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SESSION OVERVIEW

This session will focus on the key language and intent of CAEP Standards
A.3, A.4, and A.5 and their components.

Content will reference the evidence sufficiency criteria and evidence
evaluation exercise (handouts).

The CAEP Standards for Initial -Level Programs are not covered in this
presentation.

Please attend the session dedicated to those standards or access the presentation
materials for guidance.

CA£PC N ‘ Spring 2017 | St. Louis, MO



STANDARD A.3

CANDIDATE QUALITY AND SELECTIVITY

( : FPC N St. Louis, Missouri
VY March 2017



STANDARD A.3: CANDIDATE QUALITY AND SELECTIVITY

AThe provider demonstrates that the  quality of advanced program
candidates Is a continuing and purposeful part of its responsibility so that
completers are prepared to perform effectively and can be
recommended for certification where applicable

CALPCON



SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

AProof that the EPP periodically examines the employment landscape in the

community, state, regional , or national
preparing completers
A e.g., shortage areas, job openings, job forecasts, and related information 0

AAdmission Plan showing that labor market information is considered during
goal setting

ADocumentation from admission reviews showing that the EPP monitors
annual progress toward admission goals

A e.g., for high -need specialty areas, locality, gender, ethnicity, academic ability,

AHiring and/or retention rates that show the majority of completers fulfill an
employmentneedina P -12 setting.
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:
CANDIDATES DEMONSTRATE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND ABILITY TO
COMPLETE PREPARATION SUCCESSFULLY

Documentation on:
Admission criteria for GPA and results of GPA analysis
Admission criteria for normed tests and results of rank analyses

EPP criteria created for interviews or other admission procedures together with results
Performance on qualifying exams

Assessments of writing ability

Documentation illustrating that the EPP sets goals for candidate support
and monitors progress toward goals

e.g., provisions for targeted assistance, remediation, etc.
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

Chart mapping assessments to key points during the program (e.g., specific
phases/stages, checkpoints) and expected performance level to proceed
(e.g., cut score)

Content knowledge
Practical application, field work

Dispositions assessments

Demonstration of candidates evolving/expanding technology integration
Into practice
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

Checklist for completion requirements that includes performance metrics
and candidatedos resul t s:

e.g., graduation requirements, licensure requirements, specific skills, types of authentic
problem -based experiences

Curriculum and state measures of topic knowledge on special education
laws, codes of ethics, professional standards

EPRcreated dispositional/ethics assessments
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: RESOURCES

CONSULT:

Evidence Sufficiency Criteria
Evaluation Criteria for Self -Study Evidence - Standard A.3

for phase -in plan content
F183S19 SSRs can present a plan for Components A.3.1, A.3.2, and/or A.3.3
Plan with progress can be submitted in SSRs until 2020 -2021

Site visits in F22 and beyond are not eligible for phase -in

Assessment Sufficiency Criteria

Handout: Evidence Evaluation Exercise
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http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/accreditation/guidelines-for-plans-november-23.pdf?la=en
http://caepnet.org/~/media/Files/caep/accreditation-resources/caep-assessment-tool-v1-20170127t140453.pdf?la=en

EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: GENERAL RULES

STANDARD A.3
Key concepts in standard and components are addressed
At least three cycles of data that are sequential and most recent available
Admission statistics are disaggregated by academic year
Also for main and additional campuses, on site and online programs (as applicable)

Data/evidence analysis includes discussion of trends/patterns, comparisons,
and/or differences.

EPRcreated assessments (ifany) meet CAEPOSsS assessment suf
criteria
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: SPECIAL RULES

STANDARD A.3
Component 3.2 must be met for Standard A.3 to be considered met

Phase-in Plans for A.3.1, A.3.2, and/or A.3.3 meet the criteria for the CAEP
Guidelines for Plans and are consistent with the Phase -In Schedule

Site visits between F18 and S22 can present plan along with progress data

Site visits in F22 and beyond are not eligible for phase  -in
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COMPONENT A.3.1: KEY LANGUAGE

A The provider sets goals and monitors progress for admission and support of high -quality
advanced program  candidates from a broad range of backgrounds and diverse
populations to accomplish their mission. The admitted pool of candidates reflects the
di versity of Amer lamdaodestime, shewdhredlact ptoealiversity of P -12
students . The provider demonstrates efforts to  know and address community, state,
national, regional, or local = needs for school and district staff  prepared in advanced fields.

A Consider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate that there is an admission
plan that is sensitive to candidate diversity, academic ablility, and the employment
landscape?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.3.1

SUFFICIENEVIDENCE

Demonstrates knowledge of employment opportunities in schools, districts,
and/or regions where completers are likely to seek employment and
documents the influence of employment opportunities on enroliment
patterns

Written plan for the continuously improving the admitted candidate pool
provides base points and annual monitoring of characteristics related to
academic abllity, diversity, and employment needs.

Admission goals and enrollment data demonstrate annual progress from the
base point and have moved the provider toward greater candidate
diversity and academic achievement.
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COMPONENT A.3.2: KEY LANGUAGE

A The provider sets admissions requirements for academic achievement, including CAEP
mi ni mum criteria, the stateds minimum criteri:
whichever is highest, and gathers data to monitor candidates from admission to
completion . The provider determines additional criteria intended to ensure that candidates
have, or develop, abilities to complete the program successfully and arranges appropriate
support and counseling for candidates whose progress falls behind.

A The CAEP minimum criteria are a college grade point average of 3.0 or a group average
performance on nationally normed assessments, or substantially equivalent state -normed or
EPP administered assessments, of mathematical, verbal, and written achievement In the top
50 percent of those assessed. An EPP may develop and use a valid and reliable
substantially equivalent alternative assessment of academic achievement. The 50th
percentile standard for writing will be implemented in 2021. The CAEP minimum criteria
apply to the group average of enrolled candidates whose preparation begins during an

academic year.

A EPPs continuously monitor disaggregated evidence of academic quality for each branch
campus (if any), mode of delivery, and individual preparation programs, identifying
differences, trends and patterns that should be addressed.
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.3.2

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Speci fies EPPOSsSs requirements for prior
criteria it uses at an entry to assess potential to succeed.

These criteria comply with mini mum requ
body (e.g., IHE, state education department).

Disaggregated data on admissions metrics meet the CAEP minimum for
GPA (0O3.0 average) or YPeesdntilgger f or mance
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COMPONENT A.3.3: KEY LANGUAGE

A The provider creates criteria for program progression and uses disaggregated data to
monitor candidates 0 advancement from admissions throug

A Consider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate that candidate progress Is
checked against performance criteria at multiple points prior to program completion?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.3.3

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE
Documents how often and when the EPP monitors candidate performance

At two or more points after admission
For each specialty area and for individual candidates

Documents outline the criteria for satisfactory progress at each monitoring
point and results showing attainment rates

Disaggregated by specialty area

Outlines the supporting services available to assist advanced program
candidates to complete their program, including information provided to
candidates on how to access services.

Documents the types of services/support that advanced candidates 0
particularly those that were struggling at progress checkpoints o have
accessed and/or the types of interventions the EPP Initiated
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COMPONENT A.3.4: KEY LANGUAGE

A Before the provider recommends any advanced program candidate for completion, it
documents that the candidate has reached a high standard for content knowledge in the
field of specialization , data literacy and research -driven decision making , effective use of
collaborative skills , applications of technology , and applications of dispositions , laws,
codes of ethics and professional standards appropriate for the field of specialization.

A Consider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate that each candidate
who Is awarded the specialty degree has achieved the set of proficiencies expected at
exit?

CAEPCUON
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.3.4

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Documents that each candidate that the program recommended for the
specialty area credential passed all of the progress monitoring checkpoints
or remediated all deficiencies by the final checkpoint

Documents that the knowledge, skills, and dispositions listed in A.1 are key to
program completion, particularly

Content knowledge in the field of specialization

Data literacy and research  -driven decision making
Effective use of collaborative skills

Applications of technology

Applications of dispositions, laws, codes of ethics and professional standards
appropriate for the field of specialization
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT (AFIs) MAY BE CITED WHEN
Instrument Quality is Poor:

EPRcreated assessments used to collect Standard A.3 data (if any) have significant
defi ciencies with respect to CAEPOs assessmen

Phase-l n Pl ans for one or more components do not
Evidence Quantity is Limited:

Less than three cycles of data are provided

Less than one cycle of phase -in data collected by academic year 2019/2020
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT (AFIs) MAY BE CITED WHEN

Case Is Weak:

No rationale for admission requirements for academic and non -academic criteria that
connects the criteria to qualities of successful completers

No evidence that EPP monitors advanced candi da

admission

No evidence that EPP provides supporting services and counseling for candidates when
needed

One or more of the three components of the phase -In plan for Standard A.3 do not meet
criteria in the CAEP Guidelines for Plans. For example, under Timeline, the plan will not result in
at least one data point in the academic year 2019 -2020
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

STIPULATIONS MAY BE CITED WHEN
Evidence Quality is Low

Significant aspects/key language of the standard and components are not addressed by
relevant measures

Evidence Quantity is Limited:
The EPP does not provide three cycles of admissions data

Limited or no evidence for Standard A.1, and (when eligible) no phase -in plan for A.1.1
t hhat meets CAEPOs Gui del tHmsehsdule or Pl ans and ph

Results are not disaggregated by  admission year for specialty area
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

STIPULATIONS MAY BE CITED WHEN
Case Is Weak

The provider does not specify its admission requirements for prior academic achievement
and non -academic criteria.

No admission plan with baseline data and a monitoring plan for tracking progress toward
goals of greater academic achievement, candidate diversity, and fulfillment of needs in
the P-12 labor market for advanced specialties.

The EPP admi ssions evidence falls below the o0
performance. [Component A.3.2 is not met]

Inaccuracies in data analysis/results lead to erroneous conclusion by EPP that CAEP minima are met

EPP admits or graduates candidates who are not eligible for employment in the specialty
area and does not provide evidence that it supports candidates to meet the requirements
or evidence that admitted candidates were notified of potential employability issues
before enrolling in the program.
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

STIPULATIONS MAY BE CITED WHEN

Case Is Weak

No evidence that EPP reviews candidate progress at least once between admission and
program completion

EPP recommends advanced program candidates for specialty area credentials although
they do not meet knowledge and performance criteria in Standard A.1 or progress
monitoring criteria
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A.3

STANDARDA.3 MAY BE DEEMED UNMET WHEN

The EPP incorrectly analyzes or interprets data/evidence for Standard A.3
and draws conclusions about accomplishments for Standard A.3 that are
not supported by data/evidence

Component 3.2 is not met

Two or more stipulations are cited in Standard A.3
Within a component

ACross components

The Accreditation Council decides if AFIs or stipulations will be cited and
whether standards are met or unmet
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STANDARD A.4: PROGRAM IMPACT

AThe provider documents the satisfaction of its completers from advanced
preparation programs and their employers with the relevance and
effectiveness of their preparation.
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

Employer satisfaction surveys (include instrument sampling, response rates,
timing)

Employer satisfaction interviews (include population represented, response
rates, instrument content, timing)

Employer satisfaction focus groups (include population represented,
response rates, instrument content, timing)

Employer satisfaction case studies (include a description of methodology).
Data on employment milestones such as

Retention in education position for which initially hired or another education role by the
same or a different employer

Promotion
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

Completer satisfaction surveys (include instrument, sampling, response rates,
timing)

Completer satisfaction interviews (include population represented, response
rates, instrument content, timing)

Provider focus groups of completers(include population represented,
response rates, instrument content, timing)

Completer satisfaction case studies (include a description of methodology)
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: RESOURCES

CONSULT:

Evidence Sufficiency Criteria
Evaluation Criteria for Self -Study Evidence - Standard A.4

for phase -in plan content
F18 3S19 SSRs can present a plan for Components A.4.1 and/or A.4.2
Plan with progress can be submitted in SSRs until 2020 -2021

Site visits in F22 and beyond are not eligible for phase -in

Assessment Sufficiency Criteria

Handout: Evidence Evaluation Exercise
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: GENERAL RULES

STANDARD A4
Key concepts in standard and components are addressed
EPRcreated assessments meet CAEPOSs asses

At least three cycles of data that are sequential and most recent available

Data/evidence analysis includes discussion of trends/patterns, comparisons,
and/or differences

Data I s analyzed appropriately, and t he
Interpretations and conclusions
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: SPECIAL RULES

STANDARD A4

Both components (A.4.1 and A.4.2) must be met for StandardA.4 to be
considered met

Data focuses on completers 1 -3 years post -exit
Results disaggregated by
Specialty field area and time since completion

Information about each instrument addresses sampling, timing of data
collection, response rates, characteristics of responders (e.g. specialty area,
years-out)

Phase-In Plans for Standard A.4. meet the criteria for the CAEP Guidelines for
Plans and are consistent with the Phase -In Schedule.

Site visits between F18 and S22 can present plan along with progress data for A.4.1 and A.4.2
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COMPONENT A.4.1: KEY LANGUAGE

AThe provider demonstrates that e mp| oyer s are satisfied

preparation and that completers reach employment milestones such as
promotion and retention.

AConsider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate that
employers are satisfied with the preparation of programs completers, that
they fulfill employments needs, and that they perform effectively enough to
be retained or promoted?

CAEPCUON
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.4.1
SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Shows that majority of responding employers report that completers were
sufficiently prepared for their job responsibilities.

Provides information on employment setting (e.g., locality, public/private, shortage field)

The sample Is representative of the completer population, or purposive with a

plan for ex
Shows res

pansion toward representativeness over time
ponse rate is 20% or higher for those invited

Analyzes data appropriately for the data type and quantity

Examines the results for trends/patterns and differences between specialty
areas and/or over time

Does not over -generalize interpretations and conclusions to non -sampled
groups of employers or completers

CAEPCON
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COMPONENT A.4.2: KEY LANGUAGE

AThe provider demonstrates that advanced program completers perceive their
preparation as relevant to the responsibilities they confront on the job, and
that the preparation was effective.

A Consider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate that

Athat employers are satisfied with the preparation of programs completers, that
they fulfill employments needs and that they perform effectively enough to be
retained or promoted?
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A.4.2 0 Minimal Level of Sufficiency

AThe provider includes the following documented evidence:
AAIl general rules for the Standard 4 are met.

AProvider submits evidence that completers perceive their preparation
was sufficient for their job responsibilities.

AProvider includes appropriate analysis and interpretation of results.

AProvider shows evidence of an adequate and representative sample
reflected In responses.

AProvider achieves an adequate response rate (20% or more).

AAnalysis and interpretation of data aligned with the intent of the
standard/component.

AConclusions are supported by the data.
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.4.2

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Results show that the majority of responding completers report that they
were sufficiently prepared for their job responsibilities

The sample Is representative of the completer population, or purposive with
a plan for expansion toward representativeness over time

Response rate i1s 20% or higher for those invited

Provides analysis and interpretation of data aligned with the intent of the
standard/component

Examines the results for trends/patterns and differences between specialty
areas and/or over time

Does not over -generalize interpretations and conclusions to non -sampled
groups of employers or completers
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A4

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT (AFIs) MAY BE CITED WHEN
Instrument Quality is Poor:

EPRcreated assessments used to collect Standard A.1 data have significant deficiencies
with respect to CAEPOs assessment evalwuati on

Phase-l n Pl ans for one or more components do not

Evidence Quantity is Limited:
Less than three cycles of data are provided
Less than one cycle of phase -in data collected by academic year 2019/2020
Only a few specialty areas are assessed year after year
Evidence is not sequential or the latest available
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A4

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT (AFIs) MAY BE CITED WHEN

Case Is Weak:

Many program completers report that they were inadequately prepared for a key
responsibility of the job for which the advanced program intended to prepare them.

Many employers report that completers were inadequately prepared for a key
responsibility of the job for which the advanced program intended to prepare them.

Site team could not verify findings or uncovered significant discrepancies between
Information available on site and the results reported in the self -study report

E P Panalysis of data/evidence does not identify and discuss trends/patterns,
comparisons, and/or differences between specialty areas or over time.
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A4

STIPULATIONS MAY BE CITED WHEN
Evidence Quality is Low

Significant aspects/key language of the standard and components are not addressed by
relevant measures

Majority of measures do not meet assessment sufficiency criteria

None of the three components of the phase -in plan for Standard A.4 meet criteria in the
CAEP Guidelines for Plans

Evidence Quantity is Limited:

Limited or no evidence for Standard A.4, and (when eligible) no phase -inplan for A4.1
and/orAd2that meet s CAEPOs Gui del I nesnsdhedule Pl ans an:q

Data was collected on candidates at exit rather than completer 1 -3 years post -exit

CAEPCON ‘ Spring 2017 | St. Louis, MO




POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A4

STIPULATIONS MAY BE CITED WHEN

Case Is Weak

Majority of employers or completers express dissatisfaction with preparation on full -scale or
phase -in data.

Limited or no representation of some specialty areas and no sufficient plan to increase
representation over time.

E P P 0 s -generaizes interpretations to non -sampled groups of completers or employers

The EPP incorrectly analyzes or interprets data/evidence for the Standard and/or draws
conclusions about accomplishments for Standard A.4 that are not supported by
data/evidence
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POTENTIAL ISSUES: STANDARD A4

STANDARD A.1 MAY BE DEEMED UNMET WHEN

The EPP incorrectly analyzes or interprets data/evidence for the Standard
and/or draws conclusions about accomplishments for Standard A.4 that
are not supported by data/evidence

Either component A.4.1 or A.4.2 iIs unmet
Two or more stipulations are cited in Standard A4

Within a component

ACross components

The Accreditation Council decides if AFIs or stipulations will be cited and
whether standards are met or unmet
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STANDARD 5: PROVIDER QUALITY ASSURANCE AND
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

AThe provider maintains a quality assurance system  comprised of valid data
from multiple measures , |1 ncl uding evidence of <cand
compl et er so0 posi #12 siudentilearpra end devaopnient.
The provider supports continuous improvement thatis sustained and
evidence -based , and that evaluates the effectiveness of its completers.
The provider uses the results of inquiry and data collection to establish
priorities, enhance program elements and capacity , and test innovations
to I mprove compl et-Bistadent leammep @nd developrirent.
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

AWritten description of the QAS with documentation of activities for

A Developing and revising measures of candidate progress, completer achievements,
and operational effectiveness

AMeeting schedules, meeting agendas and minutes, list of participants, resulting decisions/deliverables
A Collecting, analyzing, and reviewing data/results relevant to each CAEP standard

ADescription of data management system; schedules for data collection and analysis, timelines for
results review and status/progress monitoring, resulting decisions/deliverables

A Enhancing program elements and capacity
APriority-setting meeting schedules and materials; resulting decisions/deliverables

ADocumentation related to implementing and testing innovations that enhance impact on P -12
learners (e.g., course enhancements, clinical enhancements, connecting with more alumni,
Increasing access to student performance data, engaging more stakeholders, etc.)

A Gathering stakeholder input and sharing impact and outcome results

CAEPCUON
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

AWritten description of the QAS, includi |
management and operations that relate to meeting the CAEP standards
ADescription of the assessment systemds and d
collect, store, and analyze data needed to address standards A.1 -A4.

A Description of the quality management operations the EPP employs to ensure that it
has a sufficient quantity of empirical evidence that is relevant to the CAEP standards
and meets CAEPs expectations for validity, reliability/consistency, verifiability,
representativeness, cumulativeness, and actionabillity.

A Documentation (e.g., website, handbooks, policies, meeting minutes) that confirms
the nature of, schedule for, and participants in quality assurance at the EPP.
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

AExplicit documentation of evidence quality:
A Empirical (demonstrable, documented)
A Relevant (to CAEP standards/components)
A Verifiable (stored, accessible to internal and external reviewers, replicable)
A Representative (typical, proportionate)
A Cumulative (mutually reinforcing, converging, triangulating, accumulating)
A Actionable (direct implications for decision -making, action)
A Valid (targets align with goals, meanings match labels, conclusions derive from results)
A Reliable (consistently accurate)

ADocumentation of evidence  -based decision -making

A QAS promotes evidence quality; evidence quality influences QAS features/processes

CAEPCUON
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SUGGESTED EVIDENCE:

ARecords showing regular and systematic data -driven review of progress
toward meeti ng provideros goal s and

A Review schedules, description of review topics, list of goals assessed, sources/types of
data examined

ADocuments showing that the candidate outcomes are studied in relation
to EPP criteria for admission, progression, and exit.

A Records on efforts to identify predictive factors/generate predictive models for
success, and promote completer effectiveness by adjusting:

Aselectivity at admission, during preparation, or at completion, or

Aprogram elements and processes

ADocumentation that effects of innovations are tracked and evaluated.

A Baseline values, list of interventions, time series data, comparisons of results,
conclusions drawn, next steps taken and rationale.

CAEPCUON

r e |

50



EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: RESOURCES
CONSULT:

Evidence Sufficiency Criteria
Evaluation Criteria for Self -Study Evidence - Standard A.5

for phase -in plan content
F18 3S19 SSRs can present a plan for Components A.5.3 and A.5.4
Plan with progress can be submitted in SSRs until 2020 -2021

Site visits in F22 and beyond are not eligible for phase  -in

Assessment Sufficiency Criteria

Handout: Evidence Evaluation Exercise

Handout: Quality Assurance System
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: GENERAL RULES

STANDARD 5

All components of the standard are addressed
At least three cycles of data
Sequential and most recent available
Results disaggregated by licensure area (when appropriate)
Also for main and additional campuses, on site and online programs (if applicable)

EPRcreated assessments for Standard A5 (ifanyymeet CAEPOS asses
sufficiency criteria
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY: SPECIAL RULES

STANDARD 5

Components A.5.3 and A.5.4 must be met for Standard A.5 to be
considered met

Standard A.5 is intended for EPPs with only advanced -level programs

Standard 5 is addressed jointly for EPPs with initial - and advanced -Level programs
under phase -in schedule for Standard 5

All Standard A.5 phase -in requirements are met

Site visitsbetween F18 and S22 in can  present plan along with progress data for A5.3and A54

Site visits inF22 and beyond are not eligible for phase -in
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COMPONENT A.5.1: KEY LANGUAGE

AT he pr o gualityeasswasce system is comprised of multiple measures
that can monitor candidate progress , completer achievements , and
provider operational effectiveness . Evidence demonstrates that the
provider satisfies all CAEP standards.

AConsider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate a
comprehensive quality assurance system (QAS)?

AHow do you know that your assessment system is adequate?

AHow do you know that vyour programsod str
practices support achievement of CAEP standards?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.5.1

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Quality Assurance System (QAS):

Evidence that the assessment system is designed and managed to collect
Information relevant to Standards A.1, A.3, and A.4 on candidate progress and

completer achievements.

Evidence that the quality of partnerships is measured and monitored with respect
to all components of Standard A.2.

Multiple measures: The QAS is designed and functions to collect a coherent set of
Information that balances the strengths and weaknesses of individual measures as

described in Component  A.5.2 on evidence quality.
Operational Effectiveness:

Evidence that data, feedback, etc. relevant to all CAEP standards are reviewed at
least annually for completeness, accuracy, and implications.
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COMPONENT A.5.2: KEY LANGUAGE

AThe providerdés quality arcslevant \@rifiable, sy st em
representative, cumulative  and actionable measures, and produces
empirical evidence that interpretations of data are valid and consistent .

AConsider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate the quality
of your assessment measures?

CAEPCUON 56



EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.5.2

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Relevant. Evidence that the measures provided are applicable to CAEP standards.
(relates to validity)

Verifiable: Data records are accurate and analyses can be replicated by a third
party. (relates to reliability)

Representative: Evidence that data samples are free of bias and are typical of
completed assessments. If not, the EPP clearly delineates the limits of
generalizabllity. (relates to validity)

Cumulative: Data sets are based on multiple concordant measures for each
standard and O 3 administrations of the asse&e

Actionable: Evidence is accessible and in a form that can guide EPP faculty in
evaluating outcomes, making decisions, and modeling, implementing, and
evaluating innovations.
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COMPONENT A.5.3: KEY LANGUAGE

AThe provider regularly and systematically assesses performance  against its
goals and relevant standards, tracks results over time, tests innovations
and the effects of selection criteria  on subsequent progress and
completion, and uses results to Improve program elements and processes.

AConsider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate
systematic review of EPP quality and the use of the results for continuous
Improvement?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIAS.3

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE
Evidence of regular and systematic data -driven modifications

Reqgularly: QAS data is reviewed at least annually.
Systematically: Reviews of QAS data follow a scope and sequence that ensures that

key language in component A.5.3 and the evidence sufficiency criteria for A.5.3 are
addressed.
Data-dr I ven: l nnovati ons and I mprovements may

from research and evidence from the broader field (e.g., publications).

Evidence that the results of modifications are monitored and adjusted as
appropriate to produce positive trends in improvement

Phase-in Plan (if any) meets CAEP Guidelines for Plans and follows Phase  -In
Schedule
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COMPONENT A.5.4: KEY LANGUAGE

AMeasures of completer impact, including available outcome data on P -12
student growth, are summarized, externally benchmarked, analyzed,
shared widely, and acted upon in decision -making related to programs,
resource allocation, and future direction.

AConsider: What evidence do you have that would demonstrate the use of
data on completerso perfor mance (-rfakilgnd a
about program elements?

AWhat evidence do you have that your measures of completer
effectiveness on the job reference effectiveness criteria that are valued by
stakeholders and the results are shared with stakeholders ?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIAS.4

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Evidence that impact and outcome data for are collected, monitored, and
published.
Evidence that data from  outcome measures are a source for driving program
changes.
Impact measures: Employer satisfaction and completer persistence, Completer
satisfaction

Outcome measures: Completer or graduation rate, Licensure rate, Employment rate,
Consumer information (e.g., graduation, licensure, employment, student loan default
rates.)

Phase-in Plan (if any) meets CAEP Guidelines for Plans and follows Phase  -in
Schedule

C?AEPCQN ‘ Spring 2017 | St. Louis, MO



COMPONENT 5.5: KEY LANGUAGE

AThe provider assures that appropriate  stakeholders , including alumni ,
employers , practitioners , school and community partners, and others
defined by the provider, are involved In program evaluation, improvement
and Identification of models of excellence

AConsider: What evidence do you have that your stakeholders participate
In your quality review and assurance processes?
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EVIDENCE SUFFICIENCY CRITERIA, A.5.5

SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE

Descri ption of stakeholders and theilr r.
related to

Program evaluation

Decision -making
Selection of improvement targets/priorities and implementation of these changes

Evidence that stakeholder input in these three domains is collected and
reviewed.

Evidence that stakeholder input influenced faculty decision -maki ng on
occasions.
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