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I. Introduction 

In an increasingly competitive world, it is imperative that U.S. citizens develop a 

strong educational foundation. In September of 2011, President Barrack Obama 

expressed a growing national concern, saying “it is an undeniable fact that countries who 

out-educate us today will out-compete us tomorrow,” (Obama says U.S. education must 

improve). In order to monitor the effectiveness of education within our country, 

comprehensive assessment strategies must be in place. The assessment of education can 

be beneficial both at the local level, within the classroom, as well as on a national scale. 

Effective assessment within the classroom helps teachers and students to understand 

where their strengths and weaknesses lie and how they can progress in the future. At the 

national level, assessment is crucial to understanding how effective the education system 

works as a whole, and what areas of curriculum or teaching methodology need 

improvement. 

As with any form of assessment, it is fundamentally important to understand what 

is trying to be achieved. No strategy for assessment of education can be effective if it 

does not address the goals of education. One of the most important aspects of education, 

especially at the earliest levels, is promoting learning as a lifelong process. John Dewey, 

an American educational reformer, believed that “education is life,” (Dewey) and that we 

learn day to day in accordance with the social structures surrounding us. Assessing how 

well the idea of lifelong learning in being promoted within the classroom can be difficult. 

However, if assessment policy focuses on education as a process, and evaluates students 

based on progress, then students will begin to understand trends in their development, 

and will be more adept at assessing their own strengths and weaknesses as learners. If 
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students are only assessed based on the final result of their efforts, for example a final 

grade, or a standardized test score, they have minimal context to be able to grasp why 

their understanding of the concepts may have gone awry. It is important for students, 

even very early on in their education, to be able to evaluate themselves throughout the 

learning process so they can figure out what strategies work best for them, and where 

their techniques can improve. 

Another important aspect of education that assessment strategies do not always 

address, is promoting the individual learning capabilities of each student. Every student 

develops in a unique way, and has varying strengths and weakness in their learning 

abilities. If assessment is too narrow, it will hinder certain students with unique learning 

styles, and give them a skewed idea of their intelligence. Assessment must be tailored to 

highlight the potential in everyone, and allow them to understand how they can best take 

advantages of their abilities, while cutting down on their limitations. Both of the 

aforementioned educational goals require a proficiency in critical thinking by the student. 

In order to accurately evaluate critical thinking skills, assessment must look at a student’s 

work over a longer period of time than just a two or three hour testing session. Working 

with a student on assessing their own work can also teach them to synthesize information 

and evaluate their work from an unbiased perspective, further developing their critical 

thinking skills. 

Current assessment strategies do a relatively good job at addressing educational 

goals like problem solving in many areas of curriculum, but if the U.S. is to truly 

compete on a national scale, educational assessment must address a more wholesome 

array of educational goals in order to facilitate effective experimentation and 
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development at the classroom level. In order to address all aspects of assessment in 

education, this policy breaks assessment down into three categories; general assessment, 

special education assessment, and the education of teachers. Each category demands its 

own set of innovations to current strategies, and can be implemented individually. 

However, each individual policy benefits the next, and the combined strategies serve as a 

comprehensive set of solutions to problems facing our educational system today. 

Issues with current forms of student assessment 

        Current forms of assessment pose many problems in the realm of education. One 

of the recurring complaints about standardized testing that we gathered in our interviews 

with teachers and other educational professionals is the sheer amount of time spent 

preparing for and administering these tests. Some schools have been found to spend up to 

80 hours or about 16 full school days on preparation for state-mandated tests alone 

(American Federation of Teachers). Students and teachers alike are frustrated by the time 

taken up by the tests and teaching to the test has become a much-criticized aspect of 

current assessment methods. 

        Second, standardized tests do not take student individuality into account. 

Traditional multiple-choice standardized tests do not account for students who are above 

or below the average for their grade level. Most special education students are required to 

take the same tests as non special education students. Finally, they do not consider 

whether a student’s first language is English or not which can be problematic when it 

comes to subjects should not be based on English language proficiency such as math 

(Edmondson).   
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        Inefficiency of feedback also detracts from the effectiveness of testing for 

individual students. Standardized test results do not come back for months after the 

students take the tests. Because it takes so long for the results to come back, teachers do 

not see the results until students have already left their class. Thus teachers are not able to 

effectively make adjustments to help better target students weaknesses if need be.  

Finally, standardized testing practices do not focus on student growth and 

progress. Instead, standardized tests only provide a snapshot of student work from the 

given day of the test. ( Nelson 9). This type of testing does not allow parents, teachers, 

and other educational professionals to evaluate a student’s progress over a longer period 

of time. Instead of focusing on progress, these tests focus strictly on results.       

II. Student Assessment  

Computer Adaptive Testing 

In order to meet the sometimes opposing goals of comparing students on a wide 

scale and retaining an individualized focus, we propose an alternate system of assessment 

made up of two interdependent parts. The first part is computer adaptive testing for 

students in third through eighth grade as well as eleventh grade in reading and math, and 

the second part is portfolio assessment to assess science and writing skills. 

Computer adaptive testing (CAT) is defined as a system “[whose] objective is to 

select, for each examinee, the set of test questions from a pre-calibrated item bank that 

simultaneously most effectively and efficiently measures that person on the trait” 

(“IACAT”). In other words, the test adjusts its questions based on the performance of the 

student taking it. A high-performing student will get harder and harder questions while a 

student performing poorly will get easier questions (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: Adjustment of Test Question Level (Northwest Evaluation Association) 

This specificity has a number of advantages in accuracy and efficiency, and those 

characteristics led to its implementation in situations as varied as the licensure 

examination for nursing (“NCLEX Examinations”) and medical outcomes assessment 

(Hung). However, one of the most promising new areas of exploration and 

implementation is in standardized student assessment. CAT is currently used by more 

than 900 districts across the country as part of the Measures of Academic Progress 

(MAP) assessment system (Northwest Evaluation Association) and by three states as part 

of their standardized assessment system: Oregon, Hawaii, and Delaware (Davis). An 

additional twenty-two states are planning to implement CAT in the next two years as part 

of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium based on the new Common Core 

Standards (Davis). 

CAT allows schools and governments to compare students and trends across 

districts and classrooms more accurately and more efficiently while solving many of the 

problems associated with traditional forms of testing. First, the system is more accurate in 

measuring students at the low and high edges of the performance spectrum. In traditional 



	  8	  

fixed-item testing, high-performing students receive many easy questions that don’t tell 

much about their ability while low-performing students receive difficult questions that 

they have to guess on, making the results less accurate (“NCLEX Examinations”). CAT, 

meanwhile, targets questions at the difficulty-level that will be most helpful in evaluating 

the particular student (Figure 2). The Director of Curriculum in State College Area 

School District, Dierdre Bauer, has noticed this advantage in CAT assessments that have 

been implemented in classrooms across the district on a pilot basis. “We have kids in fifth 

grade going all the way up to the high school level,” she says, “because they’re able to 

keep pushing.” 

 

Figure 2: Adaptive Testing Range of Evaluation  (Northwest Evaluation 

Association) 

        As Jon Cohen, director of assessment for the American Institutes of Research, has 

said, “The range of proficiency among kids in a grade is huge” (Davis). Our system of 

assessment must take that gap into account through a system that fairly assesses students 

across the performance spectrum. 
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        Another advantage of CAT is efficiency. Due to the specialization and question 

targeting, tests can be reduced in length by 50% with the same degree of reliability 

(Rudner 1998). In addition to decreasing the test-taking fatigue that leads to guessing and 

incorrect answers, this gives students and teachers more classroom time for learning. A 

study by the American Federation of Teachers showed that students in one district spent 

on average fifteen hours every year taking state and district academic assessments, with 

twenty-four hours spent on testing in fifth grade (Nelson 2013). Decreasing that value 

would increase flexibility and teaching time, putting the emphasis back where it belongs: 

on classroom learning, not on assessment. 

        Finally, computer adaptive testing has the major advantage of giving teachers and 

school districts immediate feedback on their students and classes. Instead of receiving 

information about their student’s results in late June or July after students have already 

graduated and gone home, CAT allows teachers to receive feedback immediately. This 

allows for the recognition of weak areas in student learning both across the classroom and 

in each individual student while there is still room to make changes in teaching style and 

curriculum. By allowing teachers to adjust their teaching style based on standardized test 

results, testing retains its ability to help individual students while also detecting broader 

patterns that determine the success of the education program and district. 

        Authentic Assessment  

        One of standardized testing’s main limitations is that it is merely a snapshot of a 

student’s work on one given day. This form of assessment does not show student 

progress as he or she learns and grows throughout the year and across many years. 

Another shortcoming is that questions and problems are often taken out of context and do 
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not allow for students to explain their reasoning and thinking process (Gulikers, 

Bastiaens, Kirschner 67). Finally, it must be taken into account that multiple-choice tests 

as a whole do not assess all capabilities of students and all “student outcomes” (Callison). 

For example, multiple choice and short answer tests do not assess a student’s ability to 

formulate responses or their ability to synthesize and analyze material. In order to combat 

these limitations of current assessment measures, we propose that schools invest time and 

resources into the development of authentic assessment. 

        Authentic assessment is defined by the American Association of School 

Librarians as “…an evaluation process that involves multiple forms of performance 

measurement reflecting the student's learning, achievement, motivation, and attitudes on 

instructionally-relevant activities.”  Authentic assessment combines student responsibility 

with multiple forms of assessment across a period of time (Gulikers, Bastiaens, 

Kirschner  68). Authentic assessment demands that students use knowledge and skills to 

solve problems and show their work instead just plugging in answers on multiple choice 

tests with the opportunity for guessing (Inger). Authentic assessment involves portfolios, 

exhibitions, and performance assessment as well as self-assessment. 

        Portfolios are collections of student work gathered over a specific period of time 

that help to track student progress (Callison). This allows teachers and students to see 

how the student’s work has changed throughout the year(s) instead of just seeing a 

snapshot of their knowledge in a standardized test score. Performance assessment is “any 

form of assessment in which the student conducts a response orally or in writing” 

(Callison).  Exhibitions are displays of student work or performances. (Inger).  Finally, 

self-assessment allows students to give feedback on their own progress and learning, 
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providing the opportunity for more ownership of their education which in turn allows the 

student to feel more connected and responsible for their work (Callison, Santos ).   

        Authentic forms of assessment must demonstrate specific elements in order to be 

considered authentic (Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner  69). In the journal article “A Five-

Dimensional Framework for Authentic Assessment” the authors developed five criteria 

that classify authentic assessment.  

     I.  Authentic Task: confront students with a situation that they could be confronted 

with in a professional or real-world setting. The students completing the task must 

perceive it is meaningful and relevant. 

   II.   Physical Context: Students should be tested in a physical context that is 

similar/realistic to the “real-world” context- for example arbitrary time limits on exams 

do not accurately reflect the amount of time given (or not) when solving a real problem in 

the work place. 

 III.    Social Context: does the issue involve collaboration? 

 IV.    Assessment result: Students should be able to produce this in real life, students 

should be able to demonstrate competencies through multiple tasks (not just a snapshot of 

one), student should be able to present the result orally or in written form 

   V.     The criteria ( “characteristics of the assessment result that are valued” 75) must be 

explicit and clear for learners, should be based on the criteria in a real life situation (for 

example, if something takes 5 hours, give the student 5 hours). 

The authors then asked students and professors to rate the importance of these 

five criteria (Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner 76). They concluded that professors and 

students perceived that the authentic task, the result, and the criteria are more important 
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than the social and physical contexts (Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner  78). The article 

stresses that it is important that teachers and students agree on the importance of each of 

these elements in order for authentic assessment to be an effective means of assessment 

(Gulikers, Bastiaens, Kirschner  82). 

Portfolio-based Assessment 

With these criteria and definitions in mind, the second part of our student 

assessment policy focuses on the use of portfolio assessment as a means to assess 

students in writing and science.  A portfolio, as mentioned in the paragraphs above, is a 

collection of student work that allows students and teachers to track and display student 

progress. The use of portfolio-based assessment has many positive effects. Philip 

Swicegood, Professor of Education at Sam Houston University and author of the article 

“Portfolio-based assessment practices” stresses that “Evaluation should be ongoing and 

dynamic, casting a qualitative light on the student that says not only ‘what does he or she 

know or do?’ but ‘How does he or she do it and how does he or she think about it?’” (8).   

Student portfolios demonstrate these qualities by encouraging students to take 

ownership of their assessment by allowing them to select, in conjunction with the teacher, 

their best work to showcase. This highlights their strengths and allows them to put their 

best selves forward for evaluation. This process demands and encourages a large degree 

of student reflection as well as collaboration between the teacher and the student 

(Swicegood 8). An important part of the portfolio, as hinted at in the definition, is that it 

is not just a snapshot of student work from any one day but a collection of several pieces 

of the student’s work over time. This allows educators to evaluate the student’s progress 

by comparing several pieces of their work. In this aspect, the portfolio-based assessment 



	  13	  

fits the standard of authentic assessment outlined above by looking at the results of 

multiple pieces of student work. 

Another way in which portfolio-based assessment is true to the authentic 

assessment criteria is by allowing students an adequate amount of time to create their 

portfolio (See section V of the criteria of authentic assessment above). For example, a 

student essay for a portfolio will not be an essay written within a specific time limit 

where students are deprived of resources (the kind of essay that used to be a part of the 

SAT). It will be an essay or writing assignment assigned by the student’s teacher that the 

student would write using external resources with enough time to construct arguments 

and it would be based on work that they have done in class. This differs from current 

standardized testing methods where students are asked to produce something or answer 

questions that are not necessarily related to their classroom experience. 

Student Assessment Policy 

        We propose a policy that combines two forms of student assessment to create a 

more efficient and personalized way of assessing students. The first core element of the 

policy requires the implementation of computer adaptive testing. Computer adaptive 

testing will replace the current paper and pencil testing methods and will be used to 

assess students in reading and math. Students will be tested in these subjects in grades 

three through eight and grade eleven. This is very similar to the model adapted by the 

Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, “one of two multi state consortia awarded 

funding from the US Department of Education in 2010” (Smarter Balanced Testing 

Consortium). 
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The second element of our policy is the creation of a student portfolio. Students 

will work with their teachers to choose their best written and scientific work from a given 

year to place in the portfolio. The selection process will take place in sixth, seventh and 

eighth grade. The portfolio will then be sent out for scoring. The collection process will 

then start again in ninth grade before the portfolio is sent out a second time in eleventh 

grade (see Table 1). Student portfolios will be scored using a common rubric, meaning 

the rubric will be used to assess the student portfolios of all states that choose to adopt 

this assessment method. 

Table 1: Assessment Years and Portfolio Collection 

Grade	  Level Computer	  Adaptive	  
Testing	  (Reading	  and	  

Math) 

Portfolio	  Assessment	  (Science	  and	  
Writing) 

3-‐5 ✔  

6 ✔ Collection 

7 ✔ Collection 

8 ✔ SUBMISSION 

9  Collection 

10  Collection 

11 ✔ SUBMISSION 
 
        In eighth grade and eleventh grade, the overall assessment score will be a 

composite of the portfolio score and the computer adaptive testing score. In the other 

years students will receive scores in reading and math only, as demonstrated in table 1. 

This overall score will then be used to evaluate students efficiently within and across 

participating state lines. 
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        This testing policy will be option for the 44 states plus the District of Columbia 

that have adopted the Common Core Standards (Baker). In this fashion these states can 

compare their students not only to other students within their states but with students in 

other states that use the Common Core system.  

To implement this policy, we propose the creation of a consortium of educational 

experts from around the country to develop both the computer adaptive tests and the 

portfolio grading rubric. First, these experts will develop both the difficulty scale for the 

test as well as the bank of possible test items for the CAT program. The item bank should 

contain approximately 30,000 questions across all grade levels--comparable to the 

number of items being created by the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (Davis). 

They will also determine the common rubric used to assess student portfolios based on 

the Common Core Standards. This rubric will be made available to teachers and students 

before they make selections for the portfolio for complete transparency on what criteria 

will be used to grade the portfolio. Student portfolios will be scored by teachers in 

participating states such as AP exams are scored by “appointed college professors and 

experienced AP teachers” (About AP Scores).     

        Discussion of Potential Drawbacks and Solutions 

Of course, computer adaptive testing is not without its drawbacks. First, computer 

adaptive testing requires a large initial investment in the technology sufficient to support 

this system of testing. Although these tests can be configured to run on very minimal 

processing power and memory (233 MHz processors and 128 MB RAM), schools would 

need access to computers with that basic level of operating software for this 

implementation to be successful (Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium). 
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        Several factors, however, would mitigate this problem. First, because the tests are 

different for each student, this system would not require simultaneous testing of all 

students. As Doug Kosty, Assistant Superintendent for Assessment for Oregon, says, this 

tightened security will ensure that students “can’t go out on the playground and compare 

notes on question 14” (Davis). As a result, tests can be taken in shifts by students across 

the span of a week or more, limiting the number of computers necessary for each school 

and district. In addition, these computers are a true investment for the future—they aren’t 

a one-use item like the millions of paper tests that must be printed and shipped every year 

in traditional testing. Computers can be used for a huge variety of important education 

activities, and technological literacy is more important than ever in a world in which 

more than 75% of households have computers and that number is increasing every year 

(File 2013). Giving students access to computers in an educational setting will help 

solidify and improve those skills early. 

        A related problem to the necessity for technology is the question of cost. 

Currently, schools across the country spend $1.7 billion dollars on state-mandated 

standardized testing, with an average of $27 per student (Chingos 2013). Would a 

Common Core-based system of computer adaptive testing add a prohibitive cost burden 

to states? 

        First, the printing and shipping costs associated with standardized testing is an 

average of $3-6 per student, per year (Chingos 2013). Computer adaptive testing 

eliminates the necessity for these yearly costs. In addition, a recent study by the Brown 

Center on Education Policy indicates that a state with 100,000 students would save 37% 

on testing if they joined a consortium of states that contained 1,000,000 students 



	  17	  

(Chingos 2012). As the number of students taking the test increases, those savings will 

continue to increase as well. As an example, the Smarter Balanced Testing Consortium 

(comprised of twenty-two states) estimates that their computer adaptive testing will cost 

$22.50 per student, about five dollars of savings from the current national average 

(Chingos 2013). This trend can be seen in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: The Effect on Number of Tested Students on Price Per Student (Chingos 

2013) 

        By sharing the cost of test development between states, cost per student for the 

automated parts of these standardized tests will actually go down for the majority of 

states. This will dramatically help states reallocate funds for the more complicated 

process of portfolio grading. 
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III. Special Education Student Assessment 

 Special education is a modified curriculum, required by law, and was created to 

level the playing field and maximize the potential of students who learn differently. There 

are many goals that pertain specifically to special education when compared to the 

general primary and secondary track. The core of special education is to help disabled 

students prepare for the transition from school life, to life thereafter, and to provide the 

skill set needed to maximize their individual potential. This is all done through transition 

planning, a section of the Individualized Education Plan (IEP) which will be discussed in 

depth later on. IEPs are at the forefront of special education, and are the most important 

tool used throughout the child’s schooling. In order to create an IEP and an adequate 

transition plan, special education students must first be assessed. The main goal of 

assessment differs for special education, in the sense that assessment leads to the ideal 

IEP. Creating the best IEP for the disabled student then fosters the ideal transition plan 

creating a movement into the real world with ease. 

        When a student qualifies for special education, under the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), they are required to develop an IEP. All forms of 

assessment within special education are used as building blocks when the IEP is created. 

The Individualized Education Plan’s main focus is to provide a listing and detailed 

description of the all special educational services that the child will receive throughout 

their schooling. In a nutshell, it creates a road map for the administration of special 

educational services and aids to develop an IEP based on their individual expertise in the 

field and understanding of the child. They use this knowledge to design an individualized 
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educational program to help the child progress through the general education curriculum 

(All About the IEP). 

        Section 300.321 of IDEA delves into more specifics about this issue: 

General. The public agency must ensure that the IEP Team for each child 
with a disability includes: 

    (1) The parents of the child 
(2) Not less than one regular education teacher of the child (if the 
child is, or may be, participating in the regular education 
environment) 
(3) Not less than one special education teacher of the child, or 
where appropriate, not less then one special education provider of 
the child 

    (4) A representative of the public agency who-- 
(i) Is qualified to provide, or supervise the provision of, 
specially designed  instruction to meet the unique needs of 
children with disabilities; 
(ii) Is knowledgeable about the general education 
curriculum; and   (iii) Is knowledgeable about the 
availability of resources of the public agency 

(5) An individual who can interpret the instructional implications 
of evaluation results, who may be a member of the team described 
in paragraphs  
(6) At the discretion of the parent or the agency, other individuals 
who have knowledge or special expertise regarding the child, 
including related services personnel as appropriate; and 
(7) Whenever appropriate, the child with a disability  

 
After the team is assembled, the IEP is then created. The IEP has two objectives: 

to establish measurable yearly goals for the student and to state the services and aids that 

the school will provide on behalf of the child. When structuring the IEP, the team focuses 

on three areas that pertain to the student’s school life; the general education curriculum 

(math, science, history and language arts), extracurricular activities, and nonacademic 

activities. Sitting down annually, the team looks at and considers how the child will 

progress throughout those three areas during each coming or concurrent school year. 

IDEA requires a list of certain topics that every IEP must contain. 
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        At the forefront, every IEP must posses a statement on the child’s current levels 

of academic and functional performance. Included in this section must be a connection 

between the child’s specific disability and how that has a direct effect on the child’s 

performance. Following this, the next section must list numerous measurable goals 

ranging from academic to functional. A description of the child’s progress in relation to 

the annual goals will be measured. From this, periodic progress reports are assembled and 

are required to include numerous statements. The first statement summarizes the special 

education services and supplementary aids that are provided to the child. Next, a 

statement that focuses on the program modifications and supports required for the school 

staff are included. This illustrates how the staff will help the child advance toward 

attaining their annual goal (Sec. 300.320 Definition of Individualized Education 

Program). 

This statement centers around the progress in the general education curriculum 

and extracurricular/non academic activities that the child participates in. The IEP must 

also provide an explanation of the degree to which the child participates in any non-

academic/extracurricular activities with non-disabled children.  Lastly, the final statement 

provided includes any individual accommodations that are needed to analyze the 

academic progression and performance on the child’s assessment scores. If the IEP team 

reaches the conclusion that the child must take an alternate statewide assessment such as 

the PASA tests, a description of why the alternative assessment is appropriate must also 

be included in great detail. All of these statements are quite important all throughout the 

child’s education, but towards the end of the students schooling, new sections and 
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statements must be added to an IEP (Sec. 300.320 Definition of Individualized Education 

Program). 

As stated before, the main goal of special education is to create a transition with 

ease into the real world, and this last section of the IEP focuses on this topic. These 

transition services to help the child prepare for life after high school and are required by 

IDEA to be brought into effect once the child turns 16. When analyzing transition 

services, there are three main areas that are addressed. First, the IEP must include 

quantifiable postsecondary goals that are based on age appropriate transition evaluations 

related to training, education, employment and if deemed appropriate, independent living 

skills. Second, the transition services needed to bring the child to these goals must be 

listed. Lastly, one year before the child reaches the age of majority, they must be 

informed about the rights that will be transferred to them (Sec. 300.320 Definition of 

Individualized Education Program). 

All of the aspects of the IEP listed above, from the members of the team, to the 

contents within, are extremely influential in the primary and secondary education of a 

child. The main focus of our paper is assessment, and when looking at special education 

standardized assessment, certain methods are not appropriate for the disabled students 

that are not exempt from the statewide-standardized tests.  According to Marla Yukelson, 

head of the Lifelink program for disabled students at the Pennsylvania State University, 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) is not realistic. It creates unrealistic expectations and 

achievement levels that cannot be attained. As evident in this quote, “In a perfect world, 

students with disabilities would be tested at the grade level of their age mates. In the real 

world, however, such testing is not necessarily appropriate” (Allbritten). 
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NCLB was originally designed to have all students be 100% proficient by 2014. 

NCLB allows states to define how adequate yearly progress (AYP) is achieved to create 

the benchmark to assess students.  There are three main approaches that states generally 

take when defining an AYP: the fixed, cross-sectional, or longitudinal/value-added 

method. A fixed standard is set, and the proportion of proficient students must be equal to 

or greater than the percentage set. The second method is called cross-sectional methods, 

where test scores from each progressing year are compared to determine whether or not 

the school is making progress. Lastly, states may use the longitudinal or value added 

method, where changes in scores from one year to the next determine whether or not the 

school is making progress. Generally, states will mix and match approaches in an attempt 

to create the most efficient method possible (Braden). 

Using these methods, schools are required to track the progress of any number of 

sub groups towards meeting their goal. One of these subgroups is students with 

disabilities, and 95% of the students must be assessed with annual assessments. This is 

where the problem begins, because within that 95%, there is a large portion of students 

with special needs who struggle and may not be able to complete or take the test. This 

develops a major problem, because federal funds are withheld from schools that fail to 

progress. The problem is not going to fix itself due to the large influx of special education 

students into the system. The Center for Disease Control and Prevention estimates that 

within the United States, roughly one in six or around 15% of children ages 3 to 17 have 

one or more developmental disabilities (Developmental Disabilities). A solution needs to 

be created or else the problem will continue to become exacerbated as time progresses. 
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 If a school is failing for two consecutive years, states must provide additional 

funding and if progress is still not achieved, the school as a whole might be forced to 

restructure. According to Dr. Braden, a member of the National Association of School 

Psychologists, the most likely consequence of failing to hit AYP goals is a loss of control 

over the school, which ties back to the restructuring. Teachers and staff at a school that 

fails to meet the AYP have a high probability of losing the ability to “determine teaching 

materials and methods, governance structures, and other forms of professional autonomy, 

such as the privacy and freedoms common to most individual classroom teachers. NCLB 

requires educators at schools to restructure their practices, and adopt practices supported 

by scientifically based research, which implies substantial changes in organization and 

behavior” (Braden). 

On top of this, more federal funds are given to succeeding schools as a reward. If 

students with special needs are constantly scoring low on the tests, they can be viewed as 

the problem and special education students can be thrown into the position of a 

scapegoat. According to Drew Allbritten, who has been involved in education his entire 

life, “NCLB virtually guarantees that the presence of special education students in a 

school will contribute to the school’s failure to make AYP. That danger, combined with 

the additional cost of implementing the one percent cap and the “students with the most 

significant cognitive disabilities” designation, could increase the already existing anti-

special education bias” (Allbritten). The one percent cap in that quote is key, and 

addresses the main issue with the current methods of Pennsylvania standardized 

assessment for students with disabilities. 
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Roughly 1% of students with IEP’s take the PASA exam as opposed to the other 

standardized test, the Pennsylvania System School of Assessment (PSSA) (Who Is PASA 

For?).  The reason that the word “cap” was included in the quote is because no more than 

1% of a local education agency’s scores can come from the results of this alternative 

when determining AYP. PASA was created for the small number of disabled students 

with the most severe cognitive disabilities. These students generally require demanding 

instruction and support in order to participate and function in daily activities and the 

environment they are put in.  The severity is determined by the IEP team, and is another 

reason that makes the whole process of the IEP so important. Along with the IEP’s 

designation, in order for the student to take the test, they must also meet criteria 

determined by the Bureau of Special Education. 

There are six specific criteria, as established by Criteria for Determining Who 

Should Take the PASA, that must be met in order for a child to qualify. 

1. The student is in grade 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, or 11; and 
2. The student has a very severe cognitive disability; and 
3. The student requires very intensive instruction to learn; and 
4. The student requires very extensive adaptations and supports in order to perform 

and/or participate meaningfully and productively in the everyday life activities of 
integrated school, home, community, and work environments; and 

5. The student requires very substantial modification of the general education 
curriculum; and 

6. The student's participation in the general education curriculum differs very 
substantially in form and/or substance from that of most other students (i.e., 
requires modified objectives, materials, and/or activities)  

 
If one of these six criteria are not met, the child is then required to take the regular 

PSSAs, which are the exact same standardized tests that a student without learning 

disabilities would participate in. 

What makes the PASA differ from the PSSA is that the test has different levels, 

questions, and standards. The general makeup of the standardized test consists of 25 



	  25	  

reading, 25 math and for students grades 4, 8, and 11, 25 science questions. According to 

the PASA website, “Each test item represents an authentic, relevant, and age-appropriate 

skill related to reading, mathematics, or science.” Along with this specific makeup, there 

are three separate levels of difficulty within each subject for each grade. Level A consists 

of the least complex questions and level B is a middle of the road difficulty. Level C is 

the most complex so you can tailor the test towards the severity of the student even 

though all students who take PASA exams are quite severe to begin with. According to 

the PASA website, “Like the PSSA, the PASA is designed to take a snapshot of student's 

typical performance on a small sample of academic skills derived from the PA Academic 

Standards.” 

All of these aspects might seem great on the surface, but if students who need to 

take the test are not able to qualify, this defeats the purpose of having the alternative. 

Below, I have developed a simple example, which will show a situation where a student 

who should be eligible for the PASA, is not. While reading the example, keep this quote 

from the Pennsylvania Alternative System of Assessment in mind: “If all of the above 

criteria are met, (the six listed criteria in order to qualify for the PASA) it would be 

appropriate for the IEP team to decide that the student should take the PASA. If the 

criteria are not met, the student should be assigned to take the PSSA with or without 

accommodations.” 

Take Brooke for example, a student with severe autism whose parents neglect to 

care about her education. Her parents place her in the general curriculum, because her 

schooling is of little concern. She requires intensive instruction, and even with that 

instruction cannot understand and grasp any of the information learned. Brooke does not 
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meet the sixth criteria: “The student's participation in the general education curriculum 

differs very substantially in form and/or substance from that of most other students (i.e., 

requires modified objectives, materials, and/or activities)” (Criteria for Determining Who 

Should Take the PASA). Since Brooke does not meet the sixth criteria, which comes at 

no blame to her, she is required to take the PSSA as opposed to the PASA, when clearly 

she needs the alternative. Examples like this happen, and the six criteria, which are 

extremely broad to begin with, need to be adjusted to include children like Brooke in the 

alternative systems of assessment. 

        In order to include these students in PASA tests, a few adjustments need to be 

made to the six criteria in order to grant the IEP team more flexibility. In our policy, we 

propose a modified version of the six criteria as shown below: 

1. The student is in grade 3-8, or 11 
2. The student has a severe cognitive disability 
3. The student requires a more thorough education to grasp concepts 
4. To promote the students success in everyday activities from school to 

home, numerous adaptations or supports are needed 
5. The student requires several or more substantial changes to the general 

education curriculum in order to promote success 
6. The student's progression throughout the general education curriculum 

differs from that of most students 
 

Pertaining to criteria number one, there is not much altering that can be done due 

to the fact that those are the years in which standardized tests are conducted. Looking at 

number two, the word very was removed from “very severe cognitive disability” to create 

much more leniency because before hand, it was far too broad. Who is to say what a 

“very severe” versus a “severe” cognitive disability may be? There are only even three 

ranges in which a disability can even be classified; mild, moderate, or severe (Severe 

Cognitive Disability). With the alterations in number three, the simple statement “The 

student requires a more thorough education to grasp concepts” as opposed to the original 
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grants much more flexibility in determining which students can qualify. Before, it was 

“The student requires very intensive instruction to learn” and again, this is just far too 

broad because it is difficult to determine what “very” intensive instruction is. The latter is 

far clearer and will help IEP teams greatly.    

When looking at the next criteria, the same problem is brought about again. The 

word very makes it far too difficult to deduce which students should participate in the 

alternative. Essentially, with the fourth new criteria created, it really hones in on the fact 

that the student needs many different adaptations in order to succeed on a day-to-day 

basis. If this is indeed the case, the student should be considered for a PASA to begin 

with whether or not they require “very” extensive adaptations. The change in the fifth 

criteria was minimal other than yet once again, the removal of the word very and an 

alteration of words to make the guideline more clear and concise. If numerous changes 

are needed to the general education curriculum, obviously that student should be under 

consideration for the alternative standardized assessment as opposed to the mainstream. 

        Lastly, the sixth criteria also suffered from the very problem. Almost all of the 

rest had issue with this as well, so the word “very” was quickly eliminated. The statement 

was also adjusted heavily to hint at the fact that students like Brooke, in our hypothetical 

example, are out there. Even if they are in the regular classroom, the student is 

progressing at a much different pace. The simplicity of the line “general education 

curriculum differs from that of most students” is able to encompass a large amount of 

special education students who might not have been included in the original. 

With these new six criteria, IEP teams will be able to determine all of the students 

that should actually be taking the alternative as opposed to the standardized mainstream 
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model. If implemented, No Child Left Behind will not be as much of a scare to the 

special education community. Students will be taking tests that are geared towards them, 

rather than mainstream tests where they simply cannot compete on the same level as their 

peers who do not possess disabilities. 

IV. Teacher Assessment  

 Just as student assessment is important for academic growth, teacher assessment 

is essential for professional growth. While teacher evaluations are meant to improve 

teaching practices in the classroom and induce professional growth, many can agree that 

the information procured through a teacher evaluation are ineffective. The main reason 

forf this problem is that teachers do not understand how to interpret their evaluations due 

to a lack of resources. To improve upon this situation, several tasks need to be 

accomplished. For one, a better definition of “good teaching” needs to be established in 

order to teachers to understand what they should be aiming for. Second, there is a greater 

need for trained evaluators to determine whether or not teachers are implementing proper 

classroom procedure and be able to give insightful feedback.  Finally, there needs to be a 

set rubric associated with the teacher evaluation for teachers to consult in order to 

interpret the results of their evaluations. 

        “Good Teaching” 

The purpose of teacher evaluations is to provide teachers with the proper feedback 

to determine whether or not they are upholding the standards of “good teaching.” What 

does that mean exactly? Professor Richard Leblanc, the 1998 recipient of the Seymous 

Schulich Award for Teaching Excellence from York University, published his top ten 

requirements for good teaching in The Teacher Professor. According to LeBlanc, good 



	  29	  

teaching consists of the following: passion, substance, being responsive, flexibility, style, 

humor, caring, strong leadership, mentorship, and inspiring students to be better 

(Leblanc). The aim of education should be to educate students to become productive 

members of society, starting from the classroom. Teachers need to be as engaging in the 

classroom towards their students as they are informative upon the subject. Leblanc 

describes the joy of locking eyes with a student in the back of the room and seeing “the 

synapses and neurons connecting, thoughts being formed, the person becoming better, 

and a smile cracking across a face as learning all of sudden happens” (Leblanc). A 

teacher’s joy for teaching will institute a student’s passion for learning and produce 

engaged and lifelong learning students. 

        According to Charlotte Danielson, a proper teacher evaluation system needs to 

answer the following questions about whether a teacher is considered to be a “good 

teacher:” “How good is good enough? Good enough at what? How do we know? Who 

should decide?” (Danielson). In her article, Danielson describes an evaluation set forth by 

a supervisor who sat in a classroom and observed a teacher’s fourth grade class. As she 

had no idea what the supervisor was looking for, she decided to teach a familiar lesson to 

her students, one that she knew would fare well and hopefully help her gain a positive 

review (Danielson). Her supervisor came in with his checklist, checked off what she did 

and did not do, and moved on to the next evaluation. Not only was she not given the 

chance to discuss her evaluation, but also she did not find that the evaluation improved 

her teaching in any way, as she was merely trying to pass her review.  The next time her 

evaluation came around, Ms. Danielson decided to ask her evaluator for greater feedback. 

He told her to inspire her students to engage more with the ideas taught in the classroom, 
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as well as their passions outside of the classroom. Students were given the ability to write 

about their passions, giving them the opportunity to express themselves and give teachers 

the opportunity to see their students in a new light, in their comfort zone as well. 

        This example set forth a movement in the teacher evaluation sector, as Danielson 

has noted that this example has highlighted some of the flaws associated with the current 

evaluative resources teachers can use to interpret their evaluations. Among these 

concerns is the current “grading system” in place. When students describe their teachers 

using arbitrary comments such as “needs improvement, outstanding, or satisfactory,” 

teachers have a difficult time knowing how those words relate to their teaching 

(Danielson). An effective evaluation system needs a clear definition or rubric, which 

teachers can use to understand what these types of words exactly mean. Teachers cannot 

be expected to improve if they are based upon a number system or an arbitrary set of 

words.    

        Such a system has been put in place in the Denver Public School system by the 

MET project. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation established The Measures of 

Effective Teaching (MET) project, which seeks to build better ways of evaluating 

teaching through multiple measures by partnering with Partnership Sites to Empower 

Effective Teaching, another organization, which works directly with school systems to 

implement multiple teacher evaluation measures (Jerald). The aim of this organization is 

to provide teacher evaluation along with teacher support, so that teachers can receive 

guidance on how to improve their teaching style (Jerald). Classroom observations have 

been found to be one of the most common methods for teacher evaluation as they allow 

supervisors to evaluate their teachers and students in their natural environment: the 
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classroom, while causing minimal disturbance to the student’s learning experience. While 

this form of assessment has been found to be useful, there are several problems 

associated this systems. The two major areas of our focus are classroom observer training 

and modifying evaluation rubrics and a breakdown of this policy is shown in Figure 4.  

 

Figure 4: Overview of Teacher Assessment Policy 
 

        Classroom Observation Training 

Classroom observation evaluations consist of a principal or administrator sitting 

in teacher’s classroom and observing the way in which the teachers engage with the 

students and how students behave in the classroom as well. These evaluations are 

typically done with the use of an observation checklist, which evaluators use to rate 

teachers on their performance in a variety of categories, which are meant to gauge their 

strengths and weaknesses. The administrators usually do one of two things with these 

evaluations; they either discuss these evaluations with the teachers directly, or they 

include them in the general evaluations set forth at the end of the year. These evaluations 
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would ultimately be used to determine whether or not the teacher would be kept or fired 

from their position for the upcoming school year.         

        A study done by The New Teacher Project (TNTP) in the Chicago school district 

evaluated the hiring, assignment, and transferring process of teachers. They found that 

many principals and teachers found the checklist to be unfair and useless in terms of 

identifying the strengths and weakness of each teacher (Sartain). Even with the aim of 

identifying low-performing teachers, the study found that only 7% of teachers were 

deemed unsatisfactory or satisfactory, leading evaluators to identify 93% of teachers in 

the district to be excellent or superior (Sartain). While this percentage is a statistic that we 

hope to one day achieve, it is currently unrealistic and gives more evidence towards the 

fact that the system needs to be evaluated.  If a majority of these teachers are not only 

deemed qualified, but superb in their role as an educator, why is it that 66% of Chicago 

public schools are failing to meet the standards (Sartain)? There is a great need to 

reevaluate how we assess our teachers, if not to provide teachers with effective feedback, 

then to ensure the quality of a good education. 

        Teachers provide a cornerstone for education, and as such, it is only fitting that 

they undergo a rigorous evaluation system to determine whether or not they are 

upholding the standards. A way to monitor this practice is by instituting an observation-

training program within schools to train classroom observers in two major areas: 

evaluation and communication. One of the major problems associated with classroom 

observation assessment is the fact that observers are not given any formal training by 

which they are taught how to conduct effective evaluations. Our proposal is that, in order 

to combat this problem, we introduce observation-training programs, which will train 
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observers in ways to evaluate the teacher, how to voice concerns with a teacher in areas 

in need of improvement, and how to use a more effective evaluation rubric. These 

training programs will be designed and implemented by institutions and consulting firms 

specializing in assessment and evaluation. Trainees will be exposed to multiple video 

class demonstrations, by which they will be able to practice their ability to assess a 

classroom with feedback from their instructor. These video demonstrations will also give 

potential observers the opportunity to understand how to script or take notes during an 

evaluation so they have effective feedback to base their observations off of. 

        The implementation of an observation-training program and its ultimate construct 

will depend on the size of the school district. For example, Alliance College-Ready 

Public Schools in Los Angeles, CA implemented its own training program, where after 

they realized that collective participation from staff members and constant dialogue 

improved teacher assessment methods (Jerald). They implemented more opportunities for 

practice and discussion within the curriculum whereby teachers would form small 

observation groups and critique one another’s classes and develop a deeper understanding 

of the evaluation rubric and further develop their evaluation skills (Jerald). Memphis City 

Schools in Tennessee, a large school district found that small group observations were 

effective in applying the standards of the rubric to the actual classroom and facilitated 

communication amongst professionals across the different departments (Jerald). Denver 

Public Schools found that in their program, their main objective was to implement 

strategies that would help observers transfer the skills learned in the training sessions to 

those in the actual classroom (Jerald). Their program utilizes “live observation training” 

by which these trainees will actually get to sit in classrooms and observe teachers as they 
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are integrated into the program to give them both experience developing their skills and 

utilizing them in the field. Our proposal will implement observation-training programs 

utilizing a small-scale approach, by which training will occur in smaller groups so that 

observations are more focused and trainees have the opportunity to communicate with 

one another effectively. The idea is to move from video demonstration, to the actual 

classroom, but which observers can first develop upon their skill, and then utilize those 

skills in a classroom to get real world experience. These programs will also highlight 

communication between the observer and teacher and teach trainees how to get their 

points across, especially in terms of how teachers should be given effective criticism on 

how to improve, and how to highlight both strengths and weaknesses. The hope with this 

observation program is that teachers are getting more effective feedback from their 

evaluations by trained professionals, rather than those who may or may not have any 

experience in terms of assessment. Having more skilled professionals within this 

workforce will give teachers more constructive feedback and a larger area in which to 

improve. 

        In order to maintain the integrity of such a program, it is important to consider 

mechanisms for re-evaluation. It is imperative to know whether or not an evaluator is 

doing their job to the best of their ability or whether an observer is taking advantage of 

their position. The imposed re-evaluation system will consist of an outside assessment 

company coming into the school and assessing over the period of several days to a week 

of putting together an observation simulation, where observers will sit in a large room are 

given the same classroom video system to watch and are asked to fill out their evaluation 

form of their findings in the class. This evaluation form will model with the evaluation 
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rubric that the school uses to evaluate their teachers. This type of assessment will check 

to see whether or not a schools’ evaluation system is giving constructive feedback or 

merely trying to give them a good grade. It will compare the observer’s evaluations with 

those filled out by trained professionals in assessment to determine whether or not the 

evaluator is performing their task accurately and whether the assessment system is 

working. The certification levels will come in four different forms: “not yet certified, 

conditionally certified, certified, and exceptionally certified.” These external institutes 

specializing in assessment rather than the administration or the district itself, to avoid any 

conflict of interest that may arise, will provide these distinctions. Those who are given 

the “not yet certified” or “conditionally certified” status will be given the opportunity to 

complete another training session given in the summer in order to target key areas where 

they might be missing the mark, if they wish to continue with the program. Those who 

are given a “certified” or “exceptionally certified” status may be given incentives, such as 

a bonus or may be given the opportunity to lead a training session themselves if they 

continually reach these high standards after three evaluations. This assessment system 

requires that there be routine maintenance in order to maintain its integrity and ensure 

that teachers are benefitting from this form of assessment. 

Teacher Evaluation Rubric 

        The second major aspect of our teacher assessment policy involves modifying the 

current evaluation rubric. While evaluation rubrics differ from school to school, the 

general consensus is that these evaluations are not effective (Sartain).  A major issue is 

the fact that these checklists are far too arbitrary and they focus on too many practices 

that reflect good teaching at once. Evaluators are expected to not only effectively take 
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notes, but to look into a teacher’s ability to engage with their students, their ability to 

clarify instructions, provide rigorous coursework, etc. These areas of teaching, while all 

important, are too scattered for an evaluator to be able to focus and provide direct 

feedback. Our proposal is trying to modify the current evaluation system by trying to 

provide more specification to the rubric system by adopting a new system involving 

“domains.” These domains focus on specific teaching practices and behaviors that will 

allow evaluators to effectively provide more focused and detailed feedback. Such an 

evaluation system has been set by the Danielson Group, which focuses on four different 

domains for teacher evaluation: Planning and Preparation, The Classroom Environment, 

Professional Responsibilities, and Instruction (Danielson).  Our proposal is to break 

evaluations to a more specific focus by increasing the amount of evaluations given, and 

tailoring each to a particular focus. New teachers would be given four evaluations per 

year, each focusing on one of the four domains listed, and after two years of teaching, 

with a total of eight evaluations given, if the teacher has been found to uphold their 

position, their evaluations will be reduced to three evaluations, with a choice as to what 

skill will be tested being left of the classroom observer. 
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Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching 
Domain 1: Planning and 

Preparation 
 

Demonstrating knowledge about the 
subject, clearly defining goals for the 

course, and giving challenging 
assessment to students 

Domain 2: The Classroom 
Environment 

 
Establishing an environment for both 
teachers and students, engaging with 

students, managing student behavior and 
ensuring the safety of their students 

Domain 3: Professional 
Responsibilities 

 
Managing a student’s records, 

maintaining communication with 
student’s families about progress 

within the classroom, and relations 
within the professional community 

 

Domain 4: Instruction 
 
 

Communicating with students clearly, 
calling for students to participate in day to 

day activities, assessing students 
effectively, and adjusting lessons based 

on student performance  

Figure 5: Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching Evaluation Rubric Model 
 

Figure 5 demonstrates an evaluation rubric with our proposal in mind. Each 

domain is further broken down with key points and values, which should be upheld with 

that domain. This type of evaluation system will give evaluators a better idea of what 

they need to focus on and look out for classroom practices congruent with what is stated 

in the rubric. The setup of the rubric will also change with this specified evaluation. Each 

rubric will be setup in a similar fashion, with the only main difference being the 

particular domain being evaluated. The first being a ranking of the teacher’s behavior in 

the classroom on a number scale reading from 1-7, with each coupling of numbers 

representing the following categories in terms of expectations in the classroom: Not 

Meeting (1-2), Approaching (3-4), Effective (5-6), an Distinguished (7) based upon the 

domain which the observer chooses to focus on. Each category has a detailed description 

as to what characteristics and practices a teacher in that category would exhibit. 
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Evaluators can then write specific notes and observations they have made throughout the 

evaluation, which can be used to discuss a teacher’s strengths and weaknesses, as well as 

possible areas for improvement. The second section would take into account the behavior 

of the students in the classroom. Like the quantitative system in the teacher behavior 

section, this section also has a 1-7 scale reading, which is based upon the teacher’s ability 

to engage with their students with the same numbering system as that of the teacher 

assessment. This evaluation system does not only take into account how engaging a 

teacher is with their classroom, but how students respond to teacher and their 

receptiveness to the material being taught. 

        Teacher assessment is an asset of primary and secondary education, which is 

often looked over for the sake of putting more emphasis on the student’s academic 

growth, but what we sometimes fail to realize is that teachers are subject to the same 

form of growth in their professional careers. In order to improve, teachers, regardless of 

their experience, need to keep up with new forms of teaching and find ways to better 

themselves and their students. With the implementation of these new evaluation systems, 

it is with our hope that teachers will have the resources at their disposal to better 

themselves and undergo more effective ways of assessing themselves and one another. 

Peer Evaluation 

Teacher assessment performed by trained external evaluators solves a lot of 

problems involving the efficiency of feedback and the technicalities of the evaluation 

process, but there is still more to be gained from teacher assessment. One of the most 

underrated ways of learning is putting oneself in the position of the critic. As the 

analyzer, someone must thoroughly understand the criteria, and can see firsthand what 



	  39	  

solutions are effective and where problems are arising. Peer evaluation is a process that 

takes advantage of the benefits of being in the shoes of the critic. 

Peer evaluation of teaching (PET) would involve teachers within the same grade 

level, or teaching similar subject matter evaluating each other, and will work as a 

complement to external evaluators as a part of the teacher assessment policy. PET will 

not be fused with the professional evaluations, and therefore will not have a direct impact 

on teacher salary or ranking. Instead, PET will be used purely for the professional 

development of the teachers, both evaluators and the evaluatees. Peer review will also 

result in a more formative system of assessment, in which teachers can identify their 

strengths and weakness, whereas the external evaluators will provide both formative and 

summative assessment, producing scores for teachers in the different domains. 

Most attempts at a peer review system for teachers are set up at the collegiate 

level where professors are allowed a little more freedom to attend colleagues’ classes. For 

example, one of the departments within Oregon State University utilizes a team of peer 

evaluators, chosen by the department chair, to assess the rest of the teaching throughout 

the department. The process not only encourages instructors and reviewers to “reflect on 

the teaching/learning process and curriculum,” but also helps to “build supportive 

relationships” between faculty members, something that cannot necessarily be facilitated 

through external, or administrative assessment (OSU). Iowa state university has compiled 

a comprehensive breakdown of best practices for peer review within various departments 

at the university. For Iowa State, the benefits of PET are in line with part of their mission 

statement, to “create, share and apply knowledge,” (CELI). The peer review process for 

research at the university allows professors to constructively analyze each other’s work, 
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and make sure that there is a certain level of accountability. Teaching is held to the same 

scholarly standard as research, so that PET serves many of the same functions as the peer 

review of research. The university also notes that “there are certain elements of a 

teacher’s performance that only colleagues in the same or closely related discipline can 

accurately assess,” for example; concern for student learning, and commitment to 

teaching (CELT). Many of the same values and concerns that surround teaching at the 

collegiate level apply to the primary and secondary education levels as well. The benefits 

of facilitating team collaboration are recognized in many different disciplines and can 

certainly be advantageous in the classroom at any level. 

The main problem associated with the peer review system is the time constraint. 

Teachers are already pressed for time within the classroom, and adding a requirement to 

sit in on each other’s courses for evaluation could pose as a burden. To minimize any 

conflict with regular course instruction, teachers will only be required to spend 3 separate 

50 minute periods evaluating other teachers. Evaluations will be conducted in pairs, and 

will follow a three step process: Pre-visit meeting, evaluation, and post evaluation 

meeting. Administrators will match teachers with each other, and rotate pairs throughout 

the year to ensure every teacher is evaluated. If there is an odd number of teachers within 

the grade level, or department, one group of three teachers will be formed. The three 

steps to the PET process are based on a guide developed by Oregon State University. 

Initially there will be a pre-evaluation meeting. At the beginning of the year, teachers will 

schedule convenient times to sit in on each other’s classes, then before each evaluation, 

teachers will meet to briefly go over the curriculum and course objectives that will be 

covered during the evaluation. During the evaluation, teachers will take notes concerning 
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each of the four domains within the Charlotte Danielson Framework for Teaching. The 

appraisal should involve constructive criticism and as well as complementary remarks. 

The third step to the process is a post evaluation meeting. The meeting will be between 

evaluator and evaluate only, and the evaluator will go over their notes and suggest areas 

for improvement (OSU). To provide proof of evaluation to administrators, evaluators 

must compile notes from each of their three evaluations throughout the year. Along with 

critique, the notes must include at least one method, or teaching strategy that the 

evaluator found effective, and might be able to apply to their own classroom. 

Rotation groups within the school will differ slightly at different levels of primary 

and secondary education. For the elementary and middle school education levels, each 

teacher’s evaluations must be within their grade, but high school evaluations must be 

between teachers in the same subject area. The reason for the distinction is that in 

elementary and middle school, there exists a greater difference in maturity levels between 

grades than in high school. At earlier levels of education, teachers within the same grade 

must deal with similar areas of student growth and maturation. Keeping teacher 

evaluations within the same grade at earlier levels will help teachers develop their 

classroom management skills more effectively. 

In certain circumstances, peer review systems can pose additional challenges 

within the teaching community. There is a potential risk of unfair evaluation based on 

preconceived biases, and this can lead to teachers feeling threatened by their peers. 

However, because the impacts of PET in our system are exclusively developmental, and 

are not punitive, teachers will not feel pressure from their colleagues, allowing reviewers 

to be more honest and constructive with their feedback. Without external pressure, 
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teachers will also be more willing to experiment, and to adopt innovative techniques they 

may have witnessed during evaluations.  

 

V. Conclusion 

 Education is about more than just numbers and testing. Students both with and 

without learning disabilities should be graduating from high school with the skills they 

need to succeed in the world beyond, whatever that may entail, and teachers should be 

creating an environment in which those skills are inspired and developed. A primary and 

secondary education should emphasize the ability to synthesize information, to think 

critically, to communicate effectively, and to constantly grow and improve. When we 

measure the success of students and by proxy the success of educational programs, those 

are the benchmarks by which we should do it.  

 An effective system of assessment is the key to determining which programs are 

helping prepare students for the world beyond the classroom and the key in helping 

teachers, schools, and districts determine what they can do better. Because we can do 

better, as a nation, and it is absolutely crucial that we do. The first graders of today will 

be the policy makers of tomorrow, so let’s give them the skills to do it well. 
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