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Guidance:
Attached is a set of general questions and a SPED specific question for use in your interviews. Each question has an aligned set of competencies/behaviors that are organized in hierarchical order from basic to complex. A score of 5 or poor would indicate that the candidate's response included only several of the behaviors. A score of 1 would only be given to responses that addressed all of the behaviors. Upon completion of the interview process, take time to record your results and comments on this cover sheet and tally to determine the total score.

	Observable Characteristics

The following factors are observable characteristics, and are not determined via any one question.   Overall, how would you rate the candidate’s level of skill for each of the following?
The additional score may be used to record your observations on the non- technical skills: articulation, poise, and enthusiasm


	Articulation
	Superior               Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor           1                                  2                                  3                                4                               5

	Poise
	Superior               Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor           1                                  2                                  3                                4                               5

	Enthusiasm
	Superior               Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor           1                                  2                                  3                                4                               5







	Rigor
	Question
How do you design tasks that push students toward higher-order thinking while still supporting students who haven't mastered foundational skills?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Designs tasks with low floors and high ceilings — all students can enter, advanced students can extend. Scaffolds support access without reducing cognitive demand (graphic organizers, sentence frames, worked examples). Gives a specific example of a struggling student engaging at a higher level than expected when given the right entry point. References Bloom's taxonomy or depth of knowledge naturally.

	2
	Understands differentiation as adjusting access rather than reducing rigor. Has examples of scaffolded tasks. May not perfectly articulate the floor/ceiling principle but practice reflects it. Struggling students are included in higher-order tasks with support.

	3
	Differentiates primarily by adjusting difficulty — harder tasks for advanced, easier for struggling. Some higher-order thinking tasks exist but are reserved for students who have mastered content. Scaffolds are present but tend to reduce cognitive demand rather than increase access.

	4
	Equates rigor with difficulty rather than cognitive demand. Struggling students receive lower-level tasks until foundational skills are mastered. Cannot give a concrete example. Views differentiation as a logistical burden rather than an instructional principle.

	5
	Cannot define rigor beyond "harder work." Struggling students are not expected to engage in higher-order thinking. No scaffolding strategies described. Differentiation is not practiced meaningfully. No student examples.




	
	Notes:







	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5





	Discourse
	We use Reveal Math and Benchmark Advance. Students in grades 4–5 are expected to engage in mathematical discourse and extended writing. How have you built those skills in students who resist them?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Understands that resistance is rooted in fear, not laziness. Builds a culture early in the year where mistakes are normalized before asking students to take risks. Uses structured protocols (think-pair-share, Socratic seminar, written reflection before discussion) that lower stakes. Can distinguish between students who resist due to confusion vs. self-consciousness. Has examples of student growth over a school year.

	2
	Has strategies for reducing resistance and building discourse culture. Protocols are used but may not be as deliberately scaffolded. Shows awareness that risk-taking must be taught. Has at least one student example. Familiar with Reveal Math or Benchmark Advance or a comparable curriculum.

	3
	Aware that some students resist discourse and writing but strategies are limited ("I give them more time" or "I call on them anyway"). Classroom culture is not intentionally built for risk-taking. Cannot distinguish between types of resistance. Curriculum is used but student engagement challenges are not addressed systematically.

	4
	Resistant students are not pushed — discourse and extended writing are for students who are "ready." No specific strategies for building culture. Treats resistance as a fixed student trait. Cannot describe any scaffolds for reluctant writers or speakers.

	5
	Believes some students simply are not writers or talkers. No strategies for building discourse culture. Extended writing and math discourse are enrichment activities, not universal expectations. Cannot describe any instructional protocol.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                2                                  3                                4                                 5





	PBL
	Describe a unit or project where students had to collaborate, think critically, and produce something meaningful. What was your role, what did students produce, and what would you change?
	Behaviors
	Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Describes a real, specific project with a real audience. The teacher's role shifted to facilitator and coach. Students had genuine choice within a structured framework. Collaboration was taught and structured, not assumed. The "what would I change" response is specific and self-aware. The project connects to explicit standards.

	2
	Has a specific project example with a real or near-real audience. Student agency exists within some constraints. Teacher facilitation is evident. Some collaboration structure in place. Reflection on improvement is genuine. Standards connection is present.

	3
	Has a project example but the teacher designed everything and students executed it. Limited student agency. Audience is only the teacher or class. Collaboration meant students worked near each other, not necessarily together on shared decisions. Reflection is vague.

	4
	Project is a group assignment with a teacher-determined product. No real audience. Collaboration is unstructured. The teacher's role did not meaningfully shift. "What would I change" is non-specific or absent. Standards connection is unclear.

	5
	Cannot describe a specific project. Has not implemented project-based learning in any meaningful way. Collaboration means sitting in groups. No audience, no student agency, no real product. Cannot articulate their role as a facilitator.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5

	Inclusive Teaching
	Question
Describe a time you co-taught or collaborated closely with a special education teacher. What did that model look like, and what would you do differently?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Names the co-teaching model and explains why it was chosen. Describes shared ownership of all students — not "my kids vs. the SPED teacher's kids." Mentions joint planning, shared data review, and IEP goal embedding. The "what would I do differently" response is specific and self-aware, demonstrating growth mindset rather than partner blame.

	2
	Has meaningful co-teaching experience and can describe the model used. Mostly shared ownership, though may still distinguish between student groups at times. Joint planning exists but is less regular. Reflection on improvement is genuine but less specific.

	3
	Has co-taught but describes it as primarily one-teach/one-support with the SPED teacher in a support role. IEP goals are the SPED teacher's responsibility. Some collaboration exists but ownership is divided. Reflection is surface-level.

	4
	Describes the SPED teacher as an aide who helps specific students. No shared instructional planning. IEP accommodations are managed by the SPED teacher alone. Cannot name a co-teaching model. Views inclusion as a logistical challenge.

	5
	No co-teaching experience or dismisses it as ineffective. Believes students with IEPs belong primarily in pull-out settings. Has no understanding of IEP accommodations in a general education context. Views inclusion as someone else's responsibility.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

  Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5

	MTSS and Progress Monitoring
	How do you use progress monitoring data to adjust your Tier 1 instruction? Give me a specific example of a change you made based on data.
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Names a specific tool, a specific frequency, and a specific finding that led to a Tier 1 change — not just a Tier 2 regrouping. Example shows that data informed universal instruction (e.g., "my whole class was below benchmark on fluency, so I added daily repeated reading for everyone"). Understands the difference between a class-wide trend and an individual student pattern.

	2
	Has a clear example of using data to change instruction. The change may be more about Tier 2 grouping than Tier 1 adjustment, but the candidate shows data literacy and responsiveness. Names an assessment tool and a reasonable frequency.

	3
	Describes data use in general terms. "I look at my data and adjust my groups." Does not give a specific example of a Tier 1 instructional change. Progress monitoring is understood as a concept but not deeply practiced. Data use is primarily reactive rather than proactive.

	4
	Data use is limited to identifying who goes to intervention. Cannot give a specific example of adjusting instruction. Waits for end-of-unit or end-of-quarter data rather than using frequent brief checks. Does not distinguish between class-wide and individual patterns.

	5
	Cannot describe progress monitoring tools or a data cycle. Data is not used to change instruction. Relies entirely on intuition or end-of-year summative data. No example exists. Views data as an administrative requirement, not an instructional tool.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

  Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5

	
Professionalism
	Question
You have a student with significant behavioral needs whose function appears to be attention-seeking. What does your classroom management response look like while keeping the rest of the class on track?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Uses function-based language naturally. Describes proactive attention provision, planned ignoring of minor behaviors, heavy reinforcement of positive alternatives, proximity, and private redirection. Has strategies to keep the rest of the class engaged. References working with school counselor or building a behavior support plan. Does not rely on consequences as the primary tool.

	2
	Understands function-based thinking and can describe proactive strategies. May not use precise terminology but the instincts are sound. Planned ignoring is mentioned alongside positive reinforcement. Has some strategies for maintaining class engagement simultaneously.

	3
	Describes some proactive strategies but also leans on consequences (loss of recess, behavior chart) without connecting them to function. Some awareness that this student has unmet needs but no clear function-based plan. Keeps class on track by moving forward and hoping the student follows.

	4
	Primary response is reactive — warns, redirects publicly, removes. No function-based language. Consequences escalate without a plan. Views the student as a disruption rather than a child with an unmet need. Public correction reinforces the very behavior they are trying to stop.

	5
	No knowledge of function-based thinking. Sends the student out of the classroom as the primary strategy. Shows frustration or resignation. No proactive strategies described. Cannot explain why consequence-only approaches fail for attention-maintained behavior.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

  Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5





	Community Support
	4th and 5th graders are old enough to feel the weight of deployments, frequent moves, and parent absence. How do you create a classroom that is emotionally safe while staying academically rigorous?

		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Articulates that emotional safety and academic rigor are mutually reinforcing — safety is a prerequisite for risk-taking, which is a prerequisite for deep learning. Describes specific structures: morning meetings, check-in routines, predictable procedures, private check-ins for behavioral changes. Recognizes that upper elementary students mask stress with bravado or humor. Coordinates with school counselor proactively. Does not lower academic expectations as a form of sympathy.

	2
	Understands the connection between emotional safety and learning. Has check-in structures and responds to behavioral changes. Coordinates with counselor when needed. Academic expectations are maintained with emotional awareness. Recognizes that students may mask stress.

	3
	Has some check-in structures but they are informal. Responds to visible stress but may miss masked signals. Backs off academically during hard periods, framing it as compassion. Counselor involvement is reactive. Emotional safety and academic rigor are treated as competing priorities.

	4
	Emotional needs are the counselor's domain. Academic expectations are rigid regardless of student context. No specific structures for emotional safety. Does not recognize behavioral changes as stress signals. Views compassion and rigor as mutually exclusive.

	5
	No awareness of the relationship between emotional safety and academic performance. Cannot describe any classroom structure for emotional support. Dismisses the impact of deployments and moves on upper elementary students. Over-rigid or conversely, abandons academic expectations entirely during hard periods.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                               5
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