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Scoring Guide 

Formal Observations of Lessons During Student Teaching – Holistic Evaluation of Lessons
NCTE/NCATE Assessment 4

Important Information!!!!!!
University supervisors, cooperating teachers, and teacher candidates:  

This Scoring Guide will be used to evaluate teacher candidate performance during the 6 formal lesson observations/evaluations (2 CT, 4 US) for NCTE Pedagogy standards 3, 4, 5 and 7.  Please keep all electronic versions of your completed observation forms in a folder on your computer desktop so that you can refer to past ones if necessary to decide upon an appropriate rating. Candidates might want to label their lesson plans with the appropriate NCTE standard abbreviations at points where they hope to address the standard within their lesson, or they can develop a letter or memo for the reviewer that suggests how the standards might be addressed.

The university supervisor will collect two holistic lesson evaluations from each cooperating teacher and compile the cooperating teacher evaluations with his/her four holistic lesson evaluations for each student teacher.  The university supervisors will complete a final summary holistic lesson evaluation using his/her evaluations and the evaluations from the cooperating teachers.  The candidates must have at least 4 total Developing and/or PROFICIENT performances in order to get a PROFICIENT for each NCTE standard; e.g. The university supervisor may have only a Developing rating for a standard, but the cooperating teacher may have documentation from 3 or more lessons that the NCTE standard was met; if both evaluators have PROFICIENT ratings, then the rating is PROFICIENT).

Please contact Susan Cridland-Hughes, English education subject area coordinator at 864-656-7647 if you have questions or concerns.

	Teacher Candidate:
	Date:           

	Classroom Teacher:
	School:  

	University Supervisor:
	Grade/Subject:

	Evaluator:
	Holistic Lesson Evaluation Number:  


Assessment 4: Student Teaching/ Internship
Content Pedagogy

Standard 3: Candidates plan instruction and design assessments for reading and the study of literature to promote learning for all students.

	Score for Standard 3:
	Not met
	Developing
	Proficient

	Element 1: Candidates use their knowledge of theory, research, and practice in English Language Arts to plan standards-based, coherent and relevant learning experiences utilizing a range of different texts—across genres, periods, forms, authors, cultures, and various forms of media—and instructional strategies that are motivating and accessible to all students, including English language learners, students with special needs, students from diverse language and learning backgrounds, those designated as high achieving, and those at risk of failure.
	Candidate demonstrates little understanding of how theory, research and practice are integrated in ELA instruction.  There are limited examples of the use of a range of texts and instructional strategies.  There is little evidence that the candidate understands and can implement engaging and responsive instruction for the range of diverse learners. 


	Candidate demonstrates some understanding of how theory, research and practice are integrated into and inform ELA instruction, as demonstrated by the inclusion of at least one example of best practices discussed in the methods coursework.  There are some examples in the unit that demonstrate the candidate's range of texts and instructional strategies, although the majority of instruction uses the same strategies.  Candidate documents some modifications in instruction for diverse learners tailored to needs in the classroom but this modification is not consistent.
	Candidate demonstrates confidence in integrating theory, research and practice by incorporating multiple examples of best practices discussed in methods coursework. Unit has multiple strong examples of how the candidate incorporated a range of texts and instructional strategies. Candidate consistently makes modifications in instruction for diverse learners tailored to needs in the classroom. 

	Element 2: Candidates design a range of authentic assessments (e.g., formal and informal, formative and summative) of reading and literature that demonstrate an understanding of how learners develop and that address interpretive, critical, and

evaluative abilities in reading,

writing, speaking, listening,

viewing, and presenting.
	Candidate demonstrates little evidence of a range of authentic assessments in reading and literature.  Included assessments do not emphasize a developmental approach to interpretive, critical and evaluative abilities in ELA- related communication and analysis. 
	Candidate has a range of authentic assessments, but the quality of the assessments is variable.  The included assessments sometimes emphasize a developmental approach, but it is inconsistent across assignments or areas of ELA-related communication and analysis. 
	Candidate demonstrates a range of quality assessments that ask students to apply skills and engage in rigorous thinking.  The included assessments consistently emphasize a developmental approach and build towards increased competency in all areas of ELA-related communication and analysis. 

	Element 3: Candidates plan standards-based, coherent and relevant learning experiences in reading that reflect knowledge of current theory and research about the teaching and learning of reading and that utilize individual and collaborative approaches and a variety of reading strategies.
	Candidate plans standards-based learning experiences, but it is unclear how these experiences are related to current theory and research about the teaching and learning of reading.  Candidate relies heavily on only one approach to reading and does not teach or utilize a variety of reading strategies. 
	Candidate plans standards-based learning experiences and attempts to connect these experiences with current theory and research about the teaching and learning of reading.  Candidate uses both collaborate and individual approaches to reading, but inconsistently teaches and utilizes reading strategies.
	 Candidate plans standards-based learning experiences and extensively connects these experiences with current theory and research about the teaching and learning of reading. Candidate uses both collaborate and individual approaches to reading, and regularly teaches and utilizes reading strategies, as demonstrated in multiple examples across units. 

	Element 4: Candidates design or knowledgeably select appropriate reading assessments that inform

instruction by providing data

about student interests, reading

proficiencies, and reading processes.
	Candidate does not assess reading to gather data about student interests, reading proficiencies and reading processes. 
	Candidate has some evidence of knowledge about student interests, reading proficiencies and reading processes, but does not demonstrate a systematic approach to gathering data about all students. 
	Candidate has both formal and informal sources of data about student interests, reading proficiencies and reading processes, and uses the data to inform instruction. 

	Element 5: Candidates plan instruction that incorporates knowledge of language— structure, history, and conventions—to facilitate

students’ comprehension and interpretation of print and non-print texts.
	Candidate does not incorporate a knowledge of the structure, history and conventions of language to facilitate student comprehension.  Decontextualized grammar instruction would be an example of this. 
	Candidate incorporates some knowledge of the structure, history, and conventions of language, but inconsistently ties language instruction to student comprehension and interpretation of print and non-print texts.  
	Candidate skillfully incorporates knowledge of the structure, history and conventions of language to facilitate students' comprehension and interpretation of print and non-print texts, as demonstrated in multiple examples across units. 

	Element 6: Candidates plan instruction which, when appropriate, reflects

curriculum integration and incorporates interdisciplinary teaching methods and materials.
	Candidate planning does not reflect curriculum integration and interdisciplinary teaching when doing so would enhance student learning. 
	Candidate planning reflects some curriculum integration and knowledge of interdisciplinary teaching when doing so would enhance student learning. 
	Candidate planning reflects extensive curriculum integration and knowledge of interdisciplinary teaching when doing so would enhance student learning. 


Standard 4:  Standard IV: Candidates plan instruction and design assessments for composing texts (i.e., oral, written, and visual) to promote learning for all students.

	Score for Standard 4:
	Not met
	Developing
	Proficient

	Element 1: Candidates use their knowledge of theory, research, and practice in English Language Arts to plan standards- based, coherent and relevant composing experiences that utilize individual and collaborative approaches and contemporary technologies and reflect an understanding of writing processes and strategies in different genres for a variety of purposes and audiences. 
	Candidate demonstrates little understanding of how theory, research and practice are integrated in composition.  There are limited examples of the use of a range of composing experiences, including individual, collaborative and technology-based.  There is little evidence that the candidate understands and can implement writing processes and strategies for a variety of purposes and audiences. 
	Candidate demonstrates some understanding of how theory, research and practice are integrated into and inform ELA instruction, as demonstrated by the inclusion of at least one example of best practices discussed in the methods coursework.  There are some examples in the unit that demonstrate the that the candidate understands and can implement writing processes and strategies for a variety of purposes and audiences, although the majority of instruction uses the same strategies.  
	Candidate demonstrates confidence in integrating theory, research and practice by incorporating multiple examples of best practices discussed in methods coursework. Unit has multiple strong examples of how the candidate designs individual, collaborative, and technology-based composing experiences.  Candidate consistently emphasizes the connection between genre, purpose, and audience. 

	Element 2: Candidates design a range of assessments for students that promote their development as writers, are appropriate to the writing task, and are consistent with current research and theory. Candidates are able to respond to student writing in process and to finished texts in ways that engage students’ ideas and encourage their growth as writers over time.
	Candidate demonstrates little evidence of a range of assessments designed to promote student development as writers.  Included assessments are not appropriate to the writing task or reflective of current research.  There is little evidence of meaningful response to student writing. 
	Candidate has a range of assessments, but the quality of the assessments is variable.  The included assessments sometimes align with the writing task and demonstrate an awareness of current research, but it is inconsistent across assignments. Candidate engages with finished student writing, but there is less evidence that this engagement has been extended to writing in process.
	Candidate has a range of assessments, that consistently align with the writing task and demonstrate an awareness of current research.  Candidate engages with both writing in process and finished student writing, as evidenced by conference notes or multiple drafts.

	Element 3: Candidates design instruction related to the strategic use of language conventions (grammar, usage, and mechanics) in the context of students’ writing for different audiences, purposes, and modalities.
	Candidate does not design context-based instruction related to the strategic use of language conventions.  Decontextualized grammar lessons will fall here. 
	Candidate design instruction related to the strategic use of language conventions, but these are not always connected to discussion of audience, purpose and modality in the context of student writing.  
	Candidate designs instruction related to the strategic use of language conventions that is consistently tied to questions of audience, purpose, and modality in student writing. 

	Element 4: Candidates design instruction that incorporates students’ home and community languages to enable skillful control over their rhetorical choices and language practices for a variety of audiences and purposes.
	Candidate demonstrates no integration of students' home and community languages in the classroom setting. 
	Candidate designs instruction that attempts to incorporate students' home and community languages, but the instruction is inconsistent.  Lesson does not demonstrate how students will apply this knowledge to control rhetorical choices and language practices related to audience and purpose. 
	Candidate designs instruction that incorporates students' home and community languages, emphasizing how students will apply this knowledge to control rhetorical choices and language practices related to audience and purpose.   Student work demonstrates the practice of the skill. 


Standard 5:  Candidates plan, implement, assess, and reflect on research-based instruction that increases motivation and active student engagement, builds sustained learning of English language arts, and responds to diverse students’ context-based needs. 
	Score for Standard 5:
	Not met
	Developing
	Proficient

	Element 1: Candidates plan and implement instruction based on ELA curricular requirements and standards, school and community contexts, and knowledge about students’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 

	Planned and implemented instruction does not draw on information from local context regarding curriculum and standards, community context, and knowledge about students' linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 
	Planned and implemented instruction includes contextualization of classroom, but that contextualization is limited to 2 to 3 components of  student linguistic and cultural backgrounds. 
	Planned and implemented instruction demonstrates sophisticated contextualization of the classroom, including reflection on individual and academic factors, as well as community context and ELA standards. 

An example of sophisticated contextualization of instruction includes a lesson plan grounded in extensive information about students' linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

	Element 2: Candidates use data about their students’ individual differences, identities, and funds of knowledge for literacy learning to create inclusive learning environments that contextualize curriculum and instruction and help all students participate actively in their own learning in ELA. 
	Candidate does not draw on contextual information about students, identities and funds of knowledge to create an inclusive and contextualized curriculum that helps all students participate in their own learning. 
	Candidate includes some contextual information about students, identities and funds of knowledge, but it is unclear how much that information informs instruction. 
	Candidate demonstrates a sophisticated connection between instructional decisions and contextual background.   Specifically, candidates create lessons that reflect an understanding of context and individual student needs and support students in curricular engagement. 

	Element 3: Candidates differentiate instruction based on students’ self-assessments and formal and informal assessments of learning in English language arts; candidates communicate with students about their performance in ways that actively involve them in their own learning. 
	There is little evidence of differentiation in assessments based on student needs in English language arts.  The assessments do not demonstrate student learning or student involvement in learning. 
	There is some evidence of differentiation based on data from multiple types of assessments, both formal and informal, and students are involved in the conversation about their performance.  
	There is extensive evidence of differentiation based on data from multiple types of assessments, both formal and informal, and students are involved in the conversation about their performance.  

Extensive evidence may include lessons on how to engage in self- and peer assessment. 

	Element 4: Candidates select, create, and use a variety of instructional strategies and teaching resources, including contemporary technologies and digital media, consistent with what is currently known about student learning in English Language Arts.
	There is little evidence of a variety of instruction strategies and teaching resources to support student learning.  
	 There is some evidence of a variety of instruction strategies and teaching resources, but does not reflect multimodal learning and composing. 
	There is extensive evidence of the use of a variety of instruction strategies and teaching resources, including a focus on multimodal learning and composing.   Additionally, candidates are able to describe how their choices affect student learning. 


Professional Knowledge and Skills 
Standard 7: Candidates are prepared to interact knowledgeably with students, families, and colleagues based on social needs and institutional roles, engage in leadership and/or collaborative roles in English Language Arts professional learning communities, and actively develop as professional educators. 

	Score for Standard 7:
	Not met
	Developing
	Proficient

	Element 1: Candidates model literate and ethical practices in ELA teaching, and engage in/reflect on a variety of experiences related to ELA. 

	There is little evidence of candidates modeling literate and ethical practices in ELA teaching, and engage in/reflect on a variety of experiences related to ELA. 
	There is some evidence of candidates modeling literate and ethical practices in ELA teaching, but evidence is superficial. Candidates engage in limited reflections on experiences.  Examples may include short reflections about things that went well in their lesson with no analysis of the lesson from the perspective of multiple learners.
	There is extensive evidence of candidates modeling literate and ethical practices in ELA teaching. Candidates engage in deep and thoughtful reflections on experiences grounded in the experiences of the classroom.  Examples may include reflections about things that went well in their lesson with analysis of the lesson from the perspective of multiple learners, or responses to classroom challenges that challenge students to reflect on their own experiences.

	Element 2: Candidates engage in and reflect on a variety of experiences related to ELA that demonstrate understanding of and readiness for leadership, collaboration, ongoing professional development, and community engagement. 
	There is little evidence of candidates engaging in and reflecting on a variety of experiences related to ELA that demonstrate understanding of and readiness for leadership, collaboration, ongoing professional development, and community engagement. 
	There is some evidence that candidates engage in and reflect on a variety of experiences that demonstrate understanding of and readiness for leadership, collaboration, ongoing professional development, and community engagement. Examples may include conversations about new teaching techniques or volunteering for test proctoring.
	There is extensive evidence that candidates engage in and reflect on a variety of experiences that demonstrate understanding of and readiness for leadership, collaboration, ongoing professional development, and community engagement. Examples may include joining a professional organization, engaging in professional development activities, or taking on additional responsibilities at their student teaching placement.


