
 



Policy 2.05 Composition of the Accreditation Council  



(a) Commitment to Diversity 
CAEP’s commitment to diversity adjures the Accreditation Council to do the following:  



1. Seek opportunities to increase the diversity of its volunteer base; seeking equitable 
representation of ethnicity, race, gender, religion, sexual orientation, socioeconomic 
status, exceptionality, age, geographic region, roles and professional background, and 
type and size of organizations for which volunteers work. 



2. Balance representation from the various stakeholder groups of higher education 
representatives, P-12 practitioners, employers, policy makers, public, student, and at-
large representatives.  



3. Ensure no fewer than one-seventh (1/7) of Councilors are representatives of the public.  
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(b) Public Representatives 
A representative of the public is defined to mean a person who is not: 



1. An employee, member of the governing board, owner, or shareholder of, or consultant to 
an institution or EPP that is either accredited by CAEP or has applied for accreditation; 



2. A member of any trade association or membership organization related to, affiliated with, 
or associated with CAEP; or 



3. A spouse, parent, child, or sibling of an individual identified in Policy 2.05(b)(1) and 
2.05(b)(2) of this definition. 



(c) Qualifications of Councilors 
Except for representatives of the public, the Accreditation Council is composed of individuals 
meeting at least one (1) of the following criteria which are applied through the selection process 
detailed in the Accreditation Council operating procedures: 



1. Have served as a CAEP nationally trained site visitor. 
2. Have served as an assessment or accreditation coordinator or in a position overseeing 



the EPP accreditation process.  
3. Is a National Board certified teacher.  
4. Is recommended for membership by a state, the National Education Association (NEA) 



or the American Federation of Teachers (AFT).  
5. Has experience as an employer or policy maker from a local or state education agency.  
6. Is a national or state officer in an organization dedicated to P-16 education.  



Volunteers may not serve concurrently in the role of Accreditation Councilor and Site Visitor. 



(d) Election and Term of Councilors 
Councilors shall be elected or re-elected from a slate of candidates put forth by the Selection 
Committee of the Accreditation Council. A Majority Vote of Councilors present at any duly 
convened meeting of the Accreditation Council (as defined in Bylaws Section 8.11) shall elect or 
re-elect Councilors.  



All Councilors may be elected for a term of up to three-years (3). No Councilor may serve more 
than two (2) consecutive terms. A Councilor who has served two (2) consecutive terms may, 
upon re-election, return to service following a one-year (1) absence from the Council. 



(e) Training of Councilors 
Prior to engaging in any decision-making process as a representative on the Accreditation 
Council, Councilors must successfully complete CAEP-approved training activities.  



(f) Alternate Councilors 
The Accreditation Council Chair or Vice-Chair may call on former Councilors to serve as 
Alternate Councilors (“Alternates”) from a list maintained by the Selection Committee, when the 
number of Councilors available for the review of cases falls below the minimum of three (3) 
Councilors per review case. Alternates are called into service, as needed, for a single meeting, 
during which the Alternate will serve as a Councilor with full Councilor voting rights. An Alternate 
may be called for consecutive meetings.  



(g) Removal of Councilors 
Any Councilor, Alternate, or Officer of the Accreditation Council may be removed at any time. A 
councilor’s failure to participate in two (2) consecutive Accreditation Council Meetings shall be 
grounds for removal with cause. A Majority Vote of the Councilors then in service is required for 
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removal with cause. A vote of two-thirds of the Councilors then in service is required for removal 
without cause. Accreditation system access is revoked immediately upon removal. 



(h) Resignation 
Councilors may resign at any time by written notice to CAEP staff or the Chair of the 
Accreditation Council. The resignation shall be effective at the time specified in the notice, or 
upon receipt if no time is specified. Acceptance of a resignation shall not be necessary to make 
it effective. Accreditation system access is revoked immediately upon resignation. 



Policy 2.06 Officers of the Accreditation Council 



(a) Chair of the Accreditation Council 
The Chair of the Accreditation Council is elected by the CAEP Board of Directors from among 
its Directors. The term of the Accreditation Council Chair shall be concurrent with his or her term 
as a Director on the CAEP Board per Bylaws Section 6.05. The Accreditation Council Chair 
shall not be entitled to vote on Accreditation Council matters.  



(b) Vice Chair of the Accreditation Council 
The Vice Chair of the Accreditation Council is elected by a majority vote of the Councilors 
present at a duly convened meeting, and shall serve as a Member Ex Officio of the CAEP Board 
of Directors without the right to vote on Board matters. The Vice Chair shall serve in such 
capacity for a term of two (2) years and is subject to a limit of two (2) consecutive terms. The 
Vice Chair shall be entitled to vote on Accreditation Council matters and will serve as the Chair 
of the Accreditation Council Policy Committee. Notwithstanding Policy 2.05(d), the Vice Chair 
may remain on the Accreditation Council for as long as he/she is also serving in the role. 



Policy 2.07 Restriction on Participation of Councilors 
If the EPP for which a Councilor is currently employed is under consideration by the Accreditation 
Council, the Councilor will be restricted from participating in their role as an Accreditation Councilor at 
the Accreditation Council meeting at which the Council is expected to make a decision regarding the 
EPP's accreditation. Such restriction is not required with regard to Accreditation Council consideration 
of a motion for Good Cause Extension under Policy 6.07.  



Any absence from an Accreditation Council meeting resulting from this required restriction may not be 
used as cause for removal of a Councilor under Policy 2.05(g). 



Any Councilor restricted for participation under this section will not be counted as a “voting member of 
the Accreditation Council then in service” for purposes of establishing a quorum under Bylaws Section 
8.10. 



Policy 2.08 Committees 
The Accreditation Council shall establish, charge, and oversee the following Committees as well as any 
other committees deemed necessary to address priorities set forth by the Accreditation Council in 
support of the work of the Council. 



 Annual Report Monitoring (ARM) Committee: The Committee is responsible for review of the 
annual report process and submissions. ARM reviews and approves or denies requests from 
the EPP for extensions longer than one year. The Committee shall elect a Chair from among its 
members. The Chair is elected for a two-year term or through the end of his/her Councilor term, 
whichever is shorter. 
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 Policy Committee: The Committee is responsible for reviewing and making recommendations 
on proposed changes to Accreditation Council policies. In addition, the Policy Committee 
reviews all motions from Committees placed on the agenda for action by the Accreditation 
Council. The Accreditation Council Vice Chair serves as the Chair of the Committee. 



 Site Visit Oversight Committee: The Committee is responsible for reviewing all site visitor 
volunteer applications and makes appointment recommendations to the Accreditation Council. 
The Committee shall elect a Chair from among its members. The Chair is elected for a two-year 
term or through the end of his/her Councilor term, whichever is shorter. 



 Selection Committee: The Committee is responsible for reviewing all Councilor applications 
and makes election recommendations to the Accreditation Council. The Committee also 
maintains a list of individuals eligible to serve as Alternate Councilors. The Committee shall 
elect a Chair from among its members. The Chair is elected for a two-year term or through the 
end of his/her Councilor term, whichever is shorter. 



 Complaint Committee: When a complaint against an EPP is received by the Accreditation 
Council, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Council shall appoint a Complaint Committee of not 
more than five (5) individuals to review the complaint and make recommendations to the 
Council. One (1) Councilor from each of the four (4) Committees shall be selected to serve on 
the Complaint Committee with the Chair of the Accreditation Council serving as Chair.  



 Executive Committee: The Committee is responsible for working with CAEP staff on the 
accreditation process and for consulting with and advising the Accreditation Council Chair and 
Vice Chair in matters requiring timely adjudication. This Committee shall not make or change 
accreditation decisions.  



 



(a) Committee Charges 
At the start of the fiscal year, the Chair of the Accreditation Council, in conjunction with the Vice 
Chair and the CAEP-designated senior staff, shall provide each Committee with its charge. 



(b) Appointment of Committee Members 
Except as provided otherwise in this section, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Accreditation 
Council shall appoint Councilors to Committees. Assignments to the various Committees will be 
based, in part, on preferences solicited from Councilors and CAEP’s commitment to diversity 
and representation. Committee membership is limited to individuals serving on the Accreditation 
Council.  



(c) Staff Liaison 
Each Committee shall be assigned a CAEP staff liaison. 



Section III. Scope of Accreditation 



Per the CAEP Governance Policy, the scope of CAEP’s work is the accreditation of educator 
preparation providers (EPPs) that offer bachelor’s, master’s, and/or doctoral degrees, post-
baccalaureate or other programs leading to certification, licensure, or endorsement in the United States 
and/or internationally. CAEP reviews the following: 



 All specialty licensure areas that prepare candidates to work in preschool through grade 12 
settings and lead to professional licensure, certification, or endorsement.  
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 Advanced-level programs at the post-baccalaureate or graduate levels leading to licensure, 
certification, or endorsement.  



 Programs that lead to endorsements, licensure add-ons, or their equivalent as required by 
the state or country.  



 
EPPs with programs at both the initial-licensure and advanced-level are required to have all such 
programs reviewed on the same cycle. The EPP will submit a single self-study report and receive two 
separate accreditation decisions (one for initial-licensure and one for advanced-level). The following 
applies if the decisions are not equivalent.  



 If the decision(s) include stipulations or probationary accreditation, Policy 5.14(b) will apply for 
the affected licensure level. 



 If the EPP does not receive accreditation under either the initial- or advanced-level standards, 
the EPP has the option of having the next review take place prior to the end of the current term 
of accreditation so long as the process does not begin for at least one (1) year after the final 
decisions have been made consistent with Policy 5.14(b).  



 Initial or advanced-level programs that are not accredited, so long as they are within the scope 
covered by Policy 3.01 and Policy 3.02, will be included in the next accreditation cycle and will 
be treated under Policy 6.08(c).  



Policy 3.01 Initial-Licensure Programs 
Initial-Licensure Programs are defined by CAEP as programs at the baccalaureate or post-
baccalaureate levels leading to initial-licensure, certification, or endorsement that are designed to 
develop P-12 teachers. All programs offered by the EPP that fall within CAEP’s scope must be 
submitted in a single self-study report that addresses CAEP Standards for Initial-Licensure Programs. 
Degrees for other school professionals, such as reading specialists, are addressed in the section that 
follows. For specialty area programs recognized by another accreditor, reference Policy 5.11. 
 



Policy 3.02 Advanced-Level Programs 
Advanced-Level Programs are defined by CAEP as educator preparation programs at the post-
baccalaureate or graduate levels leading to licensure, certification, or endorsement. Advanced-Level 
Programs are designed to develop P-12 teachers who have already completed an initial-licensure 
program, currently licensed administrators, or other certified (or similar state language) school 
professionals for employment in P-12 schools/districts. All programs offered by the EPP that fall within 
CAEP’s scope must be submitted in a single self-study report that addresses CAEP Standards for 
Advanced-Level Programs. For specialty area programs recognized by another accreditor, reference 
Policy 5.11.  



(a) Advanced-Level Programs Not Reviewed by CAEP include the Following: 
Any advanced-level program not specific to the preparation of teachers or other school 
professionals for P-12 schools/districts. 
1. Any advanced-level non-licensure programs, including those specific to content areas (e.g., 



M.A., M.S., Ph.D.). 
2. Educational leadership programs not specific to the preparation of teachers or other school 



professionals for P-12 schools/districts. 
 



(b) Add-On Programs 
Add-on programs are designed for educators who hold valid teaching licensure and are seeking 
to add additional teaching field(s);  
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OR 
 
programs that lead to licensure but for which the licensing authority (e.g., state or country) does 
not require completion of an internship for eligibility.  
 
Add-on programs do not lead to a degree (but may lead to a certificate) and require either a 
licensure examination or an assessment of candidate proficiency to understand and apply 
knowledge and skills in the specialty licensure area that provides access to employment in a P-
12 setting. 
 
Add-on programs will be reviewed under CAEP Standard A.1, component A.1.1 and require the 
EPP submit evidence of candidate content knowledge documented by state licensure test 
scores or other proficiency measures. 



Section IV. CAEP Eligibility or Continuing Accreditation 



An EPP seeking accreditation from CAEP may do so through either the eligibility process or the 
continuing accreditation process, neither of which shall be considered preaccreditation as defined by 
the U.S. Department of Education. Eligibility status or continuing accreditation status is not a 
determination by CAEP that the EPP is progressing toward accreditation and/or has met any of the 
CAEP standards.  
 



Policy 4.01 CAEP Eligibility 
An EPP seeking first-time, or initial accreditation must complete a two (2) part application process. Part 
1 establishes the status of the applicant and Part 2 establishes accreditation eligibility. After acceptance 
of the Part 1 application, the EPP must submit the Part 2 application within one (1) year and schedule a 
site visit within a three (3) year period. The site visit must occur within five (5) years of the date of 
acceptance of the Part 1 application.  



(a) Part 1: Applicant Status 
The Part 1 application is completed by the EPP’s administrator (e.g., CEO, Dean, or Director), 
signed by the administrator and the president/CEO, and submitted to CAEP. 
 



(b) Part 2: Accreditation Eligibility 
Upon acceptance of the Part 1 application, the EPP completes Part 2 of the application process 
and submits it to CAEP. 
 



(c) Lapse of Eligibility 
If the Part 2 application is not submitted and/or the site visit is not scheduled within the relevant 
time span, the EPP’s status will revert to inactive and the EPP must wait one (1) year before 
submitting a new Part 1 application.  
 
In the event an EPP undertaking initial accreditation fails to pay annual fees and/or submit an 
annual report, the EPP’s status will revert to inactive and the EPP must wait one (1) year before 
submitting a new Part 1 application. 
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(d) International EPPs 
CAEP accreditation of an international EPP follows these Accreditation Council policies as well 
as the guidelines in the accreditation handbook(s). Additional policies for an international EPP 
are as follows:  



1. If there are components of a standard or standards that are not attainable due to a legal 
restriction and/or governmental or societal context, the international EPP shall identify 
them during the application process and provide a justification for why the standard 
cannot be attained. 



2. In cases where an international EPP cannot comply with one or more of the seven (7) 
capacity elements as stated by the U.S. Department of Education, the EPP shall provide 
a justification for why evidence cannot be submitted during Part 2 of the application to 
indicate the readiness of the EPP for CAEP accreditation. CAEP staff shall determine 
whether supplemental information must be submitted in lieu of the missing capacity 
element(s). 



3. At the time of application to CAEP, the international EPP must designate the 
government authority to which it reports, providing complete contact information for that 
agency. Any governmental partnership agreements must be clearly described. In 
addition, the EPP must provide written authorization from the designated government 
authority as part of the application process. 



4. The EPP must define the term(s) used in its country for educator credentialing and the 
grades/childhood designations covered. 



 



Policy 4.02 Continuing Accreditation 
An EPP in good standing and currently accredited by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) or the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) is considered to be 
continuously accredited through legacy processes established to support the work of these 
organizations following the decision to merge NCATE and TEAC into CAEP.  
 
Any such EPP is not required to complete the CAEP application process described in Section 1, above, 
so long as continuous accreditation is maintained. CAEP recognizes an EPP accredited by NCATE or 
TEAC through the length of the accreditation term per the last accreditation decision made by NCATE 
or TEAC. Upon expiration of an EPP’s NCATE or TEAC term of accreditation and in no instance later 
than 2023, the EPP's next accreditation review will be based on CAEP Standards. 
 
Since January 1, 2017, all accreditation-related activities, including the submission of annual reports 
and the resolution of stipulations, are subject to the provisions of the Accreditation Policy in order to 
support the transition of EPPs from NCATE or TEAC accreditation to CAEP accreditation. 



Section V. Accreditation Process 



The CAEP accreditation process includes a series of steps for the EPP:  
 Successfully complete the CAEP application as defined in Policy 4.01(a) and (b), if needed.  
 Select the program review option (as allowed in the State Partnership Agreement).  
 Submit a self-study report (SSR) containing the EPP’s evidence of meeting CAEP 



Standards, and, for continuing accreditation, evidence that any previously identified areas 
for improvement or stipulations from a prior accreditation have been addressed.  



 Receive and respond to the Formative Feedback Report (FFR) prepared by the site team in 
the form of an addendum, prior to the site visit.  
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 Undergo a site visit and provide additional evidence in response to requests by the site 
team. No additional evidence can be submitted for review after the site visit is completed. 



 The site team submits a site visit report to which the EPP can submit a rejoinder, both are 
reviewed by the Accreditation Council. 



 At the Accreditation Council meeting, respond to initial review panel questions related to 
case materials (e.g., SSR, site visit reports, and amendments) see Policy 5.10(b).  



 
Expectations of the EPP include, but are not limited to: 



 The self-study report and all evidence are to be provided in English.  
 Site visits will be conducted with English as the language of interaction, although English does 



not have to be the language of instruction within the EPP.  
 When requested, the EPP is responsible for providing translators who are familiar with the 



preparation of educators.  
 



 



Policy 5.01 Transition 
Prior to January 2017, each EPP, in keeping with applicable state or international partnership 
agreements with CAEP, selected one (1) of two accreditation pathways. 



 The Inquiry Brief (IB) pathway in which evidence showed that all CAEP Standards were 
addressed and the EPP presented evidence for its claims of candidates’ effective teaching of all 
P-12 students, its own capacity for quality, and its system for continuous improvement. 



 The Selected Improvement (SI) pathway in which evidence showed that all CAEP Standards 
were addressed and the EPP presented data to indicate how its candidates’ effective teaching 
of all P-12 students would be improved. 



 
Since January 1, 2017, pathways are no longer an option for an EPP, there is one CAEP accreditation 
process followed by all EPPs that are new entrants into CAEP Accreditation. Upon expiration of an 
EPP’s current term of accreditation, the EPP's next accreditation review for NCATE, TEAC, or CAEP 
will be carried out under CAEP's single Accreditation process. 
 



Policy 5.02 Program Review 
In keeping with applicable state or international partnership agreements with CAEP, as part of the 
accreditation process, CAEP requires the EPP to provide information about the quality of educator 
preparation for specialty licensure areas through review at the program level. CAEP offers three 
program review options for its state and non-U.S. partners to choose from, namely (a) the Specialized 
Professional Association (SPA) Program Review with National Recognition, (b) CAEP Program Review 
with Feedback, and (c) the State Program Review.  



The state may choose from among the three options or a combination of them for the review of 
specialty licensure areas by EPPs within its jurisdiction. An EPP's selection of program review option(s) 
will be determined by the CAEP-state agreement. In the absence of a CAEP-state agreement, the EPP 
can choose among the three program review options. 



(a) Program Review Options 
1. Program Review with National Recognition: An EPP’s specialty areas submit program 



reports responding to standards defined by the relevant specialized professional associations 
(SPAs). Program reports are reviewed by the appropriate SPA, and the SPA provides a 
report on its findings in relation to its professional standards and determines the recognition 
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status of the submitted programs. Site visitors and Councilors review SPA findings as part of 
the accreditation decision-making process.  



2. CAEP Program Review with Feedback: An EPP’s specialty areas are reviewed within the 
context of the EPP’s site visit through disaggregated data for all specialty areas in the site 
visit report. All data submitted as evidence for Standard 1/A.1 must be disaggregated by 
specialty area for review. Site visitors and Councilors review specialty area data as part of 
the accreditation decision-making process.  



3. State Program Review: An EPP’s specialty areas are reviewed by the state or international 
agency. State or international agency reports are made available to the EPP and CAEP site 
visitors. Site visitors and Councilors review specialty licensure area reports from the state or 
international agency as part of the accreditation decision-making process. The EPP must 
coordinate with its respective state to provide to CAEP the state agency report on the EPP’s 
specialty areas. 



(b) Non-Submission of Program Review 
If an EPP does not submit its specialty licensure area for review or in accordance with existing 
state or international partnership agreements, CAEP reserves the right to reschedule the site 
visit or may pursue withdrawal from accreditation subject to Policy 6.05.  



 



Policy 5.03 Self-Study Report (SSR) 
At least nine (9) months prior to its scheduled site visit, an EPP submits a self-study report to CAEP. 
The site team reviews the self-study report and provides feedback to the EPP through a formative 
feedback report. The EPP is allowed to submit an addendum to the self-study report in response to the 
formative feedback report. The self-study report, formative feedback report, and addendum are 
reviewed by the site team. The self-study report presents the following: 



 Complete evidence for all elements of the SSR including CAEP Standards and cross-cutting 
themes. 



 Complete evidence for the capacity areas identified by the USED.  
 Complete evidence that each of these areas has been examined and evaluated in relation to 



distance-education programs if applicable.  
 



(a) Late Submission of the SSR 
Late submission of the self-study report by the EPP may result in lapse of eligibility and/or lapse 
of accreditation for currently accredited EPPs.  
 



(b) Incomplete Submission of the SSR 
An incomplete submission of the self-study report, may result in lapse of eligibility and/or lapse 
of accreditation for currently accredited EPPs.  



 



Policy 5.04 Scheduling the Site Visit 
Upon receipt of Accreditation Council action for continuing accreditation, or upon receipt of CAEP 
eligibility, an EPP is notified to contact CAEP and provide three (3) preferred dates for site visits. These 
dates should be set at least 18 months prior to the expiration of the accreditation cycle or set in 
collaboration with the state or country agency.  
 



Policy 5.05 Formative Feedback Report 
Upon receipt of the SSR and after the assignment of a site team, written feedback is provided to the 
EPP on the content and format of their self-study reports and feedback on or requests for clarification of 
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evidence. The formative feedback report is provided to the EPP no less than five (5) months before the 
site visit. 
 
The EPP has 60 days after receipt of the formative feedback report to submit its addendum response to 
CAEP. 
 



Policy 5.06 Virtual Site Visits 
Virtual site visits are not the standard type of visit undergone by an EPP. Virtual site visits are defined 
as a “site visit” conducted by the site visitors while not physically present in the EPP location. Virtual 
site visits require the use of a video or web conferencing tool which allows synchronous communication 
among participants and visual display of documents. Policy 7.09 Observers on Site Teams and Site 
Visits is applicable to the composition of virtual site teams.  
 
Neither the rigor or quality of the review nor the opportunities for the EPP to provide evidence are 
compromised.  
 
In addition to virtual site visits used for stipulation reviews (see Policy 5.14(b)), virtual site visits may be 
scheduled by CAEP in consultation with the EPP in situations such as:  



 a manmade or natural disaster prohibits the customary on-site evaluation; 
 the safety of site visitors is in question;  
 situations where it is not feasible for the site team to reach a campus location;  
 international reviews; and/or 
 special cases as approved by the President and Chair or Vice Chair of the Accreditation 



Council.   
 



 



Policy 5.07 Activities during the Site Visit 
During the site visit, the site team: 



 Examines the evidence cited in the self-study report;  
 Conducts interviews of EPP administrators, faculty and/or instructors, candidates, 



graduates, employers, and other members of the professional community as appropriate; 
and  



 Conducts other investigations into the cited evidence.  
 
At the conclusion of the site visit, the lead site visitor or designee presents an oral exit summary to the 
EPP with a preliminary summary of the strength of the evidence and findings and recommendations 
with respect to stipulations and AFIs to be made to the Accreditation Council.  
 
The site team does not make recommendations or assessments regarding whether standards are met 
or unmet or provide a written summary to the EPP. No later than 30 days after the site visit, the 
comprehensive findings are submitted in the accreditation system as a written site visit report.  
 



Policy 5.08 Site Visit Report 
Within 30 days after the site visit, the final report of the site team is submitted and contains the 
following: 



 Findings about the evidence that was examined, what was verified or not verified, and the 
methodologies used. 
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 Findings regarding the quality of the evidence and an analysis of the balance between 
confirmed and unconfirmed evidence, and any particular strengths or weaknesses for 
components of CAEP Standards.  



 Recommend AFIs and stipulations to the Accreditation Council. 
 A summary evaluation of the completeness, quality, and strength of evidence for each standard. 



The EPP may opt to submit a rejoinder within 30 days after the receipt of the site visit report. The 
rejoinder may not include new evidence. The lead site visitor has the opportunity to respond to the 
rejoinder.  
 



Policy 5.09 Timeliness 
The timely submission of materials is important to the execution of the accreditation process. Failure on 
the part of the EPP to meet timelines may result in adverse impact to the accreditation review.  
 



Policy 5.10 Accreditation Review and Decision  



(a) Composition of Review Panels 
Before each meeting of the Accreditation Council, CAEP staff, in consultation with the Chair and 
Vice Chair, will assign Councilors that have been confirmed as participants to review panels. 
Initial Review Panels should have three (3) Councilors assigned; however, as few as two (2) 
Councilors may constitute a properly established Initial Review Panel.  



Joint Review Panels should have the Councilors assigned to an Initial Review Panel, plus 
additional Councilors assigned so that the number of Joint Review Panelists does not exceed 
eight (8).  



(b) Initial Review Panel 
The initial review panel reviews the EPP’s case and makes a recommendation regarding 
whether an EPP meets all CAEP Standards (Initial-Licensure and/or Advanced-Level) and 
confirms or modifies the recommendations made by the site team.  
 
The initial review panel provides the EPP an opportunity to meet for no more than 20 minutes, 
either in person or virtually. The purpose of this meeting is for the EPP to respond to clarifying 
questions. The EPP may not present new evidence. The lead site visitor, State Lead, and/or 
state agency representative may also be invited to, and attend, this meeting.  



(c) Joint Review Panel 
After the initial review panel, a second panel (“joint review panel”), reviews the initial panel’s 
recommendations and either concurs with or modifies the initial panel’s recommendation.  



(d) Accreditation Council Review and Decision 
Recommendations from the joint review panel are considered and acted upon by the 
Accreditation Councilors present at the meeting. In order for an accreditation status vote to 
carry, there must be a quorum present and a majority vote in favor of the status.  



(e) Calibration 
Calibration activities will occur at least annually to ensure consistency in decision-making by the 
Accreditation Council. 
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Policy 5.11 Regional, Institutional, and Specialty Accreditation Recognition 



(a) Regional or Institutional Accreditation Agencies 
CAEP requires the U.S. entity in which the EPP is located to be accredited by a regional or 
institutional accrediting agency recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education or the Council for 
Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). The EPP must be accredited by this agency prior to 
applying to CAEP. An EPP located outside of the United States must be recognized by the 
appropriate quality assurance agency in the country. In order to establish eligibility for CAEP 
accreditation, an EPP not located in a higher education institution or for which in-country quality 
assurance recognition is not available, is required to provide alternative evidence of its capacity 
to offer educator preparation programs. 



(b) Reciprocal Recognition of Specialty Accreditation 
CAEP recognizes that some EPPs may wish to secure accreditation of specialty area programs 
by specialized accrediting agencies (e.g., music, library science, school counseling, etc.). An 
EPP that has secured specialty area accreditation from a specialized accrediting agency 
recognized by the U.S. Secretary of Education or CHEA can choose to have such program(s) 
exempted from review by CAEP. In this circumstance, the program will not be recognized as 
accredited by CAEP and the EPP will not be required to report the number of completers in 
these program(s) in the annual report submitted to CAEP. However, if the EPP chooses to have 
these program(s) be part of the CAEP accreditation process and recognized by CAEP, evidence 
required to meet the CAEP standards must be submitted for review, and completer numbers 
must be reported in the CAEP annual report.  



 



Policy 5.12 Inclusion of Programs in Multiple Sites, Including Distance Learning 



(a) Required Evidence for Multiple Sites 
An EPP with multiple sites must provide evidence to meet the following conditions at each site: 



1. Requirements for delivery as set forth by the relevant regional accreditor(s) are met.  
2. The accreditation plan satisfies the USED requirements in terms of the scope and 



programs to be reviewed. 
3. The state/country authorizes and/or approves programs that lead to licensure, 



certification, or their equivalent, if the state/country requires such authorization and 
approval. 



4. The certification/licensure opportunities within and across states/countries are disclosed 
to candidates. 



5. The quality assurance system ensures that data are sufficient to represent quality 
throughout the EPP. 



(b) Site Visits to Multiple Sites 
When scheduling the site visit, an EPP with multiple sites must determine, in consultation with 
CAEP staff and state/country partners, how the EPP’s scope of authority will be defined as well 
as where and how the visits to multiple sites, if any, will be scheduled. Evidence in the self-study 
report and any assessment data should be disaggregated for off-site or on-line programs only if 
the program is distinct from the other programs. Otherwise, the data and evidence from multiple 
sites are aggregated within respective specialty areas of study.  



(c) Distance Learning 
CAEP's review of distance education programs may be modified in response to state 
authorization requirements for such programs, and any federal requirements regarding distance 
education program accreditation. 
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For entirely on-line or distance learning programs, CAEP will review the process used by faculty 
and the EPP to verify the identity of candidates enrolled in such programs.  



 



Policy 5.13 Third Party Comments 
The EPP is required to solicit third party comment on its qualifications for accreditation as part of the 
accreditation review process. Not less than 16 weeks prior to the scheduled date of a site visit, both the 
EPP and CAEP must publicly announce the upcoming accreditation review and the date of the site visit 
to provide time for interested stakeholders to make comments. This includes but is not limited to, full-
time and adjunct faculty/educators, staff, candidates, cooperating teachers and/or mentors, completers, 
and employers. The EPP is required to provide evidence to CAEP within seven (7) days of such notice 
being posted. If an EPP does not provide evidence that it has sought third party comment, CAEP 
reserves the right to reschedule the site visit. 
 
CAEP accepts written comments from stakeholders up to six (6) weeks before the site visit and 
provides these comments to the EPP. The EPP can respond to any written comments received prior to 
the scheduled site visit. The response must be received by CAEP no less than two (2) weeks prior to 
the site visit. Third party comments and the EPP response, if any, are submitted in the accreditation 
system and become part of data considered by the site team as it conducts the site visit.  
 



Policy 5.14 Accreditation Terms and Definitions 



(a) Terms 
The accreditation term establishes the interval for a comprehensive re-evaluation of the EPP 
and begins on the date when the Accreditation Council renders the decision and extends until 
the Council’s next accreditation decision. Unless otherwise established in an agreement entered 
into between CAEP and one or more state agency or entity (referred to as a state partnership 
agreement), the accreditation terms are: 



1. Seven (7) years for full accreditation;  
2. Five (5) years if the EPP’s status was previously: (1) two (2) year probationary 



accreditation and the Accreditation Council subsequently issues a decision of 
Accreditation; or (2) a stipulation was assigned and corrected;  



3. Three (3) years if the EPP’s status was previously a two (2) year accreditation with 
stipulation(s) followed by probationary accreditation; or  



4. Two (2) years for a probationary accreditation or accreditation with stipulation(s). 
 



(b) Decisions      
The following decisions can be made on accreditation cases and may, but are not expected to 
be, sequential.  



1. Accreditation is granted for seven (7) years if the EPP meets all of the CAEP 
Standards, even if areas for improvement (AFIs) are identified in the final report of the 
Accreditation Council. 



2. Accreditation with Stipulation(s) is granted for two (2) years if an EPP receives one 
(1) or more stipulations and all CAEP standards are met.  



a. A targeted response to the stipulations(s) must be submitted by the EPP and is 
reviewed by a two- to three-person virtual site team. The resulting site visit report 
is submitted to the Accreditation Council for review and consideration for 
stipulation removal. 



i. Failure to submit a response to the stipulation(s) results in revocation.  
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ii. Failure to correct the condition leading to the stipulation(s) results in 
revocation or probationary accreditation. 



iii. The Accreditation Council may choose to remove the stipulation following 
correction of the condition(s) leading to the stipulation.  



3. Probationary Accreditation is granted for two (2) years when an EPP does not meet 
one (1) of the CAEP Standards.  



a. A targeted self-study report to the unmet standard must be submitted by the EPP 
and is reviewed by a 2- or 3-person site team as part of a targeted site visit. The 
resulting site visit report is submitted to the Accreditation Council for review.  



i. The Accreditation Council may choose to identify the standard as “met” 
following correction of the condition leading to the unmet standard. 



ii. The Accreditation Council may choose to apply accreditation or 
accreditation with stipulations following a correction of the condition(s) 
leading to probation. 



iii. Failure to correct the condition leading to the unmet standard results in 
revocation or denial.  



b. For a stipulation on a component not related to the unmet standard, a targeted 
response to the stipulation(s) must be addressed in accordance with Policy 
5.14(b)(2).  



4. Revocation (for Continuing) or Denial (for Initial) of accreditation occurs if an EPP does 
not meet two (2) or more of the CAEP Standards.  



a. In a case where accreditation is revoked or denied, the EPP can begin the 
application process after one (1) year from the date of the final decision.  



(c) Areas for Improvement (AFI) 
AFIs indicate areas which must be improved by the time of the next accreditation visit. Progress 
reports on remediation of AFIs are submitted as part of the Annual Report. AFIs not remediated 
by a subsequent site visit may become stipulations.  



(d) Stipulations 
Stipulations describe serious deficiencies in meeting CAEP Standards and/or components and 
must be brought into compliance in order to continue accreditation. All stipulations and relevant 
evidence are reviewed by the Accreditation Council. Failure to correct the condition leading to 
the stipulation results in probation or revocation of accreditation. 



 



Policy 5.15 Adverse Actions 
CAEP’s adverse actions are denial of accreditation if an EPP has not previously been accredited by 
CAEP and revocation of accreditation if an EPP is currently CAEP-accredited or has maintained 
continuous accreditation through one of the two legacy organizations (NCATE or TEAC).  
 
The Accreditation Council determines whether adverse action should be taken under the following 
circumstances: 



 Findings from a site visit reveal that an EPP does not meet or no longer meets two (2) or more 
CAEP Standards. 



 An EPP does not come into compliance with CAEP Standards (e.g., address a stipulation) 
within the specified time frame.  



 Investigation into a valid complaint indicates that CAEP Standards are no longer being met. 
 An EPP no longer demonstrates adequate capacity to maintain and administer its programs 



and/or is no longer in “good standing” with national, regional, or state accreditation agencies. 
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 An EPP falsely reports data, fails to correct misleading or inaccurate statements, and/or 
plagiarizes information submitted for accreditation purposes. 



 An EPP fails to submit an Annual Report within the requirements established in Policy 6.01. 
 An accredited EPP is out of compliance with CAEP policies (e.g., non-payment of fees). 



 



Policy 5.16 Notification of Accreditation Decisions 



(a) Notification to EPP 
CAEP notifies an EPP of its accreditation decision in a formal hard copy letter from the CAEP 
President. The letter includes the accreditation decision and term of accreditation as well as 
specific information about any AFIs and/or stipulations. The letter is sent to the head 
administrator of the EPP and the chief executive officer as identified by the EPP.  



(b) Notification of Probation 
CAEP notifies EPPs of probation in a certified hard copy letter from the CAEP President. The 
letter is sent to the head administrator of the EPP and the chief executive officer. Notice will be 
provided to the appropriate state licensing or authorizing agency at the same time notice of the 
decision is given to the EPP, but no later than 30 days after the decision is reached. The EPP’s 
site team are also notified of the EPP’s accreditation decision. 
 
The EPP may provide comments with regard to the decision, that become part of the official 
notification of decision to other external parties.  



 



(c) Notification of Denial or Revocation 
Within 30 days of taking adverse action, CAEP notifies the EPP in writing through certified mail 
and provides a justification for the decision, as well as information about the EPP's right to 
appeal the decision. The letter is sent to the head administrator of the EPP and the chief 
executive officer. Notice will be provided to the appropriate state licensing or authorizing agency 
at the same time notice of the decision is given to the EPP, but no later than 30 days after the 
decision is reached. The EPP’s site team are also notified of the EPP’s accreditation decision. 
 
Within 15 days of receiving notification of the adverse action, an EPP may inform CAEP in 
writing of its intention to request an appeal. The EPP may provide comments with regard to the 
decision, that become part of the official notification of decision to other external parties.  
 
In all cases, the EPP must meet criteria for appeal, and the burden of proof rests with the EPP. 
Policies governing the appeals process are contained in the Appeals Policy. 



 



(d) Notification to State 
The written notice CAEP provides regarding accreditation decisions, made in accordance with 
the requirements of Federal regulations (34 CFR Part 602), as described below, includes notice 
to the appropriate state licensing or authorizing agency. Specifically, such notice will be 
provided no later than 30 days following a decision to award initial or continuing accreditation.  
 
Within 30 days of receiving notification from an EPP that the EPP has decided to withdraw 
voluntarily from accreditation, or to let its accreditation lapse, CAEP will provide the appropriate 
state licensing or authorizing agency with written notice. 
 
State licensing or authorizing agency representatives, and any other state-level representatives 
that are a party to a state partnership agreement with CAEP, are given prior notice of the 
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upcoming review of any EPP covered by the state partnership agreement, consistent with the 
Third-Party Comment provisions, above. At any point up to six (6) weeks before a scheduled 
site visit, comments and information may be provided by the state for consideration as part of 
the accreditation review. EPPs will be given an opportunity to respond to any such comments 
prior to the site visit. 



(e) Notification to Other External Parties  
CAEP provides written notice of its accreditation decisions in accordance with the requirements 
of Federal regulations (34 CFR Part 602). This includes providing notice of each decision of the 
Accreditation Council and Appeals Council to the following individuals and entities:  



1. United States Secretary of Education (or relevant government agency for international 
EPPs). 



2. Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). 
3. Appropriate accrediting agencies, including national, regional, and specialized 



accrediting agencies.  
4. Relevant state affiliates of the National Education Association (NEA) and the American 



Federation of Teachers (AFT). 
Other state entities or agencies which are parties to a state partnership agreement with CAEP. 
In the event of a final decision to deny or terminate accreditation, CAEP's public notice will 
include a brief statement summarizing the reasons for the adverse action, along with the official 
comments, if any, that the affected EPP may make with regard to the decision, or evidence that 
the affected EPP has been offered the opportunity to provide official comment. 
 
An EPP’s accreditation status is a matter of public record. CAEP posts information about 
accredited EPPs on its website.  



Section VI. Maintaining Accreditation 



There are several annual activities required to maintain an active initial or continuing accreditation 
status. These actions include submitting an Annual Report, advising CAEP of substantive changes, 
payment of annual fees, and notifying CAEP of loss of state and/or national/regional accreditation 
and/or approval. 
 



Policy 6.01 Annual Report 
An EPP must submit an Annual Report to maintain accreditation or accreditation-eligibility. The report is 
opened for data entry each year in January. EPPs are given 90 days from the date of system 
availability to complete the report.  
 
CAEP collects and applies the data from the Annual Report to:  



 Monitor whether the EPP continues to meet the CAEP Standards between site visits. 
 Review and analyze evidence the EPP is remediating stipulations and AFIs.  
 Monitor reports of substantive changes. 
 Collect completer data, including for distance learning programs. 
 Monitor how the EPP publicly reports candidate performance data and other consumer 



information on its website.  
 
Failure to submit an Annual Report will be reviewed by the ARM Committee who may recommend 
adverse action or lapse of eligibility to the Accreditation Council.  
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Policy 6.02 Substantive Changes  
(Note: All language in this policy is quoted from U.S. Department of Education Regulations)  
 
CAEP, in accordance with Federal regulation (34 CFR Part 602 Subpart B (§602.22)), requires an EPP 
to inform CAEP of any changes to the educational mission, program, or programs of the EPP which 
may adversely affect the capacity of the EPP to continue to meet CAEP’s standards. These changes 
must be communicated as part of the Annual Report or in a separate communication to the CAEP 
President, addressed to president@caepnet.org or the current mailing address for the organization.  
 
CAEP has the responsibility to determine what effect, if any, substantive changes would have on an 
EPP’s accreditation. Per the U.S. Department of Education Regulations (quoted below), CAEP 
minimally requires notification in case of the following substantive changes:  



1. Any change in the established mission or objectives of the EPP. 
2. Any change in the legal status, form of control, or ownership of the EPP. 
3. Addition of courses or programs that represent a significant departure from the existing offerings 



of educational programs, or method of delivery, from those that were offered when CAEP last 
evaluated the EPP. 



4. A contract with other providers for direct instructional services, including any teach-out 
agreements. 



5. The addition of programs of study at a degree or credential level different from that which is 
included in the EPP’s current accreditation or pre-accreditation. 



6. A change from clock hours to credit hours. 
7. A substantial increase in the number of clock or credit hours awarded for successful completion 



of a program. 
8. If CAEP's accreditation of an institution enables the institution to seek eligibility to participate in 



title IV, HEA programs, the entering into a contract under which an institution or organization not 
certified to participate in the title IV, HEA programs offers more than 25 percent of one or more 
of the accredited institution's educational programs. 
 
(A) If the agency's accreditation of an institution enables it to seek eligibility to participate in title 
IV, HEA programs, the establishment of an additional location at which the institution offers at 
least 50 percent of an educational program. The addition of such a location must be approved 
by the agency in accordance with paragraph (c) of this section unless the accrediting agency 
determines, and issues a written determination stating that the institution has— 



a. (1) Successfully completed at least one cycle of accreditation of maximum length offered 
by the agency and one renewal, or has been accredited for at least ten years; 



b. (2) At least three additional locations that the agency has approved; and 
c. (3) Met criteria established by the agency indicating sufficient capacity to add additional 



locations without individual prior approvals, including at a minimum satisfactory evidence 
of a system to ensure quality across a distributed enterprise that includes— 



i. Clearly identified academic control; 
ii. Regular evaluation of the locations; 
iii. Adequate faculty, facilities, resources, and academic and student support 



systems; 
iv. Financial stability; and 
v. Long-range planning for expansion. 



(B) The agency's procedures for approval of an additional location, pursuant to paragraph 
(a)(2)(viii)(A) of this section, must require timely reporting to the agency of every additional 
location established under this approval. 











Accreditation Policy  
 



Effective January 1, 2019  23 
 



(C) Each agency determination or redetermination to preapprove an institution's addition of 
locations under paragraph (a)(2)(viii)(A) of this section may not exceed five years. 



(D) The agency may not preapprove an institution's addition of locations under paragraph 
(a)(2)(viii)(A) of this section after the institution undergoes a change in ownership resulting in a 
change in control as defined in 34 CFR 600.31 until the institution demonstrates that it meets 
the conditions for the agency to preapprove additional locations described in this paragraph. 



(E) The agency must have an effective mechanism for conducting, at reasonable intervals, visits 
to a representative sample of additional locations approved under paragraph (a)(2)(viii)(A) of 
this section. 



i. The acquisition of any other institution or any program or location of another 
institution. 



ii. The addition of a permanent location at a site at which the institution is 
conducting a teach-out for students of another institution that has ceased 
operating before all students have completed their program of study. 



9. Any change that means the EPP no longer meets CAEP Standards or adheres to CAEP 
policies. 



 



Policy 6.03 Annual Fee 
CAEP requires the payment of an annual fee which is established by the CAEP Board of Directors. 
EPPs delinquent in payment of fees are referred to the ARM Committee who may recommend adverse 
action or lapse of eligibility to the Accreditation Council.  
 



Policy 6.04 Information from Other Accreditors 
CAEP reviews concerns raised about an EPP by national and regional institutional accreditors and may 
request a report from those entities that describes the nature of the issues and/or schedule a site visit. 
Based on the review of the report, the Accreditation Council may take action, including adverse action, 
regarding the EPP’s accreditation status with CAEP. 



Policy 6.05 Withdrawal or Lapse of Accreditation 
An EPP has the right to withdraw from the accreditation process at any time by submitting a letter of 
withdrawal from the EPP administrator (e.g., President, Provost, Chief Academic Officer) to the CAEP 
President. The EPP’s accreditation is terminated on the date that the letter of withdrawal is received by 
CAEP unless a date of withdrawal is enumerated in the letter. The EPP will be charged for any expense 
already incurred by CAEP (including, but not limited to, site team travel) at the time of the withdraw. 
 
When an EPP fails to submit its self-study report or to host the site visit as scheduled without having 
requested, and had approved a good cause extension (see Good Cause Extension Policy 6.07), CAEP 
deems it as a lapse of accreditation, which is a de facto withdrawal as of the end of the accreditation 
term.  
 
If an EPP notifies CAEP of intent to withdraw after an adverse action by the Accreditation Council, the 
adverse action remains the final accreditation decision granted by the Accreditation Council.  
 
Within 30 days of the effective date of an EPP’s withdrawal or lapse of accreditation, CAEP will adhere 
to Policy 5.16. 
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Policy 6.06 Modification of Schedule for State 
States with CAEP agreements may, in consultation with the EPP, request a site visit schedule 
modification to ensure alignment of CAEP and state review cycles.  
 



Policy 6.07 Good Cause Extension 
CAEP reserves the right to approve or deny requests for Good Cause Extension. The EPP must 
provide sufficient justification to demonstrate need for an extension. CAEP reserves the right to adjust 
the length of the extension based on the nature of the request. 



(a) Request for a Good Cause Extension 
An EPP may submit a request in-full for an extension of the term of its accreditation no earlier 
than 24 months and no later than 12 months prior to the EPP’s site visit semester.  
 
An EPP may request an extension from CAEP from the term of its accreditation (and delay a 
site visit) for good cause for a period of up to one (1) semester; or up to two (2) years in 
consultation with the state/country partner. Extensions may not exceed two (2) years. Any 
extension request for longer than a period of one (1) year must be approved by the Annual 
Report Monitoring (ARM) Committee and the Accreditation Council.  
 
An administrative fee will be applied to all good cause extension applications. The fee will cover 
the administrative costs associated with the extension.  
 
Decisions regarding requests for good cause extension of an accreditation term will be based 
on one or more of the following factors. The EPP must provide evidence of the factor(s) 
preventing accreditation-related activities. 
1. State or federal standards or legislation requiring significant programmatic change. 
2. Substantive changes – see Policy 6.02: Substantive Changes.  
3. Other extenuating circumstances, such as an Act of God, natural disaster, or civil unrest. 



 
As a general rule, requests for more than one (1) extension within an accreditation cycle will be 
denied. In extenuating circumstances, CAEP will consider such requests on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 
If a Good Cause Extension is granted, the term of accreditation granted through the subsequent 
review will be reduced by the length of the extension. For example, upon the expiration of a 
one-year (1) extension, the EPP’s next term of accreditation will be shortened by one (1) year. 



(b) Good Standing 
An EPP in good standing may request an extension under the factors described in Policy 
6.07(a). An EPP not in good standing may only apply for an extension under factors described 
in 6.07(a)(3). An EPP with an unresolved stipulation is considered not in good standing.  



(c) Impact to Site Visit 
The EPP will be charged for any expense already incurred by CAEP (including but not limited to 
site team travel) at the time a Good Cause Extension is requested and granted. 



(d) State or Country Agreement 
The state/country must concur with the EPP’s request for Good Cause Extension. If the 
state/country does not concur, the extension will not be granted. Documentation of state/country 
support must be submitted with the request for an extension. 
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(e) Public Information 
Extensions granted to EPPs will be published in accordance with Section VIII - Consumer 
information, Public Disclosure, and Transparency. 



 



Policy 6.08 Mergers and Separations  



(a) Merger of two CAEP-Accredited Institutions 
When two CAEP-accredited institutions merge, the next CAEP visit is scheduled to coincide 
with the EPP whose accreditation cycle expires first, pending approval of the state or national 
partner. 



(b) Inclusion of Acquired Programs 
When a CAEP-accredited EPP assumes control of programs that were previously operated by 
another EPP, the programs will be included in the controlling EPP’s next regular accreditation 
review as if the EPP had developed a new program, regardless of whether the EPP previously 
operating the program was CAEP-accredited. 



(c) Inclusion of Acquired Programs at Multiple Levels 
When a CAEP-accredited institution assumes control of programs that were within an EPP 
accredited by CAEP, and the EPP had previously offered programs only at one (1) level (initial-
licensure or advanced-level) and the new program will expand its offerings to another level, the 
situation is analogous to an accredited EPP with a newly developed program at that other level. 
The next accreditation review will be a combination visit: a continuing visit at the previously 
accredited level and a first visit at the level of the newly assumed program level.  



(d) Accredited Programs Acquired by a Non-Accredited EPP  
When a non-accredited EPP assumes control of programs that were previously within a CAEP-
accredited EPP, accreditation for the programs can continue to be included in the accreditation 
of the accredited EPP for up to two (2) years, at the discretion of the accredited EPP and 
pending approval of the state or national partner. Therefore, if the EPP that previously operated 
the program allows graduates of the newly transferred program to receive their diplomas from 
that EPP, those individuals remain graduates of a CAEP-accredited program. In order to retain 
accreditation, within two (2) years the institution newly in control of the program must submit its 
application to retain its accreditation.  



(e) Separation 
When an EPP takes action to separate from a CAEP-accredited EPP, its accreditation may be 
extended for up to two (2) years to prepare for its first autonomous accreditation visit, pending 
approval of the state partner. The previously merged EPP completes both phases of the 
application to CAEP to establish its accreditation eligibility. The site visit will be considered a 
first accreditation visit.  



 



Policy 6.09 Teach-out Plans 
CAEP may request and review the teach-out plan and/or teach-out agreement of an EPP either as part 
of its substantive change report, in relation to merger plans, or as part of a self-study report. 
Additionally, a teach-out plan request may be initiated by CAEP and subsequently reviewed under the 
following circumstances: 



 The USED, or relevant government agency for international EPPs, initiates an action against an 
institution or EPP. 



 The institutional accreditor withdraws or terminates accreditation. 
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 The EPP ceases operation. 
 A state/country licensing or an authorizing agency revokes the EPP’s authorization to provide 



educational programs. 
 
If CAEP receives recognition from the U. S. Secretary of Education under the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (HEA), CAEP will require an EPP to submit a teach-out plan to CAEP for approval upon the 
occurrence of any of the following events: 



 The Secretary notifies CAEP that the Secretary has initiated an emergency action against the 
EPP or the institution under whose authority the EPP operates, in accordance with section 
487(c)(1)(G) of the HEA, or an action to limit, suspend, or terminate an EPP or institution 
participating in any title IV, HEA program, in accordance with 487(c)(1)(F) of the HEA, and that 
a teach-out plan is required. 



 CAEP acts to withdraw, terminate, or suspend the accreditation of the EPP. 
 The EPP notifies CAEP that it intends to cease operations entirely or close a location that 



provides one hundred percent of at least one program. 
 A state licensing or authorizing agency notifies the agency that an EPP’s license or legal 



authorization to provide an educational program has been or will be revoked. 
 
In reviewing and approving any such plan, CAEP will evaluate the plan to ensure that it provides for the 
equitable treatment of students, specifies additional charges, if any, and provides for the notification to 
the students of any additional charges. CAEP may require an EPP to enter into a teach-out agreement 
as part of its teach-out plan. Upon approval by CAEP of any teach-out plan for an EPP that is 
accredited by a regional accrediting agency, CAEP will notify that agency of its approval. 



Section VII. Accreditation Volunteers 



This section of the policy manual describes CAEP policies related to levels of review and oversight of 
the accreditation process as well as the composition and training of CAEP’s accreditation 
recommendation and decision-making bodies.  
 



Policy 7.01 Consistent Interpretation of Standards and Application of CAEP 
Accreditation Process 
CAEP ensures that site visitors and the Accreditation Council apply CAEP’s standards through a variety 
of methods including the following: 



 CAEP provides rigorous training to site teams and Accreditation Councilors to ensure CAEP 
standards are consistently interpreted, evaluated, and supported by evidence. 



 The Accreditation Council, as part of its deliberation and review of accreditation decisions, 
engages in periodic calibration exercises to ensure consistency in decision making and 
interrater reliability.  



 Volunteers participate in a performance review process.  
 



Policy 7.02 Qualifications and Training of CAEP Volunteers 



(a) Qualifications 
CAEP volunteers who conduct site visits or serve on the governance or decision-making bodies 
of CAEP are qualified by education and experience in their field(s) of specialization. Volunteers 
are either self- or member-nominated.  
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(b) Selection 
The Selection Committee reviews all applications and recommends a list of nominees for 
appointment as Accreditation Councilors.  
 
The Annual Report and Monitoring Committee reviews all applications and recommends a list of 
nominees for appointment as annual report reviewers.  



The Site Visit Oversight Committee reviews all applications and recommends a list of nominees 
for appointment to all other volunteer roles. 



(c) Training 
Formal CAEP-approved training is required of all volunteers involved in the accreditation 
process. This includes but is not limited to site visitors, lead site visitors, Councilors, and annual 
report reviewers.  



 



Policy 7.03 Practitioner Involvement in CAEP 
CAEP conducts its activities in a way that involves practitioners throughout the decision-making 
process. CAEP defines practitioners as professionals who spend the majority of their workweek in 
schools for preschool through 12th grade students or as administrators of schools and/or school 
districts. CAEP’s bylaws and policies require that volunteers serving in CAEP decision-making and 
governance bodies include balanced representation of P-12 practitioners, employers, policy makers, 
and the public.  
 



Policy 7.04 Code of Ethics 
CAEP Accreditation Councilors, site visitors, program reviewers, and annual report reviewers are 
expected to maintain the highest standards of ethical behavior, which include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 



 Conducting oneself professionally, with truth, accuracy, and fairness. 
 Not accepting consulting assignments (consistent with Policy 7.08) related to any EPP’s 



accreditation during their term of service or for a year after their service. 
 Declaring potential conflicts or competing interests in the accreditation process. 
 Maintaining confidences of all parties involved in the accreditation processes and decisions.  
 Not communicating information that might compromise the integrity of an accreditation decision.  
 Not undertaking accrediting responsibilities for which they have not been trained 



comprehensively on CAEP’s policies, practices, principles, and standards. 
 Not showing bias or prejudice against an EPP being reviewed or others involved in the 



accreditation process.  
 Not accepting gifts, bribes, or anything of value that may give the appearance of favor or 



partiality in any decisions rendered regarding CAEP’s affairs, activities, and policies. 
 



Policy 7.05 Conflict of Interest 
CAEP Accreditation Councilors, site visitors, program reviewers, and annual report reviewers are 
expected to maintain relationships and practices in their CAEP activities that do not demonstrate 
conflicts of interest. They conduct CAEP business, including their private business and financial affairs 
that might impinge upon CAEP, in a manner that can withstand the sharpest scrutiny by those who 
would seek to find conflicts and, thus, they exclude themselves from CAEP activities for any reason that 
may represent an actual or perceived conflict of interest.  
 
Conflicts of interest include the following: 
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 Currently employed by an EPP under review. 
 Having been employed by or under consideration for employment at the EPP under review in 



the last ten (10) years as a staff, faculty, or administrator. 
 Having been a consultant at the EPP being reviewed within the past ten (10) years.  
 Serving on or having served within the last five (5) years on a statewide or national decision-



making board or committee that considered an EPP under review. 
 Serving as a CAEP staff member within the last seven (7) years.  
 Participating in a common consortium or special research relationship with an EPP under 



review. 
 Having jointly authored research or literature with a faculty member at the EPP under review. 
 Having an immediate family member attending or employed by the EPP or 



institution/organization or being considered for employment at the EPP or 
institution/organization under review. 



 Having advised a doctoral candidate who is now a member of faculty of the EPP under review. 
 Having served as a commencement speaker, received an honorary degree from the institution, 



or otherwise profited or appeared to benefit from service to the institution or the EPP under 
review.  



 Affiliation with another accreditor or purveyor of standards which are competitive to the Initial-
Licensure or Advanced-Level CAEP Standards.  



 
If an EPP by which a CAEP volunteer is employed or with which the volunteer has a conflict is under 
review (beginning with program review and ending with notification of final decision), the volunteer must 
refrain from any communication with other CAEP volunteers regarding the EPP through the entirety of 
the EPP’s accreditation process.  
 



(a) Personal Agendas 
CAEP Accreditation Councilors, site visitors, and other CAEP volunteers do not advance 
personal agendas in the conduct of accreditation business by applying personal or partisan 
interpretations of CAEP policies. They exclude themselves from participating in CAEP activities 
if, to their knowledge, there is some predisposing factor that could prejudice them with respect 
to CAEP’s affairs, activities, or policies. 



 



(b) Compensation or Gifts 
CAEP Accreditation Councilors, site visitors, and other CAEP volunteers do not request or 
accept any compensation or gifts of substance from an EPP being reviewed or anyone affiliated 
with the EPP. Gifts of substance would include briefcases, tickets to athletic or entertainment 
events, and so forth. Small tokens such as key chains, magnets, or cups may be presented to 
site visitors if appropriate to an EPP culture.  



 



Policy 7.06 Harassment 
CAEP maintains and fosters an environment in which all volunteers are treated with decency and 
respect. Therefore, CAEP prohibits discrimination and all forms of harassment, including but not limited 
to sexual harassment. This means that no form of discriminatory or harassing conduct towards any 
volunteer, employee, EPP, or other person will be tolerated. CAEP is committed to enforcing this at all 
levels within CAEP, and any volunteer who engages in discrimination or harassment will be subject to 
immediate removal from volunteer activities.  
 
All investigations of harassment claims are conducted by the Compliance Officer and in alignment with 
Section IX Complaints.  
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Policy 7.07 Confidentiality 
CAEP Accreditation Councilors and site visitors have access to sensitive information in order to 
conduct accreditation visits and make accreditation decisions and must protect the confidentiality of this 
information. Specifically, these individuals must treat as confidential all elements of the work of the 
Accreditation Council and site visits. They should share information and perceptions with discipline and 
care and not publicly discuss the particulars of Accreditation Council or site visit deliberations. 
 



Policy 7.08 Consulting 
Councilors and site visitors may engage in consultative, informational, or collegial activities with an EPP 
seeking CAEP accreditation. Councilors and site visitors must disclose they do not represent CAEP 
and will not vote on matters pertaining to the EPP. Councilors and site visitors may not market their 
position as a Councilor or site visitor for financial or inappropriate personal or professional gain while 
actively serving and for a year after their service.  
 



Policy 7.09 Observers on Site Teams and Site Visits 
Observers on a site visit may attend activities held jointly between the EPP and site team. Observers 
may not participate in site team deliberations and must maintain the confidentiality of all discussions 
and documents viewed. Observers may include: 



 Representatives appointed from national, country, or local government agencies identified in 
state or international partnership agreements;  



 One representative from the state affiliates of the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) or the 
National Education Association (NEA), in the United States; and/or  



 CAEP staff. 
 
An EPP can contest the assignment of an observer if it can demonstrate a real or perceived conflict of 
interest exists. 
 
 



(a) Role of NEA or AFT on Site Teams 
The representatives from NEA or AFT state affiliates serve as observers on the site visit and 
must be actively engaged in school activities at the pre-collegiate level (including but not limited 
to elementary or secondary teacher, or administrator). 
 
The NEA or AFT affiliate is responsible for the costs of their respective observer or state 
representative. 



 



(b) Role of International Representatives on Site Teams 
The international agency may recommend representatives for appointment which must meet all 
appropriate qualifications for service as set forth in CAEP’s Policy 7.02. The representative from 
the international agency serves as a state/international consultant to the team, providing country 
context and clarifying country requirements. The international representative is a full participant 
in discussions and data gathering for the site visit, but is not a voting member of the site team. 
 
The country agency is responsible for the costs of their observer or representative. 



 











Accreditation Policy  
 



Effective January 1, 2019  30 
 



(c) Role of State-Appointed Site Visitor on Site Teams 
The role of the state representative on the site team is defined in the CAEP state agreement. In 
either concurrent or joint visits, the state representative can serve in the role of: 
1. State-Appointed Site Visitor who is a full participant in discussions and data gathering for 



the site visit and is a voting member of the site team. The state-appointed site visitor is 
trained by CAEP as a national site visitor and must adhere to all policies relevant to site 
visitors. Costs for participation in the site visit are covered by the state.  



2. State Consultant who is a full participant in discussions and data gathering for the site visit, 
but is not a voting member of the site team. The state consultant is not required to receive 
CAEP training, and costs for participation in the site visit are covered by the state.  



 



(d) Role of CAEP Staff on Site Visits 
At CAEP’s discretion, staff may be assigned to attend a site visit. In any such instance, the role 
of staff is to support the site visit team in their work and to provide interpretation of CAEP 
Policies. Staff at site visits do not participate in the writing of the site visit report, other than 
providing grammatical and policy background, and do not provide input on or vote on the 
recommendations of the team for areas for improvement or stipulation.  
 
CAEP is responsible for the costs of their observer or representative. 
 



 



Policy 7.10 Site Visitors’ Responsibilities and Authority 



(a) Terms 
Individuals who serve as site visitors are initially elected to a three (3) year term and are 
expected to accept an assignment for at least one (1) site visit per year. They may be re-elected 
for an unlimited number of consecutive three (3) year terms. 



(b) Training 
Prior to participating in an accreditation review, site visitors must successfully complete training 
in the application of CAEP Standards. To stay current and apply standards consistently, site 
visitors are expected to participate regularly in CAEP’s training on the CAEP Standards, the 
CAEP accreditation process, and policy or procedural changes. All site visitors must 
demonstrate they qualify to be a site visitor based on requirements put forward by CAEP.  



(c) Authority 
The authority of the site team is to assess the quality of the evidence provided by the EPP and 
recommend AFIs and/or stipulations as warranted under any of the CAEP Standards.  



(d) Responsibilities 
CAEP site visitors are expected to participate fully in the accreditation review, to perform their 
assignments thoroughly and in a timely manner, and to assume full responsibility for all 
background preparation required to conduct an accreditation review. Site visitor responsibilities 
include the following: 



1. Understand and follow policies outlined in Section V.  
2. Review the self-study report and evidence submitted by the EPP and formulate a plan for 



verifying accuracy of the information provided. 
3. Provide written feedback and requests for clarification and additional evidence as 



needed. 
4. Review supplemental evidence submitted by the EPP. 
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5. Provide written analysis of evidence and suggestions for citing AFIs and/or stipulations, 
as appropriate and in collaboration with the site team. 



6. Participate fully in the formative evaluation process and the site visit as appropriate. 
7. Complete assignments in a timely manner. 
8. Respond to requests from CAEP staff and the lead site visitor in a timely manner. 
9. Refrain from recommending, reporting, or communicating to the EPP whether or not the 



EPP meets standards. 
10. Remain accessible and responsive to CAEP as directed leading up to the Accreditation 



Council decision, including participation in the Accreditation Council Panel review if 
needed.  



11. Retain written notes in a safe and secure location until the accreditation decision is 
rendered. 



12. Participate in a minimum of one (1) accreditation review per year. 
13. Adhere to the CAEP Code of Ethics and policies on conflict of interest and confidentiality. 



(e) Removal from Volunteer Pool 
A site visitor may be removed from the CAEP volunteer pool at any time. A site visitor may be 
removed for cause, including failure to adhere to Accreditation Policy or the CAEP code of 
conduct and policies regarding confidentiality and conflicts of interest. In the event of an alleged 
breach of policy, conflict of interest, or other inappropriate conduct, the CAEP president, in 
consultation with the designated CAEP compliance officer, will review all available evidence and 
make a decision on removal. Accreditation system access is revoked immediately upon 
removal. The Site Visit Oversight Committee of the Accreditation Council approves all removals 
from the pool. 



(f) Removal from a Site Team  



Removal for Cause 



CAEP may remove a site visitor from any site team assignment at any time for cause, 
including failure to adhere to Accreditation Policy or not fulfilling the responsibilities of their role 
(e.g., completing reports or responding to requests in a timely manner). Site visitors may also 
be removed from a site visit pending the investigation of a complaint in which they are 
implicated. If the EPP to which a site team is assigned has any serious concerns regarding the 
conduct of a site visitor, a formal complaint and request for removal, if applicable, should be 
submitted in accordance with Accreditation Policy Section IX on complaints. 
 
In the case of a removal of a site visitor for cause, the EPP is notified of the removal.  
 
The Chair, Vice Chair and Site Visit Oversight Committee of the Accreditation Council are 
notified and provided with the reason for removal. 
 



Removal not for Cause 



CAEP may adjust the size or composition of a site team without cause at any point prior to the 
scheduled formative feedback meeting. If removal of a site visitor is needed after this point in 
time, it will be conducted in consultation with the President and Vice President. 



 



The EPP is notified of the removal within (5) days.  
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(g) Resignation 
Site visitors may resign at any time by written notice to CAEP staff or the Chair of the 
Accreditation Council. The resignation shall be effective at the time specified in the notice, or 
upon receipt if no time is specified. Acceptance of a resignation shall not be necessary to make 
it effective. Accreditation system access is revoked immediately upon resignation.  



 



Section VIII. Consumer information, Public Disclosure, and 
Transparency 



Policy 8.01 Consumer Information 
CAEP requires accredited EPPs to provide consumer information to the public, including candidate 
performance data. Title II data must be publicly available on the EPP’s website. 
 



Policy 8.02 Public Disclosure 
In addition to its requirements for the disclosure and transparency of EPP consumer information, CAEP 
makes the following information available to the public: 



 Procedures that EPPs must follow in applying for accreditation. 
 CAEP Standards and processes used to determine accreditation status and term of 



accreditation. 
 The names, employment, and representation of the members of the Board of Directors, 



Accreditation Council, Appeals Committee, and CAEP staff. 
 A list of EPPs accredited by CAEP, including their accreditation decision, term of accreditation, 



the semester of the next site visit, and degree/certification levels, unmet CAEP Standards, and 
stipulations for both met and unmet standards. 



 



Policy 8.03 Accreditation Action Report 
Upon written request, and after the final decision, the Accreditation Action report can be made available 
to appropriate state and federal agencies and officials.  
 



Policy 8.04 Representation of Accreditation to the Public 
When representing its accreditation to the public, an EPP must report the accreditation decision 
accurately, including the specific licensure level covered by the accreditation, and the address and 
telephone number of the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation as provided on the 
CAEP website. The official statement to be publicly displayed on the EPP’s website is provided by 
CAEP following Accreditation Council action, as defined by the CAEP Communication Guidelines. 
 
CAEP staff periodically review EPP statements of accreditation to ensure the accuracy of 
representation. If CAEP becomes aware that an EPP is not accurately reporting its accreditation to the 
public, the EPP will be contacted and directed to issue a corrective communication. Failure to correct 
misleading or inaccurate statements may lead to adverse action.  
 



Policy 8.05 Misleading or Incorrect Statements 
The EPP is responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of all information submitted by the EPP for 
accreditation purposes, including program reviews, self-study reports, formative feedback reports and 
addendums and site visit report responses, and information made available to prospective candidates 
and the public. In particular, information displayed by the EPP pertaining to its accreditation and Title II 
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decision, term, consumer information, or candidate performance (e.g., standardized test results, job 
placement rates, and licensing examination rates) must be accurate and current. 
 
When CAEP becomes aware that an accredited EPP has misrepresented any action taken by CAEP 
with respect to the EPP and/or its accreditation or uses accreditation reports or materials in a false or 
misleading manner, the EPP will be contacted and directed to issue a corrective communication. 
Failure to correct misleading or inaccurate statements may lead to adverse action. 



Section IX. Complaints 



CAEP reviews carefully any allegations that an accredited EPP has fallen out of compliance with 
accreditation standards or policies or that CAEP has not followed its own policies. 
 



Policy 9.01 Complaints against a CAEP-Accredited EPP 
CAEP does not intervene in the internal procedures of an EPP, nor does it perform as a regulatory 
body or grievance-resolving body for an EPP. However, complaints by a third-party, which pertain to an 
EPP accredited by CAEP or to CAEP itself, shall be reviewed in accordance with CAEP’s policies. 
 



(a) Submission of Complaints  
CAEP accepts only written complaints against an EPP where the complainant is identified and 
his or her relationship to the EPP is disclosed. The complaint must be sent to the CAEP 
Compliance Officer at the street address provided on the CAEP website or to 
compliance.officer@caepnet.org.  



 



(b) Required Information 
Written complaints against an EPP must include the following information: 



 A statement of facts and circumstances showing:  
o Noncompliance with CAEP’s policies or standards by an accredited EPP; 
o Actions by an accredited EPP that may jeopardize an EPP’s accreditation; and 
o A complaint that is not an individual grievance unrelated to CAEP’s mission as an 



accrediting agency. 
 A reference to the particular CAEP policies or standards at issue in the complaint. 
 A statement of the actions, if any, that the complainant and/or the EPP have taken to 



address the matters identified in the complaint. 
 Documentation of the dates of the events that led to the complaint.  



 
CAEP will not investigate complaints based on events that began more than two (2) years prior 
to the filing of a formal complaint. 



 



(c) Review of Complaints 
Complaints against an EPP are first reviewed by the CAEP Compliance Officer, or a designee, 
to determine relevance and pertinence to the CAEP Standards or policies. After the relevance is 
established, the Accreditation Council forwards the complaint to the Complaint Review 
Committee for investigation and a recommendation for further action by the Accreditation 
Council. The complainant and the EPP are notified of the actions taken at each step of the 
complaint process. All complaints are reviewed during the twice-annual meetings of the 
Accreditation Council.  
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If the complaint is found not relevant, the CAEP President will respond to the complainant. 
 



Policy 9.02 Complaints against CAEP 
Formal complaints made against CAEP, CAEP staff, CAEP site visitors, the Accreditation Council, or 
the Appeals Council are to be addressed to the Compliance Officer for investigation as provided for in 
the CAEP Governance Policy.  



Section X. Administration 



Policy 10.01 CAEP Authority to Postpone Activities 
Notwithstanding the approval or denial of any request made by an EPP for a Good Cause Extension 
(Policy 6.07), CAEP reserves the authority to postpone any EPP site visit and/or the presentation of an 
EPP's case to the Accreditation Council.  
 



(a) Postponement of a Site Visit or Review 
CAEP may postpone the site visit or review of any EPP if CAEP becomes aware of any issue 
that, in CAEP's determination, poses a threat to the quality, integrity, or safety of a scheduled 
site visit or review or is likely to result in a site visit or review that is not able to be carried out in 
full accordance with this Policy and/or established procedures. The failure of CAEP, including 
the site team, to meet established deadlines may be cause for postponement. However, there 
shall be no postponement if the threat or challenge is the result of any action or inaction on the 
part of the EPP. A postponed site visit or review will be rescheduled to take place as soon as is 
feasible following resolution of the issue(s) that led to the postponement.  
 



(b) Postponement after a Site Visit or Review 
CAEP may, following completion of a site visit or review, postpone the accreditation process of 
any EPP if CAEP becomes aware of any issue that, in CAEP's determination, poses a threat to 
the integrity of the decision-making process or the inability for that process to be carried out in 
full accordance with this Policy and/or established procedures. The failure of CAEP, including 
any panel of reviewers or the Accreditation Council as a whole, to meet established deadlines 
may be cause for postponement. However, there shall be no postponement if the threat or 
challenge is the result of any action or inaction on the part of the EPP. CAEP's exercise of this 
authority shall result in the postponement of the presentation of the EPP's case to the 
Accreditation Council until the next scheduled Accreditation Council meeting, or longer if 
justified.  



 
With any postponement under this policy, if the EPP subject to postponement is accredited by NCATE, 
TEAC, or CAEP, the term of accreditation may be extended only with the approval of the Accreditation 
Council on a recommendation of the ARM committee. The EPP must remain in good standing or be 
subject to adverse action. 
 



Policy 10.02 Authority to Waive Accreditation Policy  
CAEP reserves the authority to grant any EPP or group of EPPs a waiver from one or more 
requirements established in this Accreditation Policy or prior versions of the Accreditation Policy, as 
applicable. A waiver may be granted only upon the written approval of the CAEP President and subject 
to any terms or conditions provided therein. No waiver may be approved if any portion of it would result 
in a change in any decision of the Accreditation Council or any deviation from the decision definitions 
provided for in Policy 5.14. 
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At the meeting immediately following the exercise of this authority, CAEP will report to the Accreditation 
Council and the CAEP Board of Directors. 
 



Policy 10.03 Recommendation for Reconsideration 
For any accreditation decision other than an adverse action (defined in Policy 5.14), the CAEP 
President may recommend Accreditation Council reconsideration of the EPP’s most recent 
accreditation decision. The Accreditation Council, with a two-thirds vote of Councilors present at a duly 
convened meeting, may change the accreditation status of an EPP. This applies only in one of the 
following circumstances: 
 



(a) Petition for the Application of Subsequent Policy 
An EPP may file a petition with CAEP presenting evidence to support its assertion that a 
different accreditation status decision would have been reached if a subsequent version of the 
Accreditation Policy had been applied. The state/country must concur with the EPP’s request.  
 



(b) Procedural Challenge  
CAEP may recommend reconsideration of any decision of the Accreditation Council if there is 
credible evidence the policies or processes of the Accreditation Council were not followed by a 
review panel or the Accreditation Council. 



 
In either instance, approval of the Accreditation Council is required to change an EPP’s accreditation 
status, upon a motion from a panel assigned to re-review the EPP’s decision. A change in status shall 
not result in an extension of the EPP’s term of accreditation past the maximum term length established 
in Policy 5.14(a). No other remedies or concessions shall be made available to the EPP. 
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Data-informed Recruitment and Retention Plan & Progress 
A Tool for EPPs 



Standard 3, CAEP Component 3.1    The provider presents plans and goals to recruit and support completion of high-quality candidates 
from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse populations to accomplish their mission. The admitted pool of candidates reflects the 
diversity of America’s P-12 students. The provider demonstrates efforts to know and address community, state, national, regional, or 
local needs for hard-to-staff schools and shortage fields, currently, STEM, English-language learning, and students with disabilities. 



 
Purpose: to provide structure and reflective questions to intentionally focus and track progress of goals relevant to recruitment and retention efforts.  



In many cases, the data needed to complete this template are already being collected; by targeting attention to data and strategies most likely to help you achieve 
meaningful results, this document is intended to relieve some of the burden EPPs may face when designing a realistic recruitment and retention plan from scratch.  



  
Context within CAEP’s Diversity Theme 



Candidate quality insists that providers must undertake positive outreach efforts to recruit a more able and more diverse candidate pool.  The pairing of 
recruitment with raising candidate quality level in Standard 3 is of particular importance. This point has been powerfully underscored by the February 2013 report 
from the Equity and Excellence Commission to the Secretary of Education, in response to a Congressional mandate: 



The quality of new teachers entering the field depends not only on the quality of the preparation they receive, but also on the capacity of preparation programs to 
attract, select, and retain academically able people who have the potential to be effective teachers in the classrooms they will serve. Likewise, addressing the well-
documented gap between the demographics of the current American teacher workforce and the increasingly diverse students they serve requires intentionality.  



CAEP’s Definition of Diversity 
America’s students are diverse, individually (e.g., personality, interests, learning modalities, 
and life experiences), and as members of groups (e.g., race, ethnicity, ability, gender identity, 
gender expression, sexual orientation, nationality, language, religion, political affiliation, and 
socio-economic background). CAEP Standards use the term “all” students to reference P-12 
student diversity in America.  The term defines individual and group differences in the same 
way as the CCSSO Interstate Teaching and Assessment Support Consortium (InTASC). 



“We won’t have a serious equity policy until we steer our best talent to the classrooms where it’s most needed;  
and we won’t raise the bar for all children until far more of our entering teachers in all schools are well prepared themselves.”   



TO BEST SERVE AMERICAS’ STUDENTS, EPPS MUST:  
SHOW RESPECT FOR THE DIVERSITY OF CANDIDATES;  



PROVIDE EXPERIENCES THAT SUPPORT THE CANDIDATES’ COMMITMENT TO DIVERSITY;  
AND  



PREPARE CANDIDATES TO DESIGN AND ENACT EQUITABLE AND EXCELLENT EXPERIENCES 



FOR ALL P-12 STUDENTS. 
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We Heard You! 
This tool is intended to concentrate efforts on areas of greatest need with respect to each EPP’s particular context (both internal to the EPP and external 
communities served) and guide the selection of meaningful, yet feasible, goals informed by data. The goals and associated strategies should be informed 
by data and accompanied by monitoring to increase the likelihood of success and allow for adjustments to steward resources and maximize effectiveness. 



Accordingly, using the tool encompasses the following iterative actions: 
 



 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



adjust strategies 
to increase 



effectiveness 
of the plan and its 
implementation to 



achieve intended results
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Notes on Using this Tool 



Why this tool? Accreditation can serve as a powerful lever for data-driven change in teacher education. As an accreditor of educator preparation providers, CAEP 
recognizes the importance of preparing and retaining a diverse pool of effective educators. Preparation providers seeking CAEP accreditation must describe their 
progress and plans for recruiting a diverse set of strong candidates matching stakeholder needs, under CAEP Component 3.1. As a result, CAEP plays a key role in 
motivating preparation providers to diversify the teacher workforce and guiding their plans for increasing diversity.  



In reviewing self-study submissions and listening to EPPs, site visitors, and Accreditation Councilors, we found many plans were missing key elements to help the 
EPPs produce the best results possible. Based on exemplary practices culled from EPPs’ plan submissions, advice from experts (EPPs, states, site visitors, and 
Accreditation Councilors), and our SEED partners, CAEP developed the following tool as a resource to guide EPPs’ efforts and improve the quality of the 
associated evidence for accreditation, as well as how those plans are reviewed. 1 In support of the overall mission and responsibility of EPPs - as well as to structure 
evidence-based demonstration of addressing CAEP Component 3.1 - the focus of this tool is to devise, implement, and showcase results of a data-informed strategy 
to recruit and support completion of high quality candidates reflecting the needs of schools and diverse students served within the context of the EPP. This tool is 
inclusive of elements needed to be successful on the Component, and more importantly develop plans likely to be meaningful to the EPP and drive intended results. 



Buy-in and Distributed Ownership are not to be Underestimated. Achieving your goals and maximizing meaningful results, as well as appropriate input and 
monitoring data, will take a team effort. Think about people critical to obtaining data and implementing strategies. For example, financial aid staff, admissions 
representatives, human resources, clinical educators, counselors, educator employers, and many other staff and stakeholders may be critical to include both in terms 
of discreet roles, overall plan development and evaluation efforts. Identifying staff roles for plan ownership, as well as accountability for each strategy and progress 
monitoring, will facilitate successful implementation.  



Things to think about: Who will collect data? Who will use data? Who will analyze data? What teams will be the most efficient for given tasks? Where is broader 
involvement and buy-in helpful? How will buy-in be developed? How does the plan’s purpose and or activities integrate with current efforts? 
 
Timing – Start Early and Check-in Often. Starting sooner means more time for results and best positions EPPs for evidencing Component 3.1. Plan for ongoing 
group monitoring, reporting, and fine-tuning. 
 
Pervasiveness – the Importance of Culture and Reputation. 



Without action in the following areas, the chance of success with the plan may be limited: 
1. the organization’s reputation in communities where recruitment is being conducted;  
2. Equal Employment Opportunity – recognize the importance of faculty and candidates’ ability to see themselves represented;  
3. Climate and culture within the EPP for faculty, staff, and candidates; and 
4. engagement with communities where desired recruitment is being conducted 



 
Instructions: The tool below is optional and intended to prompt you to consider areas relevant to a successful plan and implementation 
addressing Component 3.1. Space constraints may not allow the level of detail you may desire in completing sections of this tool within the 
text boxes. Feel free to modify and/or utilize other documentation mechanisms to best suit your needs and format as appropriate.] 



                                                           
1 CAEP obtained a Supporting Effective Educator Development (SEED) Partnership, awarded by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Innovation and Improvement, to work with the National 
Center for Teacher Residencies (NCTR) and Mathematica to improve the quality of EPP’s submissions and CAEP’s guidance around the recruitment and retention expectations. 
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DATA-INFORMED RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION GUIDING VISION STATEMENT 
Construct a statement of the guiding vision for efforts relevant to Component 3.1 within the context of the EPP. Focus on detailing the purpose and drive behind making this recruitment and 
retention plan a success. The statement should be aligned with the EPP’s general Mission/Vision statement, but more specific to provide motivation and direction toward meaningful and concrete 
results. The intent of the guiding statement is to help you monitor data enforced goals and strategies, as well as illustrate why your EPP desires to improve outcomes for candidates and their future 
students. (Over the last 2-3 cohorts what has recruitment and retention of diverse candidates looked like at your EPP – versus what you want it to look like.) 
dive 
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 CONTEXT:  Use this space to share your approach and retention within the context of the teacher candidates and P-12 students they will serve. Please pay attention to your specific definition of diversity 



as it aligns to CAEP’s definition of diversity. Clarify relationship of EPP plan to institution plan, if applicable. Focus response around gaps in desired results, as determined in your analyses below. 



 
DESCRIPTION OF RECENT EFFORTS: Where have previous recruitment and retention 
efforts, if any, been focused? Why? Who was involved? Internal and external factors affecting efforts and 
results? 



  



ANALYSES OF RECENT EFFORTS: To what degree were these 
recruitment and retention efforts successful? How do you know? What specifically 
worked? What did not work? 



 
DATA SOURCES INFORMING PLAN DEVELOPMENT 



Focus sources attention on data informing gaps in desired results. 
DATA SOURCES: (Better, relevant data = better will insight to guide appropriate, meaningful goals.)  
 
Include data relevant to: 
o candidate quality, diversity, recruitment, and retention 



 
o knowing and addressing community, state, national, regional, or local needs for hard-to-staff schools and 



shortage fields, (e.g., STEM, English-language learning, and students with disabilities) relevant to the 
communities you serve 
 



o demographics of state/county/districts/schools – (Provide demographic information for the state and/or 
county the institution resides in.  
Resources: Annual Estimates of Population- 
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 
 



o Demographics of EPP/institution – Disaggregate by relevant variables such as race/ethnicity, gender, 
major, degree level being attempted, and sequence (e.g. admitted/enrolled/eligible for clinical 
experiences/completed) 



 
Disaggregate and contextualize data (demographics AND performance, etc.) 
 
Where available, provide this information for the past 3 years. (Including baseline data for multiple years will 
help establish trends and minimize actions based on anomalies.) 
 
This information can be referenced here and if needed attached separately as tables, charts, graphs, etc.  
 



 



DATA ANALYSES: Analyze data to determine strengths and gaps in desired 
results. 
 



o Where available and helpful make relevant comparisons such as: 
 across programs (content area, level, etc.) 
 to institution, if applicable 
 to teacher and student populations in the schools/districts in 



which teachers typically hired and/or nearby for recruitment 
 to teacher and student populations in the state 
 to candidate populations at peer EPPs 



o Include analysis of trends 
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GOALS 
Determine goals to be addressed based on identifying gaps in diversity at your EPP (As suggested by the above needs assessment). 



Please list at least one EPP-wide goal related to recruitment and at least one EPP-wide goal related to retention.  
 



Note: Add or delete goals and corresponding sections below as needed. And for each recruitment and retention goal listed below, complete the 
Planning Section. 



 



RECRUITMENT GOAL 1:  
 



RECRUITMENT GOAL 2:  



. . . 
RETENTION GOAL 1:  
 



RETENTION GOAL 2:  
. . . 
 



In the next section you will elaborate on the strategies and monitoring planned for each recruitment goal listed above. 
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 RECRUITMENT GOAL I:   



Repeat goal listed above and fill in below information. 



 
SELECTION RATIONALE: Why is this goal a priority for you? How has this goal been informed by data? 



 



RELEVANT BASELINE DATA AND TARGETS BY YEAR: Please present relevant data in the most appropriate format to serve your purpose. This should outline the 
story of where you are versus where you want to be. 



                                                                                                           Example: Table 3. Early Childhood Majors: Baseline Percentages and Targets, 2014-2022 
Early Childhood 



Majors
(Enrolled)



Baseline Targets
Fall 
2014



Fall 
2015



Fall 
2016



Fall 
2017



Fall 
2018



Fall 
2019



Fall 
2020



Fall 
2021



Fall 
2022



Fall 
2023



Men 8% 11% 14% 15% 16% 17% 18% 19% 20% 21%
 Women 92% 89% 86% 85% 84% 83% 82% 81% 80% 79%



 



Why these targets are meaningful: 



 
 



Discuss the feasibility: 
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BASELINE DATA UTILIZED 



Data sources and results:  



Analyses:  
What data, if any, was not available that would be helpful to access in the future? What steps would need to be taken to collect these data? Will 
collecting this data require outside staff and/or additional resources? 
What data, if any, could be made more useful, complete, actionable, etc.? 



 
IMPLEMENTATION 



Strategy/Steps How Strategy is 
designed to close 
the gap 



Why this strategy is 
likely to help us 
achieve our goal 



Current 
Actions 



Action 
Items 



Individuals(s) 
responsible 
for action 
items 



Timeline How will you know to 
what degree this strategy 
worked? If Strategy didn’t 
work, what was learned? 



Strategy 1.1 



 



       



Strategy 1.2 



 



       



Strategy 1.3 



 



       



DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSES 
What data are needed to monitor to what degree and how each strategy and the overall goal is successful?  



NOTE: It is important to note that it is okay for a strategy to fall short! Every strategy, while its selection should be informed and intentional, as 
documented above, is not expected to work perfectly the first time.  Monitoring this strategies in relation to progress is key to knowing the degree 



to which each strategy is working and how it may be improved. Thoughtful planning in the implementation and careful monitoring will aid in 
focusing efforts and maximizing results. 



[Transfer the strategies listed in 
the “implementation” section 
above to the corresponding row 
below.] 



Data Collection  Data 
Quality 



Data 
Analyses 



Contributi
on Toward 
Goal 



What is working? 
What is not working? If strategies 
did not work, what was learned?  



Adjustment
s needed, if 
any 



Strategy 1.1 



 



      



Strategy 1.2 



 



      



Strategy 1.3 



 



      



PROGRESS 
Tracking of Progress Toward Recruitment Target Goals and Associated Strategies: EPP will maintain a live document designed to track the progress or regression of 
the goals that they have listed. This may or may not include a chart or graph. EPP should make sure that they specifically track the outcomes and who participates in each activity. This will 
help ensure that it quickly becomes apparent which strategies are working, and which strategies should be discontinued at the end of the year.  
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ADJUSTMENTS & FINE-TUNING 



Discuss any adjustments informed by progress data.  
 



Adjustments already implanted and accompanying rationales:  
 



Planned adjustments and accompanying rationales:  
 



POTENTIAL IMPACT OF PLAN 



What has been the impact so far?  
 
 



What is the potential impact if goals are achieved?  



 



[If you have multiple Recruitment Goals, complete the Planning Section for your next Recruitment Goal and repeat as needed.] 



 



 



 



In the next section you will elaborate on the strategies and monitoring planned for each retention goal listed in the “Goals” section above. 
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 RETENTION GOAL I:   



Repeat goal listed above and fill in below information. 



 
SELECTION RATIONALE: Why is this goal a priority for you? How has this goal been informed by data? 



 



RELEVANT BASELINE DATA AND TARGETS BY YEAR: Please present relevant data in the most appropriate format to serve your purpose. This should outline the 
story of where you are versus where you want to be. 



                                                                                                           Example: Table 3. Early Childhood Majors: Baseline Percentages and Targets, 2014-2022 
Early Childhood 



Majors
(Enrolled)



Baseline Targets
Fall 
2014



Fall 
2015



Fall 
2016



Fall 
2017



Fall 
2018



Fall 
2019



Fall 
2020



Fall 
2021



Fall 
2022



Fall 
2023



Men 8% 11% 14% 15% 16% 17% 18% 19% 20% 21%
 Women 92% 89% 86% 85% 84% 83% 82% 81% 80% 79%
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Why these targets are meaningful: 



 



Discuss the feasibility: 



 



BASELINE DATA UTILIZED 



Data sources and results:  



Analyses:  
What data, if any, was not available that would be helpful to access in the future? What steps would need to be taken to collect these data? Will 
collecting this data require outside staff and/or additional resources? 
What data, if any, could be made more useful, complete, actionable, etc.? 



 
IMPLEMENTATION 



[Note: Space constraints may not allow the level of detail you may desire in completing the below sections. Feel free to utilize other documentation 
mechanisms to best suit your needs and format as appropriate for your implementation effort.] 



Strategy/Steps How Strategy is 
designed to close 
the gap 



Why this strategy is 
likely to help us 
achieve our goal 



Current 
Actions 



Action 
Items 



Individuals(s) 
responsible 
for action 
items 



Timeline How will you know to 
what degree this strategy 
worked? If Strategy didn’t 
work, what was learned? 



Strategy 1.1 



 



       



Strategy 1.2 



 



       



Strategy 1.3 



 



       



DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSES 
What data are needed to monitor to what degree and how each strategy and the overall goal is successful?  



NOTE: It is important to note that it is okay for a strategy to fall short! Every strategy, while its selection should be informed and intentional, as 
documented above, is not expected to work perfectly the first time.  Monitoring this strategies in relation to progress is key to knowing the degree 



to which each strategy is working and how it may be improved. Thoughtful planning in the implementation and careful monitoring will aid in 
focusing efforts and maximizing results. 



[Transfer the strategies listed in 
the “implementation” section 
above to the corresponding row 
below.] 



Data Collection  Data 
Quality 



Data 
Analyses 



Contributi
on Toward 
Goal 



What is working? 
What is not working? If strategies 
did not work, what was learned?  



Adjustment
s needed, if 
any 



Strategy 1.1 



 



      



Strategy 1.2 



 



      



Strategy 1.3 
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PROGRESS 
Tracking of Progress Toward Recruitment Target Goals and Associated Strategies: EPP will maintain a live document designed to track the progress or regression of 
the goals that they have listed. This may or may not include a chart or graph. EPP should make sure that they specifically track the outcomes and who participates in each activity. This will 
help ensure that it quickly becomes apparent which strategies are working, and which strategies should be discontinued at the end of the year.  



 
ADJUSTMENTS & FINE-TUNING 



Discuss any adjustments informed by progress data.  
 



Adjustments already implanted and accompanying rationales:  
 



Planned adjustments and accompanying rationales:  
 



POTENTIAL IMPACT OF PLAN 



What has been the impact so far?  
 
 



What is the potential impact if goals are achieved?  



 



[If you have multiple Retention Goals, complete the Planning Section for your next Recruitment Goal and repeat as needed.] 
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Compiled Resources Relating to CAEP Standard 3.1 Recruitment and Retention 



This list of resources has been compiled to aid EPPs in their efforts to attract and support a more diverse 
candidate and/or faculty pool. While some of the resources provided focus on either recruiting or 
maintaining faculty and student candidates through the pipeline, a great number of these resources overlap 
and speak to both. Many of the tips and studies provided can be used to improve in more than one area 
of diversity. 



Recruiting/Retaining Diverse Candidates/Students 



1. Learning Policy Institute: How to Recruit and Retain Teachers of Color This article explains the 
benefits of diversity in the teaching workforce and also some of the barriers schools and 
districts face when recruiting and retaining teachers of color. There are helpful strategies 
provided for hiring and improving teaching conditions.  



2. Brookings: Teacher Diversity in America Experts from the Brown Center on Education Policy 
provide 6 articles regarding minority underrepresentation among educators in the U.S. The 
articles provide insight into tackling diversity gaps in the public teacher workforce.  



3. Ruffalo: Engaging Students of Color During the 
Recruitment Process This resource focuses on 
strengthening engagement from potential students of 
color during the recruitment process. This article 
provides great insight on the preferred communication 
channels students of different ethnicities use, social 
media behaviors, application completion rates, and 
parental involvement.  



4. AAUP: Achieving and Retaining a Diverse Student 
Population Though this document isn’t as recent as 
many others on this list, there are some valuable 
takeaways for retaining a diverse student population. 
There is information about the role faculty plays in 
recruiting minority students, as well as how financial aid 
plays a factor.  



5. UC Berkeley: Recruiting and Retaining Diverse Graduate Students at UC Berkeley This resource 
provides a guide to recruiting and retaining diverse graduate students at UC Berkeley. Outreach 
is heavily mentioned as well as recognizing the need to communicate with newly enrolled 
students, and creating a culture of inclusivity. 



6. UW College of Education: Teacher Diversity This document is useful for teacher education 
programs looking to recruit and retain teachers of color in public schools specifically. 



7. TNTP (The New Teacher Project): Diversity and Recruitment Messages A short document with 
key messaging school districts can use to help recruit diverse candidates.  



8. TNTP (The New Teacher Project): Diversity Recruitment Strategic Plan This resource 
illustrates some best practices that other school districts have found to be helpful and can be 
implemented in a district context.  



9. Center for American Progress: America Needs More Teachers of Color This article explains 
why a diverse workforce is crucial for all students. The article also mentions that data indicates 
that it is possible to be more selective in picking teachers while increasing diversity at the same 
time. 
 



Rowan University:  
IMPACTing Education 



Rowan University recognized a gap in 
diversity specifically relating to men of 



color in their education program. 
Project IMPACT directly addresses 



this by providing men of color 
enrolled in the program with male 



mentors who are also men of color. 











Recruiting Diverse Faculty 



1. The University of Arizona/Office of Institutional Equity: Tips for Recruiting a Diverse Faculty 
This resource focuses on providing tips to recruit a diverse faculty. There are some great tips 
for attracting more minorities and women to the faculty pool. 



2. Carleton College/NAGT: Resources and Strategies for recruiting a Diverse Faculty This 
resource provides strategies for not just recruiting but also maintaining a more diverse faculty. 
There are helpful suggestions about inclusive advertising, proactive informational outreach, and 
being aware of your institutional climate to help yield the best results. 



3. Aldemaro Romero Jr: Best Practices for Recruiting and Retaining Diverse Faculty for Institutions 
of Higher Education This resources focuses on recruiting and retaining a diverse faculty at an 
institution. Helpful tips have been included about campus climate assessment, developing a 
comprehensive diversity plan, promoting diversity, and keeping a multicultural resource 
directory (such as this one) up-to-date. 



4. Western Washington University: Best Practices for Recruiting and Retaining Faculty and Staff of 
Color This resource lists out some note-worthy funding initiatives. One of the key takeaways of 
this document is the mention of mentoring programs. There is a list of universities across the 
nation provided that have used mentoring as a means of recruiting and maintaining diverse 
faculty and how it yielded positive results. 



5. NEA Department of Teacher Quality: Strengthening and Diversifying the Teacher Recruitment 
Pipeline This article discusses four strategies that may be useful in increasing teachers in high-
need areas, certain subjects, and teachers of color. 



6. Albert Shanker Institute: The State of Teacher Diversity in American Education This resource 
begins by explaining the diversity disparities in the teaching workforce. It specifically speaks to 
teacher diversity in nine of America’s major cities. This resource outlines programs that help 
promote teacher diversity, as well as policy recommendations districts can take to improve 
diversity.  



Additional Resources  



1. University of Buffalo: Diversity Recruitment Resources This is resources is extremely valuable as 
it will take you to a directory/database that includes several companies, websites and articles 
geared toward recruiting more diverse applicants. Each link is accompanied by a short synopsis 
of what the resource entails. 



2. Center for American Progress: States Leveraging Title II of ESSA to Modernize and Elevate the 
Teaching Profession This article reviews different state’s ESSA plan and how they are supporting 
efforts around recruiting teachers of color. The article also notes what other initiatives and 
actions policymakers and advocates should look out for as they try to elevate the teaching 
profession.  



3. Department of Education’s 2016 report: THE STATE OF RACIAL DIVERSITY IN THE 
EDUCATOR WORKFORCE This resource focuses on the state of racial diversity in the 
workforce. It was completed in 2016 by the Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy 
Development which is part of the U.S. Department of Education. The document also speaks to 
the racial diversity of students, teachers and principals and what that means to the institution. 



4. Learning Policy Institute/Performance Assessment: An Opportunity to Advance Educational 
Equity and Transform Teaching and Learning This resource includes a video from a 
Congressional Briefing that took place on April 12, 2018 in Washington, D.C. It speaks to the 











issue of equity in the classroom and what systems need to be implemented/strengthened to 
support all students. 



5. National Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research: The Effectiveness of 
Teacher Screening and Hiring in the Los Angeles Unified School District Though this document 
is specific to the Los Angeles Unified School District, it provides valuable insight about methods 
that other districts may use when screening and hiring teachers.  



6. The Daily Californian: Examining the lack of diversity in the UC Berkeley biology department 
This article includes information about the importance of diversity and how an unlevel playing 
field has a direct correlation to the recruitment and retention of students in UC Berkeley’s 
biology department. 



7. Advancing Diversity and Inclusion in Higher Education: Key Data Highlights/Promising Practices 
The Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development highlighted some good practices 
pertaining to advancing diversity and inclusion. This document shows trends of 
underrepresented students of color in the pipeline and where there is opportunity for growth.  



8. University of California Davis: https://diversity.ucdavis.edu/pipeline-recruitment-and-retention 
UC Davis examined what was being said in reference to why there was a lack of diversity at 
their institution. They then worked backwards to address concerns. This resource is a good 
blueprint on how to identify, attract, retain and a graduate a diverse student body.  



9. The College of St. Scholastica: What Does Diversity in College Mean? This resource gives a 
wider definition of what diversity is unrelated to just ethnicity. Included in this document are 
some pitfalls to watch out for when recruiting and how students can get involved if they feel 
there is a lack of diversity at their institution.  



10. Journalist’s Resource: How Students Benefit from Having Teachers of Same Race This resource 
pulls together academic studies that illustrate how a teacher’s ethnicity plays a role in student 
performance. 



11.  Forbes: Diversity in the Workplace Starts with Diversity in Higher Education This resource 
examines how important it is to recruit diverse candidates so that as students graduate, 
America’s workforce is also diverse as well. 



12. neaToday: A Growing Recruitment Strategy for a Diverse Teacher Workforce An article that 
speaks to the cultural sensitivity needed in addition to recruiting people of color.  



13. National Education Association: NEA Teacher Recruitment Toolkit This toolkit provides 
descriptions of successful recruitment models and links to resource materials.  



14. Center for American Progress: Revisiting the Persistent Teacher Diversity Problem This article 
explains the difficulty that districts have recruiting and retaining a diverse teaching faculty. It goes 
on to speak about why diversity matters when it comes to student performance, and offers 
some steps schools can take to strengthen the teacher pipeline regarding diversity. 



15. Department of Education: The State of Racial Diversity in the Education Workforce  This 
resource from the Department of Education speaks to the racial diversity of students, teachers, 
and principals. It discusses the educator pipeline and how more must be done to meaningfully 
increase diversity. 
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		To
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		Recipients
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This email is going to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, field liaisons, program staff, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



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



 



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education



Teachers Standards and Practices Commission



250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301



Desk: 503-373-1450 ● Fax: 503-378-4448 ● Cell: 253-988-6102
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		From

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		To

		ROBBECKE Candace * TSPC

		Recipients

		Candace.ROBBECKE@oregon.gov



This email is being sent to the OACTE listserv, EPP deans/directors/chairs, field liaisons, program staff, licensure contacts, placement contacts, school counselor representatives, and newsletter subscribers.



 



 



In 2017, Oregon legislation (HB 2763) was passed to support National Board certified teachers in Oregon with reimbursements for the cost of earning National Board.



 



This work is being shepherded by TSPC with participation from multiple partners.  Please share both the notice of upcoming workshops (1st attachment) and details on the reimbursement (2nd attachment) with teachers and administrators on your communication lists.



 



Regards,



Hilda Rosselli 



 



Data Classification Level 2 – Limited



 



 





National Board Certification Workshop Flier-1 copy.pdf




NATIONAL 
BOARD 
CERTIFICATION 
WORKSHOP 
 



HAVE YOU EVER WANTED TO BECOME 



A NATIONAL BOARD CERTIFIED 



TEACHER IN OREGON? 
 



JOIN ONE OF OUR WORKSHOPS! 
 



Explore the benefits, details, and the state 



reimbursement policy from Oregon 



National Board Certified Teachers 



themselves. 
 



Please register here:  
https://oregonea.wufoo.com/forms/2019-oea-national-



board-certified-workshops/ 
 
REGISTRATION IS FREE, AND YOU WILL BE GIVEN 



PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CREDITS FOR THIS 



WORKSHOP. 



 
Registration questions – Tonia Davis - 503-495-2107 



Content questions - Michele Oakes - 858-254-9981 



LOCATIONS 
 



APRIL 8TH  
Beaverton 



Greenway Elem 



9150 SW Downing Dr. 



Beaverton, OR 97008 



5:00 – 6:30 pm 
 



APRIL 9TH  
Portland 



OEA Office 



345 NE 8th 



Portland, OR 97232 



5:00 – 6:30 pm 
 



APRIL 10TH  
Salem 



Willamette ESD 



2611 Pringle Rd SE 



Salem, OR 97302 



5:30 – 6:45 pm 
 



APRIL 11TH  
Eugene 



OEA Office 



2815 Coburg Rd 



Eugene, OR 97408 



4:30 – 6:00 pm 
 



APRIL 12TH  
Online 



http://bit.ly/2JkU1ph 



4:30 – 6:00 pm 
 



MAY 14TH 
Online 



http://bit.ly/2CsOwPI 



4:30 – 6:00 pm 



 





http://bit.ly/2JkU1ph


http://bit.ly/2CsOwPI







2018 GUARANTEED REIMBURSEMENT MONEY IN OREGON 1.docx

[bookmark: _GoBack]STATE REIMBURSEMENT MONEY IN OREGON


FOR NATIONAL BOARD CERTIFICATION


	


(Rules governing the disbursement of these funds are up for final approval from TSPC in July 2018.)





Here’s what you need to know:





· Who can be reimbursed:


· A teacher holding an active and valid Oregon license who was employed in an Oregon public education program in a teaching assignment at the time the eligible expense occurred and at the time of reimbursement AND


· Has been granted an initial or renewed NBCT certification after July 1, 2017.





· When and how can reimbursement be made:


· A qualifying Oregon teacher (as described above) who seeks reimbursement of eligible expenses (as described below) should contact TSPC about applying for reimbursement after that teacher has officially been granted the initial or renewed national board certification.





· What expenses can be reimbursed:


· Reimbursement is for the following actual, direct and eligible expenses towards obtaining initial or renewed national board certification:


· Up to a $2600 total for expenses related to initial certification including:


· $300 for eligible orientation expenses (approved by TSPC)


· $400 for eligible cohort expenses (approved by TSPC)


· $1900 for eligible component expenses


· Up to a $1450 total for expenses related to certification renewal including:


· $100 for eligible orientation expenses (approved by TSPC)


· $100 for eligible cohort expenses (approved by TSPC)


· $1250 for eligible component expenses





· What expenses cannot be reimbursed: 


· An applicant may NOT be reimbursed for the following national certification expenses:


· Registration or cycle fees


· Component retakes


· Returned check fees


· Any fees refunded or waived by NBPTS


· Reauthorization fees


· Any expenses reimbursed by a school district


· Any expenses incurred to obtain academic credit that is not directly attributed to direct costs for components, orientation/cohort/renewal programs.





· Bonus benefit for Oregon National Board-Certified Teachers (NBCTs):


· If an Oregon teacher holds a valid & active National Board Certification, their Oregon license is renewed without charge.





· Check in with your district and local association President to see if there are salary and/or resource incentives available for candidates and NBCTs. 48 local contracts have agreements to support teachers in national board certification.
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This email is being sent to EPP deans/directors/chairs and program liaisons.



 



Dear stakeholders ~



 



This email is to provide updates on TSPC activities. 



 



This information was shared with program staff at Thursday’s OACTE Accreditation Committee meeting.



 



ｷ         BREAKING NEWS…CAEP training in Oregon: The Oregon CAEP site team training is set for May 28-30. The location is TBD (Portland or Salem area).



 



ｷ         Add-ons: In addition to single-subject content areas, Oregon’s program-required content areas can be considered add-ons rather than advanced for in-service educators. If an EPP has an approved initial program, it can consider the single-subject or program-required programs as either add-ons or variants. If the EPP does not have an approved initial program, they would be considered add-ons.



 



ｷ         Advanced: Advanced programs are administrator, personnel services programs, and Teacher Leader.



 



ｷ         Program Review Work Group: A Doodle poll is out to finalize a date for the first meeting of this work group in the third week of April. Members were named by OACTE and include Nick Cabot (OSU), Rae Ette Newman (EOU), Mark Robertson (Concordia), Jim Carroll (University of Portland), Scot Fletcher (Lewis & Clark), Julie Wren (University of Oregon), and Leslee Peterson (PSU).



 



ｷ         Grades as an assessment tool: At the March 21 PAC meeting, the program review rubric (in the Program Review and Standards Handbook) and the Program Review Template will include a proposed elimination of grades as an acceptable assessment for program review.



 



ｷ         University supervisors: We discussed that the EPPs are responsible for identifying the university supervisors. We were concerned school districts might think this falls under their area of responsibility.



 



ｷ         Restricted Teaching Licenses, Emergency Licenses, and internships: TSPC will work to clarify differences and similarities among these areas. We will clarify when a Restricted Teaching License is required and when an internship is required and the clinical practice requirements for each.



 



ｷ         Tamara’s replacement: The position description for this position is being updated and the position will post soon.



 



ｷ         AFI removals: EPPs will soon be provided a list of the AFIs they can stop reporting on in their annual reports. They will be reported to the Commission at the April meeting.



 



ｷ         Message from Dr. Rosilez: Dr. Rosilez asked me to pass along that, while there are strict technical requirements for program and unit review, we still consider the sum total of the information received throughout the review process when he makes recommendations to the Commission. In other words, his recommendations are based on the sum total of the information.



 



ｷ         Spring date with Gary: Gary Railsback (CAEP) will meet with program staff at Portland State University, tentatively 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. on April 15. OACTE AC chair Rae Ette Newman (EOU) asked people with topic ideas to send them to her.



 



ｷ         CAEP staffing update: Gary Railsback will retire June 30 rather than going to part-time as he initially intended. He will likely stay on past that date for some CAEP trainings.



 



Please let me know if you have questions.



 



Candace



 



Candace Robbecke, Liaison to Higher Education
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250 Division St. NE | Salem, OR 97301
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This newsletter is dedicated to information about the recent administrative rule redesign.
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