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Abstract: Following increasing criticism of the variability in graduate 

teachers’ readiness to enter the profession, the Australian Institute for 

Teaching and School Leadership (AITSL) introduced a program 

accreditation requirement that all initial teacher education (ITE) 

providers must implement a Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA) 

in the final year of their teacher education programs. AITSL were not 

prescriptive in how ITE providers must meet the program standard 

which has resulted in 12 TPAs being implemented across 42 ITE 

providers. This paper outlines the development and implementation of 

one endorsed TPA designed to measure the readiness of graduating 

teachers, whilst taking into consideration the learnings from well-

known TPAs and our own experiences. With this being one of the 

earlier unfunded TPAs in Australia to have been approved through 

the accreditation endorsement process, the paper offers some insights 

into meeting the additional accreditation program requirements and 

raises some longer-term considerations associated with implementing 

TPAs. 

 

 

Introduction 
 

The professional standards of teacher education programs are critical to quality 

assuring initial teacher education (ITE) programs. The accreditation of teacher education 

programs in Australia relies on each professional standard being taught, practiced, and 

assessed multiple times throughout an ITE degree. However, increasing scrutiny and rising 

concerns about the variability in Australian teaching graduates’ readiness for teaching 

practice led to the introduction of a capstone Teaching Performance Assessment (TPA) which 

also features in several ITE degrees internationally (Allard et al., 2014; Cochran-Smith et al., 

2013; Darling-Hammond et al., 2013; Stacey et al., 2020). The TPA is a capstone, 

performance assessment, aligned to the professional standards for teachers, and tied to 

national teacher education program accreditation. The TPA is a benchmark for  

measuring graduates’ ability to demonstrate that they have the requisite 

knowledge, skills and practices to (1) plan and deliver a series of lessons, (2) 

monitor and assess student learning and to (3) reflect on the impact of their 

teaching on the learners in their classroom. (Mascadri et al., 2022, p. 2) 
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Since 2019, all pre-service teachers in Australia must pass a TPA to graduate. The 

introduction of TPAs has brought about a shift in focus from professional standards as inputs 

used to inform program development, to standards as outputs assessed in actual classroom 

teaching practice (Adie & Wyatt-Smith, 2021). The decision to implement a TPA resulted 

from a set of recommendations following the formation of a Teacher Education Ministerial 

Advisory Group (TEMAG) funded by the federal government to review ITE programs. The 

report Action Now: Classroom Ready Teachers (TEMAG, 2015) highlighted inconsistencies 

between ITE programs in the assessment of pre-service teachers against the Australian 

Professional Standards for Teachers (APSTs) at program completion. The report called for a 

consistent and transparent graduate assessment at an agreed benchmark of Graduate Teacher 

Standard to be a key feature of profession entry requirements. The foundations of this 

recommendation were primarily influenced by the well-known Performance Assessment for 

California Teachers (PACT) and the Education Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) in 

the United States which are linked to teacher licensure and have been well researched 

(Nelson et al., 2014; Peck & McDonald, 2013). 

As was the case in Australia, the advent of TPAs in the United States came about due 

to increasing calls to professionalise the field. Conceived as a means to develop more positive 

perceptions about the teaching profession (Greenblatt, 2018), the aim of the TPA was to 

address the rising “problem of teacher education” (Cochran-Smith et al., 2013, p. 16). The 

wide variance in approach and a “lack of accountability and standardization of expectations 

across programs” (Cochran-Smith et al., 2013, p. 16) was considered problematic. Thus, 

TPAs emerged as a means to authentically measure ‘teacher readiness’ by providing a 

consistent assessment of teaching practice (Dover & Shultz, 2016; Greenblatt, 2018). In the 

next section, the background to the development of multiple TPAs in Australia, only two of 

which received finding via the Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership 

(AITSL) grant scheme, will be explained.    

 

 

AITSL Accredited TPAs 

 

AITSL is funded by the Australian Government, to lead the Commonwealth, state and 

territory governments to promote excellence in teaching and school leadership. Through the 

release of AITSL’s (2015) ITE Program Standards, the inclusion of Standard 1.2 required 

ITE providers to include an assessment of classroom teaching performance, across a 

sequence of lessons that reflects the range of teaching practice. With the release of the 

program standards, higher education providers of ITE began to discuss the impact of the 

requirement for a capstone assessment in terms of development and implementation. In May 

2016, the teacher regulation authority Queensland College of Teachers (QCT) who accredit 

ITE programs in the state of Queensland, called together ITE providers for a presentation of a 

concept TPA developed by the Institute for Learning Sciences and Teacher Education at 

Australian Catholic University (ACU) and the QCT. Providers were then invited to engage in 

a pilot of TPA implementation with ACU. Given Queensland ITE providers were scheduled 

to be among the first providers in Australia to undertake accreditation according to the new 

program standards, which included providing a long-term plan to collect and show evidence 

of the quality required of graduates to be considered ‘ready’ for entry into the profession, it 

was critical that ITE providers had a clear plan for development and implementation of a 

TPA. Later that same year, in October 2016, AITSL developed a national grant process to 

offer financial support for groups of ITE providers to “stimulate the development of TPAs in 

line with Program Standard 1.2 that will be used across multiple ITE providers” (AITSL, 

2017a). In 2016, the Queensland University of Technology (QUT) led an expression of 
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interest for the tender which included five ITE providers across three states and territories. 

The application was one of six expressions of interest that were received for consideration, 

with only two out of six expressions of interest taken to further development and awarded 

funding in 2017. The successful consortia were led by the Institute for Learning Sciences and 

Teacher Education at ACU resulting in the Graduate Teacher Performance Assessment 

(GTPA) and the Melbourne Graduate School of Education at Melbourne University resulting 

in the Assessment for Graduate Teaching (AfGT).  

With QUT moving into accreditation of three postgraduate programs in June 2017, 

the development work for the TPA continued. A small group of teacher educators formed a 

community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) to develop and implement the TPA 

assessment tool and assessment rubric. A community of practice recognises that learning is a 

social process situated in a cultural and historical context (Wenger, 1998). The members 

comprised a diverse set of teacher educators with teaching experience across the three 

preservice teacher degree programs (early child, primary and secondary education). The 

community of practice enabled the members to collaboratively design a TPA fit for purpose. 

Capitalising on individual strengths, members of the community undertook different tasks but 

came together to share and refine ideas, to discuss challenges and difficulties, and problem 

solve. In this article, the authors share their experience of contributing to the design and 

implementation of the Quality Teaching Performance Assessment (QTPA). 

At the time, there was a high level of uncertainty about the TPA in Australia (e.g., 

what the TPA should look like and how it should be assessed), which was evolving alongside 

the accreditation of ITE programs that were being assessed at the same time. In Queensland, 

the optimal intention was to accredit ITE providers through the use of one TPA (the newly 

funded consortium developing the GTPA), however, AITSL was clear at the national level 

that some individual providers would have the capability, capacity and resources to develop 

their own TPAs. A context statement from AITSL indicated, 

Throughout 2017, AITSL is funding two Consortia of ITE providers to develop, 

trial and/or validate TPA tools under the TPA Grant Program. All ITE providers 

are required to have a TPA in place for their 2018 graduate cohort. As such 

there will also be non-Consortia TPAs being developed, trialled and 

implemented. (AITSL, 2017b, p. 15) 

Darling-Hammond and Snyder (2000) argued that, 

If such [teacher performance] assessments are treated largely as add-ons at the 

end of a course or program rather than as integral components of ongoing 

curriculum and instruction, the time, labor, and expense of conducting them 

could be overwhelming within the institutional constraints of teacher education 

programs. (p. 527) 

It is plausible that the significant investment of resources required in the development 

and implementation of a TPA (including program redesign, assessment expertise, school 

partnership development, staff professional development and additional administrative 

resources and on-going assessor training) may have precluded some smaller ITE providers 

from developing their own TPA. Many providers, looking for certainty in the accreditation 

process, joined AITSL’s funded and already endorsed TPAs. 

The QTPA was the first TPA in 2019 to be endorsed by AITSL’s Expert Panel as an 

individual submission from an ITE provider in Australia. However, endorsement was only 

given on the understanding that further improvements to the TPA were planned and 

completed. These included: a) ensuring that training and moderation processes ensured 

reliable and consistent judgements between panels and different pre-service teacher programs 

over time; b) ensuring appropriate processes were put in place to periodically recalibrate TPA 

assessors’ ongoing consistency; c) a review of inter-rater reliability to determine whether the 
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training had been effective and d) evidence of cross-institutional moderation for providers 

within a consortium with the expectation that users of the TPA submit a selection of TPA 

submissions for purposes of moderation and data analysis. Endorsement of the QTPA was 

achieved on the fourth submission for review by AITSL’s Expert Panel. However, it is 

important to note that there were some conflicting judgments and suggestions from review to 

review. This may be because members of the panel were not consistent from review to review 

and there was a lack of published guidelines at the time as to what was expected of ITE 

providers designing their own TPA.   

Fortunately, endorsement of the QTPA resulted in other ITE providers expressing 

interest to form a consortium. The QTPA is implemented across two Australian States 

(Queensland and Western Australia) and four individual ITE providers (QUT, University of 

Sunshine Coast, Edith Cowan University, Murdoch University). The members are 

responsible for further refining the TPA tool and assessment rubric and engage in cross-

institution moderation to ensure consistency in assessing preservice teachers at a Graduate 

Teacher Standard. 

Using a self-study method (Loughran, 2006), the authors reflect on some of the key 

decision-making points involved in the development and implementation of an accredited 

TPA. The decisions underpinning the development of the QTPA are primarily informed by 

learnings and shortcomings from the two most commonly researched TPAs in the United 

States. Adopting a reflexive approach enabled the authors to reflect on highlights and 

criticisms of the edTPA and PACT, in an attempt to further strengthen the QTPA process.   

 

 

Developing the TPA 

 

A TPA is used to make a judgement as to whether a graduating teacher is ready to 

enter the teaching profession. AITSL’s Program Standard 1.2 stipulated that a TPA must:  

a) be a reflection of classroom teaching practice including the elements of planning, teaching,  

assessing and reflecting; b) be a valid assessment that clearly assesses the content of the 

Graduate Teacher Standards; c) have clear, measurable and justifiable achievement criteria 

that discriminate between meeting and not meeting the Graduate Teacher Standards; d) be a 

reliable assessment in which there are appropriate processes in place for ensuring  

consistent scoring between assessors; and e) include moderation processes that support 

consistent decision-making against the achievement criteria. 

While traditional assessments of pre-service teacher competency have been criticised 

for lack of authenticity, there is growing evidence that performance assessments better 

evaluate teaching practices (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 2000; Weir, 2009). The QTPA is 

an authentic assessment of teacher readiness as it evaluates tasks regularly performed by a 

teacher (planning, teaching, assessing, reflecting) and combined with the oral component, 

demonstrates teachers’ ability to communicate their knowledge and teaching skills that 

teachers use every day. Furthermore, these knowledge and skills align to the APSTs at a 

Graduate Teacher Standard.  

As limited research on the development of TPAs in Australia had been published at 

the time of development (e.g., Deakin Authentic Teacher Assessment; Dixon et al., 2011; 

Deakin University, 2012), the development team relied on evidence-based research and 

practice from primarily the United States to inform its design. In the U.S., both the edTPA 

and PACT focus on a portfolio of teaching practices designed to assess pre-service teachers’ 

classroom readiness by reviewing planning documentation, videotapes of classroom practice, 

evidence of student work and learning, commentary on student work and reflections 

(Darling-Hammond, 2012; Pecheone & Chung, 2006; Stillman et al., 2013). These are 
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organised into four categories of teaching: planning, instruction, assessment, and reflection 

(Pecheone & Chung, 2006), all characteristics of authentic teaching practice. QUT also 

selected a portfolio assessment design comprising four components. The four components are 

described in the following section. 

Specifically, Component A comprises a personal teaching statement that requests pre-

service teachers to reflect on their current teaching beliefs and practices across three domains 

of the APSTs (professional knowledge, professional practice and professional engagement), 

and articulate how their teaching beliefs and practices have been informed by relevant 

research and/or theory. Component B requires pre-service teachers to collect and interpret 

assessment data (formative and/or summative) to determine student learning and achievement 

levels prior to documenting evidence of their planning and delivering a sequence of four to 

six lessons within a school environment. For Component C, pre-service teachers provide a 

written reflection of their impact on student learning upon completion of teaching their lesson 

sequence. Finally, Component D is a 15 minute oral in which pre-service teachers articulate 

to a panel of assessors their thinking and decision making in planning, teaching and 

evaluating their impact on student learning. The oral concludes with the candidate preparing a 

response to two reflective questions aligned to professional standard 6 (engaging in 

professional learning) and 7 (engaging with colleagues, parents/carers and the community) 

posed by the assessment panel.  

Darling-Hammond and Snyder (2000) outline five aspects of authentic assessments of 

teaching: (1) assessments sample the actual knowledge, skills, and dispositions desired of 

teachers as they are used in teaching and learning contexts, rather than relying on more 

remote proxies; (2) assessments require the integration of multiple kinds of knowledge and 

skill as they are used in practice; (3) multiple sources of evidence are collected over time and 

in diverse contexts; (4) assessment evidence is evaluated by individuals with relevant 

expertise against criteria that matter for performance in the field; and (5) the assessment 

includes opportunities for learning and practicing the desired teaching tasks. Weir (2009) 

defined authentic assessment as consisting of five aspects, the first two of which are core to 

her model and the TPA. Specifically, she referred to authentic assessment as being connected 

to the curriculum and to everyday lives and real-world contexts. Secondly, she characterised 

authentic assessment as being performance-oriented, and encourages performance of learning 

in a real context in front of a “real” audience. The QTPA is well positioned to meet the 

aspects of authentic assessment as detailed in the following section. 

The work of Linda Darling-Hammond and her colleagues in the United States focused 

on “high quality preparation, evaluated authentically through performance assessments that 

both develop and measure beginning teacher effectiveness” (2012, p. 9). That concept of 

further developing as well as assessing graduates was important to the community of practice. 

The assessment tool we developed prioritised building the teaching capacity of our pre-

service teachers and benefitting them in terms of readiness for teaching and working 

professionally with future colleagues, parents and families, students and communities. This 

meant making the assessment applicable to the real-world context and practice of teaching 

where there would be opportunities for our pre-service teachers to develop and examine 

“thinking and actions in situations that are experience based and problem oriented and that 

include or simulate actual acts of teaching” (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 2000, p. 524).  

Research surrounding PACT highlighted the risk that pre-service teachers “might have to 

choose between being a ‘good student’ or ‘task completer’ in order to achieve a high 

score...versus being successfully and critically engaged in learning to teach” (Reagan et al., 

2016, p. 7). Despite the TPA being a summative assessment and not a formative assessment 

tool for learning, we wanted to ensure the actual process of engaging in the TPA was 

educative and empowering for pre-service teachers. We aimed to design a TPA where pre-
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service teachers felt equipped to hold productive professional conversations about their 

teaching practices with their supervising teacher, provide students with more usable feedback 

and enhance their capacity to teach by changing the focus from themselves to their students 

as a result of fulfilling the TPA requirements (Darling-Hammond, 2012).  

In our context, the use of video recordings was not suitable for three key reasons. 

First, the issue of ethics and gaining consent for pre-service teachers work with children and 

adolescents aged birth to 18 would be problematic. Second, if a pre-service teacher is placed 

in a more challenging school context, the behaviour of their learners may be unpredictable. A 

potential concern of pre-service teachers who submit real-time, real world videoed teaching 

segments, is that an assessor may not understand why the videoed teaching segment does not 

feature well-behaved, engaged students (Parkes & Powell, 2015). Third, research has 

demonstrated that the assessor of the video is the only one who interprets what is seen in the 

video and then makes a judgement; the performance is either satisfactory or it is not. The 

only part that is judged is ‘what is seen’ meaning the pre-service teacher is “subjected to 

anonymous and invariant evaluative procedures, without reference to the development of 

teachers/learners” (Caughlan & Jiang, 2014, p. 383).  

Evidence of planning documentation is crucial in the inclusion of any TPA. Through 

the planning of lessons, pre-service teachers demonstrate the ability to organise instruction 

that promotes effective learning for all students in diverse contexts; and how teaching 

outcomes are analysed to optimise student success in future teaching and learning tasks 

(Darling-Hammond, 2012). The QTPA requires pre-service teachers include planning for a 

sequence of four to six lessons to demonstrate how they considered the learning environment, 

and the learners within, in designing the sequence. In reflecting on the learners, we expected 

pre-service teachers to show consideration of school and classroom context and student 

diversity. Research emerging from PACT found that one of the most valuable elements of the 

TPA was this aspect where evaluating what students were learning, or not learning, and 

reflecting and modifying lesson sequences actually continued into the candidates’ teaching 

practices after graduation (Stewart et al., 2015). The inclusion of annotated student work 

samples to demonstrate the links between what the student needed to do, the teaching enacted 

and what the student had achieved after the teaching were necessary and vital components of 

the QTPA.  

A pilot of the written components of the QTPA was first conducted in September 

2017 with the Bachelor of Education students across our Early Childhood, Primary and 

Secondary programs (n=400). Important modifications were made to the QTPA as a 

consequence. For instance, a word limit was imposed for the personal teaching statement 

(Component A) because there was significant variability in the length of statements. Pre-

service teachers were also asked to use the three professional domains of teaching 

(professional knowledge, professional practice and professional engagement) as sub-headings 

and to cite the corresponding APSTs throughout their statement. This was designed to assist 

assessors to determine whether candidates understood the intention and meaning of the 

professional domains and professional standards. Component B initially consisted of a table 

where pre-service teachers responded to each APST the corresponding descriptors with one 

to two examples of evidence that demonstrated the achievement of that standard. However, 

the table used for Component B for evidencing the APSTs was cumbersome and 

demonstrated superficial learnings by pre-service teachers and was removed in the next 

iteration. Component B was revised to reflect the full planning, teaching and assessment 

cycle with a structured template to support graduate teachers documenting their work. 

Candidates were also provided with a structured template for Component C to support 

presenting their impact on student learning and their written reflection. 
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The oral component of the QTPA was highly significant and remained central in its 

development (Mascadri et al., 2022). In order to adhere to the principles of authentic 

assessment, particularly in terms of a real-world audience (Weir, 2009), we wanted to give 

pre-service teachers the opportunity to clearly explain the planning of their lessons and 

pedagogical decision making to the assessors. As Darling-Hammond and Snyder (2000) 

noted when discussing authentic assessment in relation to the TPA that in order to understand 

a classroom event, 

one needs relevant information about students and their prior learning and 

approaches as well as about the event itself and about the teacher’s decision-

making processes i.e. what goals he/she is trying to achieve and what aspects of 

content, student needs, and classroom or community context he/she is taking into 

account. (p. 528) 

The deliberate decision to include an oral component so that pre-service teachers could 

articulate their teaching and learning practices was important. Teachers regularly engage in 

professional conversations around their work and that of their students' learning and 

outcomes. Furthermore, the oral component may reduce susceptibility of assessors to 

privilege good writers (Clayton, 2018). When the impact of the pre-service teacher teaching 

on student outcomes is examined, we are mindful that the competency of the pre-service 

teacher is not solely marked on how successful the student has been in representing his or her 

teaching competency through annotations on student work samples. Assessors of the QTPA 

are looking for the preservice teachers’ analysis and reflection of their own teaching and 

learning across the lessons in supporting student learning. 

Research on portfolio assessment has demonstrated that it can often be inequitable 

(Meeus et al., 2009) due to the significant knowledge and skills required for its successful 

compilation. The research conducted by Campbell et al. (2016) in the United States found 

that TPA candidates spent an average of 22 hours compiling their TPA and assessors spent 

three hours scoring each assessment (Parkes & Powell, 2015). Taking this into consideration, 

we provided a structured template to help reduce the workload for preservice teachers and to 

make marking more efficient for assessors. Thus, in our first full iteration of the QTPA in 

September 2018 with 300 pre-service teachers we found that the templates for Components B 

and C clarified the salient expectations of the assessment, provided equity in terms of visual 

aesthetics and use of technology, and ease for the assessors in terms of knowing where to 

locate the appropriate information. We developed a set of pre-service teacher training 

materials for teacher educators to unpack the core features of each assessment component and 

guidelines on how to complete the associated templates. This meant two things. First, 

regardless of which lecturer a pre-service teacher had or which institution they attended there 

is guaranteed equity in the training information provided. Second, in not providing a specific 

modelled response for each component, we allowed for some creativity and variation, 

avoiding the likelihood of cookie cutter responses.  

The QTPA was positioned as part of the usual teaching practice that teachers engaged 

in on a daily basis and not as an add on feature of their final teaching placement. Research in 

the USA demonstrated that some candidates viewed the TPA as extra to their teaching and 

noted it detracted from their teaching: “I was so focused on completing the assignment with a 

passing score that I was unable to fully devote myself to teaching” (Campbell et al., 2016, p. 

66). We explained to pre-service teachers that the requirements of the QTPA were what they 

would already be doing on their final placement on a daily basis as part of the teaching and 

learning cycle including submitting lesson plans and evaluating student work that was a part 

of that teaching cycle, not in excess.  

The QTPA is designed as a final semester capstone experience that is connected to 

actual teaching practice in a teaching context and hence is genuinely ‘authentic’ (Weir, 2009) 
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and requires discussion and reflection on the teaching cycle of planning, teaching, assessing 

and impact of teaching on student learning. Whilst the assessment requires some aspects of a 

traditional portfolio approach where pre-service teachers show and discuss their teaching, 

evidence of student learning, the feedback they have given to student work, and students' 

responses to these teaching efforts (Darling-Hammond & Snyder, 2000), it goes beyond a 

mere collection of artefacts and requires the pre-service teachers to curate the portfolio 

around one specific teaching and learning sequence of four-six lessons. The pre-service 

teachers must first demonstrate an understanding of the school context and student cohort 

through talking to their supervising teacher and collecting assessment data on students’ 

achievement levels to determine the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of their teaching and learning 

sequence. A requirement of the QTPA in this component is for the pre-service teacher to 

clearly articulate the interpretation of the data, but more importantly how this knowledge and 

understanding of their learners’ needs informs their teaching practice and is usually 

represented in an annotated table. Rather than disparate, seemingly unrelated items of 

teaching practice curated in a portfolio over many weeks or months of teaching, the QTPA 

requires all elements to be related to one teaching and learning sequence of four-six lessons.  

This allows assessors to examine a chain of events and thinking, to see the quality of 

deliberation and the pedagogical decisions made by the candidate as well as evaluate the 

appropriateness of actions taken (Darling-Hammond & Snyder 2000). When portfolios are 

used hand in hand with an oral component they can be “beneficial to the validity of the 

assessment [as] the teacher educator then has additional information at his or her disposal, 

including a better appreciation of the student’s overall progress” (Meeus et al., 2009, p. 404). 

We believe the oral component will ensure that pre-service teachers not only learn by 

engaging in the assessment, but that they are later able to enact these practices in their daily 

teaching (Darling-Hammond et al., 2013).   

The oral component of the QTPA sets it apart from written only TPAs currently in 

use. It allows for a more just and authentic experience as well as providing pre-service 

teachers with powerful preparation for job interviews which typically require that they 

verbally articulate their teaching beliefs and practices (Huxham et al., 2012), their impact on 

students’ learning, and the reasons behind their teaching content and pedagogical choices. An 

oral assessment is also a method for understanding pre-service teachers’ knowledge and 

critical reasoning (Gent et al., 1999). Oral examinations may prevent “superficial 

regurgitation” (Huxham et al., 2012, p.126) found in written assessments and can strengthen 

academic integrity (Joughin, 1998) as pre-service teachers must explain their own 

understanding in their own words. We believe that incorporating an oral is appropriate for 

graduate teachers as the education of students relies primarily on dialogue and learning 

conversations (Huxham et al., 2012).  

 

 

The Assessment 
 

The TPA was introduced to make ITE providers accountable for producing 

‘classroom ready’ graduate teachers. Following the development of the assessment tool, 

attention turned to planning a rigorous assessment criteria and moderation process.  

 

 
Developing the Assessment Criteria 

 

An important aspect of the quality assurance process of the QTPA was establishing 

assessment criteria that measured the TPA outcomes using the Graduate Teacher Standards as 
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benchmarks for making judgements. Research suggests however, that objective portfolio 

assessment is challenging (Joosten-ten Brinke et al., 2010). Assessors may omit steps in the 

assessment process or evaluate the portfolio without adhering to the assessment criteria 

(Joosten-ten Brinke et al., 2010). Another limitation is that preservice teachers’ TPAs are not 

necessarily assessed by someone with expertise in their teaching area. It is therefore 

imperative that each assessment criterion is clearly articulated. Van der Schaff et al. (2005) 

argue that teacher educators’ judgements are influenced by previous assessment ratings and 

experiences. Furthermore, assessors may give attention to features that are not explicitly 

being assessed or give greater weighting to some assessment features over others (Newton & 

Meadows, 2011). Sadler (1985) also notes that the meaning of words may be interpreted 

differently by different assessors. To enhance the quality of the assessment criteria, advice 

was sought from teacher educators with expertise in assessment both internal and external to 

the institution about the wording of the assessment criteria and the standards descriptors used 

to describe the behaviours at each of the standards. This process contributed to tightening the 

alignment between the assessment task requirements and the performance criteria. This meant 

that the wording of the assessment criteria mirrored the wording used in the pre-service 

teachers’ task requirements to prevent misconceptions and misunderstandings. For example, 

for the personal teaching statement (Component A) pre-service teachers must explicitly 

demonstrate the main intent of the professional domain, and convey a coherent alignment of 

valid theory/relevant research to inform beliefs and an aligned example of how beliefs are 

enacted in practice. This wording is also used on the assessment criteria. Feedback was also 

sought from assessors following the first full implementation of the QTPA to further sharpen 

the language clarity of the assessment criteria. This process was essential in reducing overlap 

between criteria and unclear wording (Wyatt-Smith & Klenowski, 2013).   

TPAs are assessed in different ways in Australia depending on the assessment criteria 

established. For the QTPA, the decision to pass or fail a student on the QTPA was based on a 

cut-score (Liu & Liu, 2008). Following the scoring of the TPA, an experienced statistician 

led a group of assessors through a cut-score process. The assessors were selected due to their 

expertise in teaching into the early childhood, primary and secondary teacher education 

programs and familiarity and understanding of the Graduate Teacher Standards. A borderline 

group method was used to determine the cut-score (Downing et al., 2006). This method 

required a group of assessors to divide the QTPA assessments into three groups – 

satisfactory, borderline and unsatisfactory. The borderline group were defined as those 

performances where the assessors were unsure whether the preservice teacher was at 

Graduate Teacher Standard or not. When the assessors were satisfied with the three groupings 

based on the preservice teacher’s TPA performance, the designated cut-score was determined 

by the mean total score of the borderline group. Preservice teachers’ TPAs were rated as 

satisfactory if they met or scored above the cut score. TPAs were rated as unsatisfactory if 

they scored below the designated cut-scores.  

 

  
Assessor Training 

 

The primary goal was to establish a community of assessors that come together with a 

shared understanding of the assessment criterion and Graduate Teacher Standards to 

determine the graduate teachers’ achievement on the TPA. Drawing upon the research of 

Adie et al. (2013), the authors took the position that the TPA assessors must be teacher 

educators who are responsible for teaching pre-service teacher education. Ensuring the 

quality of assessor judgments required deconstructing the QTPA assessment tool, the 

assessment criteria and stepping assessors through a rigorous step-by-step moderation 
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process. This is because achieving consistency in assessor judgments improves when 

assessors adhere to the assessment criteria, determine the credibility of the evidence provided 

and have shared understanding of the Graduate Teacher Standards (Bloxham et al., 2016).  

A full day of assessor training and refresher training is provided twice per year to 

ensure that all teacher educators who teach into the pre-service teacher education programs 

understand the QTPA assessment task requirements, the performance criteria and 

corresponding Graduate Teacher Standards. Assessors are provided with an assessor manual 

comprising QTPA samples depicting satisfactory, borderline and unsatisfactory TPAs. 

During the training, facilitators unpack each QTPA component using samples of pre-

service teachers’ TPAs as a reference. Assessors carefully examine benchmarked QTPAs and 

work in small groups to develop a strong understanding of how the standard of Graduate 

Teacher is applied. Furthermore, performance standard guidelines are used to help support 

assessors’ judgments. Assessors are taught how to assess the variations in the quality of work 

provided by pre-service teachers. Through the training process, assessors come to realise that 

pre-service teachers’ final professional experience placements are diverse and context-based 

and therefore no two QTPAs will look exactly the same (Sadler, 2013). However, templates 

completed by pre-service teachers for Components B and C assist the assessors to locate the 

evidence to make their judgements. The templates provide some standardisation in QTPA 

process (Herbert et al., 2014) and ensure assessors appropriately assess the correct evidence 

for each assessment criterion. For the QTPA, assessors are allocated one hour per student for 

marking (i.e., 30 minutes for marking the written components, and 30 minutes for the oral 

component). 

Assessors participate in a simulated assessment process during training. Assessors 

form groups of three and follow the assessment process of marking the written components of 

independently before coming together to assess the oral component. The assessors then 

engage in a moderation conversation to establish the final assessment standard of satisfactory 

or unsatisfactory. At the end of the simulated activity, assessors receive feedback from the 

training facilitator to assist them calibrate their marking and achieve consistency in 

judgements. The facilitator helps assessors to identify their personal and professional biases 

(e.g., how curriculum should be taught, tendency to mark poor spelling and grammar harshly) 

as assessors explaining their marking decisions out loud. 

 

 
Assessment Moderation 

 

Teacher educators may bring varying assessment expertise, experience and ideas 

about graduate expectations (Sadler, 2010; Wyatt-Smith & Klenowski, 2013) and consistency 

in assessor judgements is dependent on rigorous training and equitable and fair assessment 

moderation processes. Sadler (2011) maintains that, through a social moderation process, 

ideas about specific standards can be “clarified, refined and transformed – and in the process 

shifted from essentially private knowledge to collegially held knowledge” (p. 5). Moderation 

of QTPAs involves three assessors (two assessors and one Chairperson) meeting to discuss 

their judgments (Watty et al., 2014). The use of a three-person moderation panel provides 

pre-service teachers with some confidence that their QTPA has been scored fairly and 

accurately. In higher education, assessments are primarily scored by one assessor and a 

sample of scored assessments may be verified by one other assessor. The QTPA design team 

argued that due to the high-stakes nature of the assessment, having three assessors in 

agreement could be beneficial in enhancing candidates’ trust in the assessment process. The 

three assessors independently mark the written components of the QTPA prior to coming 

together to view the pre-service teacher oral presentation. The Chairperson invites the two 



Australian Journal of Teacher Education 

 Vol 48, 1, January 2023    11 

assessors to provide their assessment judgement for each component item. When both 

assessors agree on the scoring, the score is accepted and recorded. However, where there is 

disagreement on the scoring, the Chairperson will share their score and the three assessors 

will discuss the item, using evidence from the TPA to justify their judgment. Moderation is 

completed when agreement is reached. Once the moderation panel have evaluated each item, 

the final total score is recorded and an overall grade of satisfactory/unsatisfactory is 

determined based on the cut-score. In the rare instance when agreement cannot be reached, 

the assessment panel seek advice from a more experienced QTPA supervisor who oversees 

the panel process. 

 

 
Cross-institution Moderation 

 

Cross-institution moderation occurs in a similar way to the ITE providers’ internal 

moderation process and is an essential component of the quality assurance process (Bloxham 

et al., 2016). An important aspect of scoring the QTPA is ensuring partnering universities 

within the consortium are assessing individual graduates at a comparable passing standard 

(Coates, 2010). QTPA partnering universities participate in a cross-institution moderation 

process. De-identified QTPA samples of each performance standard (satisfactory, borderline 

and unsatisfactory) from each university are submitted and are assessed by another 

university. Three members from each university blind mark TPAs from another university. 

Consortium members then meet face-to-face or virtually to moderate the assessments 

together. This moderation process occurs at the end of each university semester and 

contributes to a shared understanding of the assessment criteria and consistency in 

judgements between universities. Consortium members engage in moderation until agreement 

is reached. Moderation notes are recorded and key learnings are used to improve future 

assessor training and/or pre-service teacher preparation for the QTPA. These collaborative 

and transparent moderation discussions are important for ITE providers to learn from each 

other and to make agreed revisions to the assessment tool and criteria or TPA training (Zahra 

et al., 2017), further strengthening the quality of teaching and learning provided by the ITE 

programs. 

 
 

Implications of TPAs 
 

The design of the TPAs in Australia are multi-faceted and are informed by two 

recognised and well researched TPAs in the U.S. Similar to the edTPA and PACT, TPAs are 

linked to preservice teacher graduation and are aligned to a set of professional teacher 

standards at Graduate level. TPAs incorporate authentic teaching tasks including planning 

documentation in the form of lesson plans, implementation of a teaching sequence, 

assessment of student learning, and a reflection of teaching impact on student learning. 

However, there are also some noteworthy differences of TPAs in Australia when compared to 

the edTPA and PACT. 

In Australia, ITE providers practice and assess the components of the TPA throughout 

education programs prior to pre-service teachers undertaking their TPA in the final semester 

of their program. Furthermore, assessors often teach the pre-service teachers about the TPA 

requirements within their own courses. Over time, pre-service teachers and assessors develop 

a deep and shared understanding of the TPA requirements.  

Pre-service teachers in Australia undertake professional experience placements in 

diverse school contexts (e.g., urban, rural, regional, and remote schools) with differing 
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pedagogical approaches. A strength of pre-service teachers fulfilling the requirements of the 

TPA is the focus on planning and implementing a teaching and learning sequence that is 

responsive to the strengths and needs of the learners (Aitken et al., 2013). Unlike TPAs in the 

U.S. (Parkes & Powell, 2015), some teaching regulation authorities across different education 

jurisdictions in Australia do not permit pre-service teachers to collect video evidence of their 

teaching in practice. ITE providers can therefore ensure they meet the additional 

requirements of their teaching regulation authority when designing their TPA. For the QTPA, 

evidence is provided in the submission of detailed lesson plans and lesson reflections 

detailing how pre-service teachers adapted their teaching practices to meet the needs of all 

learners in their context. However, the teaching contexts widely vary and TPAs in Australia 

must accommodate these differences. For example, some pre-service teachers deliver their 

lesson to an entire class or a small group.  

ITE providers in Australia are responsible for determining whether pre-service 

teachers satisfactorily pass or fail the TPA. For the QTPA, teacher educators who teach into 

the pre-service teacher programs are trained to assess the TPA. It is not outsourced to an 

external education provider such as Pearson where tensions concerning the financial costs to 

candidates, questions regarding assessors’ expertise and backgrounds, ownership of data, and 

issues of assessor fatigue have been raised (Parkes & Powell, 2015). However, it does mean 

that ITE providers in Australia assume the additional costs associated with implementing a 

TPA in the final year of their education programs and resourcing ongoing revisions and 

testing to further enhance the reliability and validity requirements of TPAs in order continue 

to meet accreditation program standards.  

The administrative costs and logistical load for ITE providers implementing TPAs in 

Australia vary widely. For example, the administration of the oral component for the QTPA 

is both labour and resource intensive and the substantial costs are absorbed by consortium 

members. The QTPA requires a sophisticated learning management system to manage online 

scoring and moderation processes. Similarly, an online booking system is necessary for pre-

service teachers to book their oral presentation. Timetabling and staffing oral panels can be 

an issue and the frequency of oral panels has meant that assessors are required to sit on three 

assessment panels throughout the course of a year. The assessment load of assessors has to be 

monitored by the ITE provider to minimise assessor fatigue. For example, is encouraged that 

QTPA assessors spread out their required panel work over the assessment periods. The costs 

associated with implementing TPAs has meant that smaller, regional ITE providers may be 

disadvantaged when it comes to what is possible when implementing a TPA for accreditation 

requirements. 

In conclusion, the introduction of the TPA as a capstone assessment is still a relatively 

recent educational reform in Australia. Every ITE provider is required to implement a TPA 

(AITSL, 2017b) and all ITE providers must commit to resourcing ongoing future research to 

investigate the reliability and validity of the TPA as a measure graduate teachers’ classroom 

readiness, to maintain accreditation program standard requirements. ITE providers, who took 

the opportunity to design and implement their own TPA in Australia, did so in a relatively 

short period of time with limited guidance and understanding of the long-term financial and 

resource implications. TPAs are a mandatory requirement of meeting accreditation 

requirements, however, further refinements to the assessment tool, its labour-intensive 

assessment and moderation processes, and the need for longer term research, raises the issue 

of the long-term sustainability of ITE providers resourcing TPAs in their current form. It 

remains to be seen whether in the future, a national TPA will be implemented, outsourced to 

an external education provider, with graduate teachers wholly or partly responsible for the 

financial costs of TPA submission.  
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