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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







	Instructional Practice
	Question
Walk me through how you structure your literacy block for early readers. How do you balance whole-group, small-group, and independent practice?
		1
	Names all components (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension) and explains the purpose of each. Describes differentiated small-group rotations with leveled texts, purposeful independent tasks tied to skill gaps, and a clear system for managing groups. Can explain how groupings are formed, how frequently they change, and how data drives both.

	2
	Describes most literacy components with clarity. Has a functioning small-group rotation and can explain why tasks are assigned. Groupings are data-informed but the process is less systematic. Independent practice is purposeful but may not be tightly connected to the small-group focus.

	3
	Has a literacy block structure but describes it in general terms. Mentions small groups but cannot explain how they are formed or what students do independently. Some sense of differentiation but lacks precision. Describes reading time as a general activity rather than a designed instructional sequence.

	4
	Describes whole-group instruction primarily; small groups are occasional or informal. Independent time is described as reading choice or busy work. No clear system for grouping or differentiation. Cannot articulate the purpose of distinct literacy components.

	5
	Cannot describe a structured literacy block. Treats reading as a single undifferentiated activity. No mention of small-group instruction, leveled texts, or skills-based differentiation. Independent practice has no instructional purpose.




	
	Notes:







	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                                 5





	Formative Assessment and Instruction
	Question

A student in your class is mid-year and still can't reliably decode CVC words. What does your intervention pathway look like, and at what point do you initiate an SST referral?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Describes a clear MTSS sequence: intensified Tier 1, documented Tier 2 small-group intervention with progress monitoring at defined intervals, then SST referral with data in hand. Rules out vision, hearing, and language acquisition before assuming disability. Names specific tools (DIBELS, AIMSweb). Frames SST as a collaborative problem-solving team, not a SPED pipeline.

	2
	Has a clear intervention pathway and uses MTSS language. Describes progress monitoring and can explain when a referral is appropriate. May not name specific tools but shows understanding of the process. Some awareness of ruling out environmental or sensory factors before assuming a learning disability.

	3
	Has a general sense of intervention steps but the pathway is vague. Mentions referring to a reading specialist or SPED without describing Tier 2 first. Progress monitoring is mentioned but not clearly defined. SST is understood as a process but the candidate's role in it is unclear.

	4
	Goes directly to referral without describing Tier 2 intervention. Cannot articulate what progress monitoring means in practice. Treats SST as a form to complete rather than a collaborative process. No awareness of ruling out other factors before assuming a disability.

	5
	No knowledge of MTSS or intervention tiers. Would refer the student to SPED immediately or simply wait. Has no intervention strategies beyond re-teaching. Cannot explain what an SST is or when it is appropriate.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                2                                  3                                4                                 5





	Math Discourse
	 Question
We use Reveal Math. How have you used a problem-based curriculum to engage students who struggle with math discourse or explaining their thinking?
	Behaviors
	Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Understands that math discourse is an explicitly taught skill, not a natural ability. Describes sentence stems, partner talk structures, anchor charts for mathematical language, and a classroom culture where mistakes are learning opportunities. Demonstrates gradual release of discourse responsibility to students over time. Familiar with Reveal Math or a comparable problem-based curriculum.

	2
	Uses scaffolds for math discourse and can describe them. Has strategies for building academic vocabulary and making thinking visible. May not name Reveal Math but shows transferable knowledge of problem-based approaches. Culture of risk-taking is present but not fully developed.

	3
	Aware that discourse is important but strategies are limited or vague. "I use think-pair-share" without describing how it is taught or structured. Struggling students are encouraged to participate but not explicitly supported in doing so. Problem-based curriculum is new or underused.

	4
	Discourse is reserved for students who are ready — struggling students are not expected to explain thinking. No scaffolds described. Problem-based learning is seen as appropriate only for advanced students. Classroom culture does not support intellectual risk-taking.

	5
	Does not value math discourse as an instructional strategy. Cannot describe any scaffolds for mathematical language. Believes some students "just can't" explain their thinking. Problem-based learning is unfamiliar or dismissed.




	
	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
	Question
Military families experience significant stress — deployments, reintegrations, geographic isolation. How does that context shape how you communicate and build partnerships with families?
		Score
	What the candidate says / demonstrates

	1
	Shows genuine understanding of the deployment cycle and its classroom impact. Proactively reaches out at deployment start rather than waiting for problems. Adjusts communication for time zones and limited windows. Understands that reintegration is equally or more disruptive than deployment itself. Treats military families as resilient and capable — not fragile or pitied.

	2
	Has working knowledge of deployment dynamics and adjusts communication accordingly. Reaches out proactively at key moments. Shows warmth without over-sympathy. May not have full understanding of the reintegration period specifically but shows awareness and curiosity.

	3
	Aware that deployments affect families and adjusts tone. Communication is reactive rather than proactive — waits for families to come to them. Limited awareness of reintegration as a stressor. Communication methods are not adjusted for deployed parent accessibility.

	4
	Treats military families the same as all other families. Aware that deployments happen but does not shape practice around that awareness. Communication is standard (newsletters, emails) without consideration of family circumstances. Shows surface-level sympathy without practical adaptation.

	5
	No knowledge of deployment cycles or reintegration. Makes no adaptations for military family context. Either dismisses the impact ("kids are resilient") or is inappropriately pitying. Cannot describe a single proactive family outreach strategy.




	
	Notes:





	
	Your Rating

Superior                        Good                        Average                        Fair                           Poor
         1                                  2                                  3                                4                               5
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