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Protocols Used  

 We met three times in Fall 2014 and used the following 

protocols: 

 September 23: Collaborative Protocol 

 October 14: Tuning Protocol 

 November 18: Tuning Protocol 



Data Sets 

 edTPA data (overall scores, commentaries from Tasks I, II, 

and III) 

 Examined the scores of all (15) student teachers since the 

inception of the exam.  

 Examined selected commentaries with range of scores from a 

few tasks. 

 



Strengths/Weaknesses 

 Teacher candidates’ scores were strongest in Task I. All rubric 

average scores were above 3.0.  

  Teacher candidates’ scores were weakest in Task II (Average 

scores were below 3.0 in all but Rubric 6: Learning 

Environment) and Task III (Rubric 13: Student Use of Feedback and 

Rubric 15: Using Assessment to Inform Instruction). 



Content/Skill Areas Struggles 
 Content area struggles: 

 The difference between conceptual understanding and 
procedural knowledge.  

 What it means to use community assets in instruction. 

 The difference between “explaining” and “showing your work.” 
(academic language) 

 Skill area struggles: 

 Use of academic language in writing commentaries. 

 General writing skills to produce a coherent and meaningful 
commentary.  

 Applying the correct educational theories to the classroom 
situation.  

 



Focus of Instructional Efforts 

 We believe our instructional efforts should focus on content 

and skills needed in Task II. Teacher candidates have a strong 

propensity to focus on procedural knowledge, which is 

problematic throughout Task II.   

 In addition, we believe that writing skills for the 

commentaries can be addressed in methods classes. Prior to 

edTPA, our methods courses have focused on writing lesson 

and unit plans rather than writing commentaries. 

 



Data-driven goals? 
 We believe improving content knowledge about conceptual 

understanding in Rubric 7: Engaging Students in Learning will have 

the most impact on subsequent scores in Task II. Currently, the 

average scores for Task 7 is 2.83. Our goal is to improve the 

average score to a score of 3.0. Since we have just begun to 

implement new instructional strategies in Methods I, we will 

examine data from those who submit the edTPA in Spring 2016.  

 In Methods I, we plan to implement new assignments on 

conceptual understanding and collect data from coursework in 

Spring 2015. This data will establish baseline data for coursework, 

which can be used later to examine instructional effectiveness of 

the new assignments.  



Recommended PD 

 Our PLT worked very well together. We generated several 

ideas about how to improve teacher candidates’ content/skill 

areas but did not have the time to develop them.  

 We feel more time talking with others on campus and across 

campuses would be beneficial.  



Action Plan 

 What instructional strategies are most effective in raising 

edTPA score? We have already begun to develop new 

instructional strategies for methods courses that include 

commentary-style writing and video recording.  

 How can we involve our classroom teachers more in early 

field experiences to improve teacher candidate performance 

on edTPA? For example, classroom teachers may be able to 

help our teacher candidates in the field by modeling how to 

use student data to inform instruction. 



Resources 

 Time to meet meet with colleagues to discuss on-going 

action plan.  

 We would need money to support classroom teacher 

participation in learning about edTPA and to support 

mentoring on applicable edTPA areas.  



Evidence 

 Correlation data could be used to show evidence of 

instructional strategy effectiveness on content such as 

conceptual understanding and using student data to inform 

instruction. 


