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CAL POLY SCHOOL of EDUCATION 
Data Discussion Protocol: edTPA Scores 
Date: Friday, September 27, 2018
Attendees: Single Subject Faculty ( ), Multiple Subject Faculty ( ), Staff 
( ), Director ( ) 

Step 1: Perspective 
Step 2: Observations 
• Improved scores across disciplines from 2016-17
• Outscored national/CA average in ELA, Science, and AgEd areas for the first time.
• Closed the gap between the assessment area and planning and instruction areas.
Step 3: Framing 
• Faculty/Instructional changes (hired  2017-18, two sabbaticals in 2017-18) 
• Instructors placed more emphasis on the assessment rubrics in 2017-18
• Instructors placed more emphasis on building writing skills in 2017-18 and referred students to Writing Resource Center

for support.
• Curious if edTPA made any substantive changes to their handbook or scoring?
Step 4: Implications 
• Lower scores in Math and Science areas suggest there may be a relationship between edTPA performance and

candidate writing skills.
• Added emphasis on assessment rubrics and building writing skills seems to have supported students to score better on

edTPA.
• Overall, edTPA scores are strong and we feel confident in our averages – we are more curious about the students who

initially fail and what their unique struggles might be.
• Some faculty members have questions about the authenticity of the edTPA assessment and whether too much emphasis

should be placed on these performance skills.
Step 5: Follow-Up 
• Follow up with data on initial fail rates
• Follow up with data on student GWR or other writing performance measures

Follow-Up Email 10/5/18 
Team -- Thank you for your thoughtful discussion of our 2017-18 edTPA summary results last week. I really appreciate that 
you all made the time and commitment to dig in to the data together, and your comments and questions were really 
thought-provoking.  Based on your feedback, I dug into the information around our 'edTPA Initial Fails' and I wanted to send 
you the following highlights to consider: 

Over the last two years (2016-17 and 2017-18) -- 
• students did not PASS the edTPA on first examination (Score <40 OR Incomplete/Errors) 
•  students FAILED (Score <41) 

o 
• students were INCOMPLETE (Error Codes) 

Of the  initial FAILS (Score <41) 
• missed passing by 4 points or less (Score 37-40) 
• were Elem., MATH,  ELA, Science, AgEd 
• The average Planning Score was , Instruction Score was , Assessment Score was 
• were Cal Poly undergraduates 

o 
o 

• completed GWR through an upper level ENGL class 
o 

• completed GWR through passing the WPE 
o



CAL POLY SCHOOL of EDUCATION 
Data Discussion Protocol: edTPA Scores 
 

Of those who received INCOMPLETE (Error Codes) 
• students received errors in Planning, no students received errors in Instruction,  students received errors in 

Assessment 
• The error codes include , , and 

o Code D - Insufficient or excessive information for scoring (no response or response not within allowable page
limits)

o Code E - Inaccessible file format
o Code G - Did not follow handbook instructions




