
IB Workshop Exercises 

Exercise 2a (for Teacher preparation) How the evidence listed in Appendix YY/E aligns 
to the IB Commission system: With a colleague, complete the table below, noting the 
assessments the program uses to measure outcomes, and making the case that the 
assessments for each outcome are valid.  Note that the claims do not need to be made 
individually, but each outcome should be measured distinctly so they are separated in the 
table. 

Developing a rationale for assessments, part 1 

Outcome  

Our graduates meet 
 

Measures Evidence that the measures are 
valid 

Claim related to  
learners and learning 

 

 

 

 

 

Claim related to  
subject matter 
content 

  

Claim related to  
instructional practice 

  

Claim related to 
professional 
responsibility  

  

Claim related to use 
of research and 
evidence 

  

Claim related to 
standards-based 
instruction 
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Outcome  

Our graduates meet 
 

Measures Evidence that the measures are 
valid 

Claim related to CCR 
for all P-12 students 

  

Claim related to  
cross-cutting theme of 
diversity 

  

Claim related to  
cross-cutting theme of 
technology 

  

Claim related to 
completer impact  on 
learning 

  

Claim related to 
completer 
instructional practice 

  

Claim related to 
employer satisfaction 
with preparation 

  

Claim related to 
completer satisfaction 
with preparation 
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Exercise 3a (for Teacher education) Identifying the program’s standard: With a colleague, 
complete the table below, noting the assessments the program uses to measure outcomes, and 
cite the program’s standard for success on the measure, how was the standard determined and 
why is it appropriate.  Note that if there are multiple measures for a claim, the passing score or 
acceptable rating should be indicated for each measure. 

 
Developing a rationale for assessments, part 2 

Outcome  

Our graduates meet 
 

Measures What is the program’s standard 
for success on the measure and 
why is it appropriate? 

Claim related to  
learners and learning 

  

Claim related to  subject 
matter content 

  

Claim related to  
instructional practice 

  

Claim related to 
professional 
responsibility  

  

Claim related to use of 
research and evidence 
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Outcome  

Our graduates meet 
 

Measures What is the program’s standard 
for success on the measure and 
why is it appropriate? 

Claim related to 
standards-based 
instruction 

  

Claim related to CCR for 
all P-12 students 

  

Claim related to  cross-
cutting theme of 
diversity 

  

Claim related to  cross-
cutting theme of 
technology 

  

Claim related to 
completer impact  on 
learning 

  

Claim related to 
completer instructional 
practice 

  

4 
 



Outcome  

Our graduates meet 
 

Measures What is the program’s standard 
for success on the measure and 
why is it appropriate? 

Claim related to 
employer satisfaction 
with preparation 

  

Claim related to 
completer satisfaction 
with preparation 
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Exercise 6: Commitment: Predict where your EPP’s statistics would be superior, the same, 
or inferior to the norm at your institution. Working with a colleague, write Equal to, Higher 
than, or Lower than in each cell of the last column of the table below. 

 

 

Capacity dimension 

 

EPP 

Institutional 
norm for similar 

programs 

Analysis of 
differences 

Curriculum7
 

(TEAC QP 2.2.1 or 3.1.1) 

   

Faculty8
 

(TEAC QP 2.2.2 or 3.1.2) 

   

Facilities9
 

(TEAC QP 2.2.5 or 3.1.3) 

   

 

Fiscal & administrative10
 

     

   

 

Student support11
 

     

   

 

Student feedback12
 

     

   

 

7 E.g., total number of credits for graduation, grade requirements, number of credits in the major  
8 E.g., proportions of terminal degrees, genders, races, etc., research support per faculty 

member, workload composition, balance of academic ranks, promotion and tenure 
standards 

9 E.g., allocated space and equipment, support facilities, special facilities 

10 E.g., cost/student, staff compensation, scholarships, proportion of administrators/support staff 

11 E.g., counseling, advisement, media/tech support, career placement 

12 E.g., proportion of complaints about program, course evaluation ratings 
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Exercise 8: Commitment: Consider those instances where you entered a “lower than” 
rating for the EPP in Exercise 6 above. 

There may be a perfectly sound reason, unrelated to commitment, for your rating. The EPP, 
for example, may have proportionally fewer full professors than the institution as whole, but 
the reason may be that a large number of retired full professors have been replaced by new 
assistant professors. Or the EPP may have proportionally more part-time faculty than the 
institution as a whole. This may result from a lack of commitment to the EPP because your 
institution is seeking to minimize its costs, or it may be because there are sound reasons 
why the quality of the program is enhanced by proportionately more faculty members with 
real world and practical knowledge. 

Circle any “lower than” rating in Exercise 6 that can be explained as indicating something 
other than a lack of commitment and use the space below for your notes on these items. 

Instances when the EPP rated 

“lower than” the institutional 
 

 

Explanation 
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Exercise 18: Design an audit plan: In the space below design an audit plan. Start by 
identifying the point at which you will enter the system (and why you are choosing this point). 
Then list the categories of questions. Sketch out a possible sequence of the audit (what 
leads to what). Be prepared to share your plan with the group1. 

 

In a financial audit, auditors often sample a collection of cancelled checks. They then ask 
standard questions about each check: Who authorized the purchase? Where was the item 
purchased? and so forth. Alternatively, they might begin with a random sample of deposit 
slips, and ask: Where is the invoice that corresponds to this deposit? Who authorized the 
invoice? Where is the money that was deposited?  And so forth. Using financial audits as an 
analogy, consider ways of sampling your program’s quality control system. Where could the 
internal auditors begin? Suggest several ways. 

 

 

 

 

  

1 See pages 56-57 for examples of probes that would be explored based on the audit plan. 
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Exercise 28: Writing claims: With your colleagues, use the pages below to draft a set of claims, 
aligning them with CAEP’s Standard 1 and 4 or with the three components of the IB 
Commission’s Quality Principle I. For teacher preparation programs, the QPI components are: 
candidate learning in the areas of subject matter, pedagogical knowledge, and caring and 
effective teaching skills.  When drafting your claims, keep in mind the three cross-cutting themes 
and how they are incorporated into Standards 1 and 4 or the components of Quality Principle I. 

If you are using state or national standards, map those standards against CAEP Standard 1 
and 4, or the three components of Quality Principle I. 

CAEP IB 
Standard 1—The provider ensures that candidates develop a deep understanding of the 

critical concepts and principles of their discipline and, by completion, are 
able to use discipline-specific practices flexibly to advance the learning of 
all students toward attainment of college- and career-readiness standards.  

 

Standard 4—The provider demonstrates the impact of its completers on P-12 student 
learning and development, classroom instruction, and schools, and the 
satisfaction of its completers with the relevance and effectiveness of their 
preparation.  

 
Component 5.2—The provider’s quality assurance system relies on relevant, verifiable, 

representative, cumulative and actionable measures, and produces 
empirical evidence that interpretations of data are valid and consistent.  

 

CAEP Standard 1 Component Provider Claim (may be repeated as appropriate) 
1.1 Candidates demonstrate an 
understanding of the 10 InTASC 
standards at the appropriate progression 
level(s)[i] in the following categories: the 
learner and learning; content; 
instructional practice; and professional 
responsibility.  

1.2 Providers ensure that completers use 
research and evidence to develop an 
understanding of the teaching profession 
and use both to measure their P-12 
students’ progress and their own 
professional practice. 

 

9 
 

http://caepnet.org/CAEP%20Commission%20on%20Standards%20and%20Performance%20Reporting/Standards/FINAL_to_board.docx%23_edn1


CAEP Standard 1 Component Provider Claim (may be repeated as appropriate) 
1.3 Providers ensure that completers 
apply content and pedagogical 
knowledge as reflected in outcome 
assessments in response to standards of 
Specialized Professional Associations 
(SPA), the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS), states, or 
other accrediting bodies (e.g., National 
Association of Schools of Music – NASM). 

 

1.4 Providers ensure that completers 
demonstrate skills and commitment that 
afford all P-12 students access to rigorous 
college- and career-ready standards (e.g., 
Next Generation Science Standards, 
National Career Readiness Certificate, 
Common Core State Standards). 

 

1.5 Providers ensure that completers 
model and apply technology standards as 
they design, implement and assess 
learning experiences to engage students 
and improve learning; and enrich 
professional practice. 

 

 

 

CAEP Standard 4 Component Provider Claim (may be repeated as appropriate) 
4.1 The provider documents, using multiple 
measures, that program completers 
contribute to an expected level of student-
learning growth. Multiple measures shall 
include all available growth measures 
(including value-added measures, student-
growth percentiles, and student learning and 
development objectives) required by the 
state for its teachers and available to 
educator preparation providers, other state-
supported P-12 impact measures, and any 
other measures employed by the provider. 

 

4.2 The provider demonstrates, through 
structured and validated observation 
instruments and student surveys, that 
completers effectively apply the professional 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions that the 
preparation experiences were designed to 
achieve.  
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CAEP Standard 5 Component Provider Claim (may be repeated as appropriate) 
5.2 The provider’s quality assurance 
system relies on relevant, verifiable, 
representative, cumulative and 
actionable measures, and produces 
empirical evidence that interpretations 
of data are valid and consistent.  

 

 

 

TEAC Legacy IB 
1.1 Subject matter knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Pedagogical knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.3 Caring and effective teaching skills 
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Exercise 32: Connect your claims and assessments: Using the claims that you and your 
colleagues have developed, complete the form below to examine what you rely on (and why)  
to assess student learning, why you think the measure is valid, and why the criteria and 
standards you have selected as indicating success are appropriate. 

 

Claim: _   

Source of Evidence:   

 

1. Is this the only evidence you have for this claim or are there other sources that will be 
used? 

     This is the only source of evidence for this claim. 

     There are other sources of evidence for this 
claim. Specify in the table below 

2. How will the evidence be reduced or scored so that it might be used to bear on the 
claim? 

     Scores will be generated by using a scoring key 

     Check list 

     Content analysis 

     Scoring rubric 

     Results from a testing service or the state 

     Data from transcripts or other documents 

     Other 

 

 

3. Will there be a cut score or a standard that will enable you to interpret the findings? 

     Yes      No      Working on it 
 

4. How will you address the reliability issue for this measure? 
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5. How will you address the validity issue concerning your interpretation of this 
measure? 

 

 

 

 

 

Be sure to repeat this exercise for each measure relevant to the claim. 

A  chart below can help ensure coverage 

 

CAEP Standard 1 Component Provider Claim (may be 
repeated as appropriate) Supporting Evidence 

1.1 Candidates demonstrate an 
understanding of the 10 InTASC 
standards at the appropriate 
progression level(s)[i] in the 
following categories: the learner 
and learning; content; instructional 
practice; and professional 
responsibility. 

  

1.2 Providers ensure that 
completers use research and 
evidence to develop an 
understanding of the teaching 
profession and use both to 
measure their P-12 students’ 
progress and their own 
professional practice. 

  

1.3 Providers ensure that 
completers apply content and 
pedagogical knowledge as 
reflected in outcome assessments 
in response to standards of 
Specialized Professional 
Associations (SPA), the National 
Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards (NBPTS), states, or other 
accrediting bodies (e.g., National 
Association of Schools of Music – 
NASM). 
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CAEP Standard 1 Component Provider Claim (may be 
repeated as appropriate) Supporting Evidence 

1.4 Providers ensure that 
completers demonstrate skills and 
commitment that afford all P-12 
students access to rigorous 
college- and career-ready 
standards (e.g., Next Generation 
Science Standards, National Career 
Readiness Certificate, Common 
Core State Standards). 

  

1.5 Providers ensure that 
completers model and apply 
technology standards as they 
design, implement and assess 
learning experiences to engage 
students and improve learning; 
and enrich professional practice. 

  

 

CAEP Standard 4 Component Provider Claim (may be 
repeated as appropriate) Supporting Evidence 

4.1 The provider documents, 
using multiple measures, that 
program completers contribute to 
an expected level of student-
learning growth. Multiple 
measures shall include all 
available growth measures 
(including value-added measures, 
student-growth percentiles, and 
student learning and development 
objectives) required by the state 
for its teachers and available to 
educator preparation providers, 
other state-supported P-12 
impact measures, and any other 
measures employed by the 
provider. 

 

 

4.2 The provider demonstrates, 
through structured and validated 
observation instruments and 
student surveys, that completers 
effectively apply the professional 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions 
that the preparation experiences 
were designed to achieve.  
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CAEP Standard 5 Component Provider Claim (may be 
repeated as appropriate) Supporting Evidence 

5.2 The provider’s quality 
assurance system relies on 
relevant, verifiable, 
representative, cumulative and 
actionable measures, and 
produces empirical evidence that 
interpretations of data are valid 
and consistent.  
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Rationale and standards for the assessments. The rationale gives the EPP’s standard for 
its assessments and explains why the particular criterion the faculty believes indicates 
success is appropriate. 

 

Exercise 36: Draft your rationale. Using the space below, draft a short argument for one 
of your assessments for one of your claims that shows: 

1.  Why the assessment was selected (The answer to this question often entails showing 
how the assessment procedures reflect the features of the program, e.g., graduation 
requirements, admission criteria and procedures, coursework, field assignments, and 
experiences.) 

2.  What the passing score is for the assessment, how it was determined, and why does 
the faculty think it is appropriate 

3.  What is the faculty’s basis for thinking the assessment is reliable and that they can 
interpret the results validly 

 

You might produce the draft together with colleagues from your campus or write individual 
drafts and then compare and combine drafts. 
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Exercise 37: The EPP’s standards: An expectation for the rationale section of the Inquiry Brief 
is to argue for the cut or passing scores that are in use in the program. When a measure is 
given, what level does the faculty take to be acceptable? Whatever the answer to that 
question, the IB Commission asks that the rationale address the question: What makes this 
faculty judgment credible? 

 

Considerations for determining a cut score include: How high does the GPA have to be to 
graduate from the program? How high does the score on the state licensure test have to be to 
be judged by the faculty as “competent”? What levels of ratings from cooperating teachers are 
expected before a candidate is dropped from the program? What are the stated expectations 
for advancing to student teaching in the program’s screening process? 

 

37a. List the current cut scores that apply to your EPP: 

Assessment Cut score/Expected Level 
SAT   

GRE  

High school index 

 

 

License scores 

 

 

GPA 

 

 
Selected course standards  
Satisfaction survey ratings  
Student course evaluations 

Course 

 

Instructor 

 

 

 

 

 

Entry to student teaching 
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Assessment Cut score/Expected Level 
Ratings from  

 cooperating teacher 

 

university supervisor 

 

 

 

Education GPA  

Subject Matter GPA  

 

37b. Below are some proposed arguments for particular cut scores. Which arguments do you 
find compelling? Which ones do you find less than convincing? Mark those that are compelling 
with a C in front of its number. Mark those that are not convincing with an N. Place a question 
mark (?) in front of those for which you are unsure. 

C, N, 
or ? 

 

ARGUMENT FOR CUT SCORES 

 
1. Prior to entering the IB process, there were a number of cut scores in place. We intend 

to examine each of them as we develop habits of “institutional learning.” As of now, we 
have chosen to leave most of them in place until our inquiry can challenge them and 
suggest changes in them. 

 

2. We hired a statistician who has worked with the National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards (NBPTS) to help us empirically set cut scores. She worked for 
over a year with our files that included a complete data set for 500 of our graduates 
over a five year period. Her procedures yielded cut scores for GPA to exit, GPA to 
enter student teaching, and the lowest level satisfactory rating score received from 
cooperating teachers. We adopted our consultant’s recommendations. 

 
3. We couldn’t find in the research literature or in our own findings guidance for setting 

our cut scores. For this reason, we adopted the 75% guideline suggested by the IB 
Commission. All of our cut scores represent the application of the 75% rule to our 
empirical maximum score. 

 4. In a faculty meeting, we discussed the issue of cut scores and based the discussion 
on files of candidates who were near the current cut scores. After lengthy give and 
take among faculty members, we voted to approve the cut scores reported in the Brief. 
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Exercise 40: Evidence of reliability: Which of the following approaches would yield evidence 
that the faculty would find compelling about the reliability of the evidence for the claim, “our 
students know how to apply technology in the classroom”? Circle the number(s) of the 
approaches that your faculty would find credible. 

 

1. For a 10 item rating form completed by methods instructors, a coefficient alpha is provided, 
with a value of .82. 

2. The faculty observes that the means of a 10 item rating form completed by methods 
instructors across four sections of the course are almost identical. 

3. Two methods instructors rate a sample of students in the program independently, and the 
level of agreement between the ratings is perceived to be high. 

4. The level of agreement of the two methods instructors cited in option 3 above is assessed 
with a correlation coefficient – and is found to be .85. 

 

List other evidence that would convince the faculty that the measures were reliable. 
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Exercise 41: Validity: The faculty is interested in knowing whether the 10-item scale used to 
assess the program’s claim concerning technology was valid as a useful tool to verify the 
claim.  Circle the number(s) of the approaches for assessing validity that your faculty would 
find credible. 

 

1. Since the measures were found to be reliable, the issue of validity is no longer relevant. If 
the measures are reliable, they are surely valid. 

2. The students’ scores on the ten-item scale on technology are correlated with the ratings 
they received in student teaching on “uses technology effectively.” The correlation between 
these two measures is .75. 

3. The faculty reviewed the ten items on the technology scale and determined that the items 
covered all of their intentions about what students should learn about technology in their 
program. The scale was judged to have content validity. 

4. The ratings on the scale discriminated between those students who used technology well 
in student teaching and those who did not – a finding yielded by a discriminant analysis of 
the evidence. 

 

List other approaches that would yield evidence that the faculty would find compelling about 
the validity of the ten-item scale. 
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Exercise 42: Measures truly relied on: Review the following novel and idiosyncratic 
measures uncovered in IB audits and consider the evidence upon which the program faculty 
truly rely: 

 Candidates equal or exceed majors in grades in the disciplines (teaching subjects) 
 Faculty noted the exceptionality of those as candidates who later were board certified 
 High faculty agreement in rating quality of random samples of candidates by name only 
 A&S departments hire candidates as graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) 
 Local superintendents waive interviews for recommended graduates 
 Higher state scores in schools with higher densities of program graduates 
 Candidates are the first choice and accept their first choice in employment 
 Candidates are first choice of cooperating teachers for student teaching assignments 
 Lawful patterns of correlations among internal and external measures of the available 

measures of competence 
 Work samples with student/pupil learning data 
 Authentic artifacts (viz., technology, video) 
 Comparisons of retention of program’s graduates in teaching with other programs 
 Regents or NAEP examination scores for candidates’ students 
 Reporting assessments at various stages in the program to show reductions in variance 

over time 
 On-demand ratings by faculty of candidates and video-taped lessons show lawful 

correlations with internal & external measures 
 Pupil evaluations of student teachers 
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