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PORTFOLIO NARRATIVE EVALUATION GUIDE
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Bagwell College of Education


Candidate’s Name: __________________________________
Course: ___________________________
Semester: _________

Program: __________________________________________
Evaluator:__________________________________

Due to the developmental nature of the KSU program, the candidate may not have the opportunity during the pre-student teaching experiences to address all proficiencies to the extent they will during student teaching. Thus, it is rare for a candidate to receive a L4 rating prior to student teaching.  It is more likely that a candidate will receive a score of L2 or L3 during TOSS/Practicum/IDA. The evaluator is encouraged to use the comment section to clarify all ratings.
	1.1:  Candidate demonstrates broad, in-depth, and current knowledge of discipline content.

( HPE CPI Element(s): 1.4,1.5, 1.6, 1.7 &/or 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.11, 1.12)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	1.2:  Candidate represents content accurately.

( HPE CPI Element(s):1.1)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	1.3:  Candidate connects content to other disciplines and applies it to common life experiences. 

( HPE CPI Element(s):1.2
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	1.4:  Candidate uses pedagogical content knowledge effectively.

( HPE CPI Element(s):1.3)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	Summary rating for SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS 
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.1:  Candidate demonstrates knowledge of how learners develop, learn and think.

( HPE CPI Element(s):1.7, 1.8)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.2:  Candidate successfully motivates students to learn.

( HPE CPI Element(s):1.3, 1.7, 2.7)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.3:  Candidate creates and implements instruction that embodies multiple cultures and gives all students fair access to high quality education in a rich, diverse curriculum.

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.17)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.4. Candidate creates effective, well-managed and active learning environments.

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.8, 2.9)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.5:  Candidate creates a contextually-appropriate supportive environment where all students have an equitable opportunity for high achievement

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.9, 2.10, 2.11)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.6: Candidate designs effective instruction that reflects high expectations for all students and the belief that all students can learn.  

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.1, 2.1, 2.3, 2.9, 3.3)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.7:  Candidate implements effective instruction that positively impacts the learning of all students.

(2.1, 2.4, 2.6, 2.11)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.8:  Candidate uses a variety of methods, materials, and technologies.

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.12)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.9:  Candidate utilizes a variety of strategies to assess student learning.

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.13, 2.14)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	2.10: Candidate uses the results of assessments to improve the quality of instruction.

( HPE CPI Element(s): 2.13, 2.15)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	Summary rating for FACILITATORS OF LEARNING
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	3.1: Candidate communicates effectively orally and in writing

( HPE CPI Element(s):2.16, 3.1)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	3.2: Candidate reflects upon and improves professional performance.

( HPE CPI Element(s): 2.15, 3.2)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	3.3   Candidate builds collaborative and respectful relationships with colleagues, supervisors, students, parents and community members.

( HPE CPI Element(s):3.2, 3.4)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	3.4: Candidate displays professional and ethical behavior.

( HPE CPI Element(s): 3.3, 3.4)
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4

	Summary rating for COLLABORATIVE PROFESSIONALS 
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4
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Student Teaching & TOSS PORTFOLIO NARRATIVE RATING SCALE

Please use the following rating scale to complete the Undergraduate Portfolio Narrative Rubric. Due to the developmental nature of the KSU program, the candidate may not have the opportunity during the pre-student teaching experiences to address all proficiencies to the extent they will during student teaching. Thus, it is rare for a candidate to receive a L4 rating prior to student teaching.  It is more likely that a candidate will receive a score of L2 or L3 during TOSS/Practicum/IDA. The evaluator is encouraged to use the comment section to clarify all ratings.
L1 – Little or No Evidence - Little or no evidence exists that proficiencies are addressed through reflective analysis.   Writing may be only descriptive in nature and lack analysis or critical reflection. Evidence presented may be vague, brief, or not linked to proficiencies.  Reference to the proficiencies may be missing altogether. Through writing, candidate fails to make connections between evidence presented and demonstration of expertise in the outcome. 

Candidate is unable to assess impact on student learning. There is little to no evidence that the candidate has been able to extend and apply knowledge and skills to daily practice. Finally, the candidate’s reflective analysis may express negative opinions about students, parents, or other professionals or blame students and parents for the student’s inability to learn.
L2 – Limited Evidence - Limited evidence exists that proficiencies are addressed through reflective analysis. 

Writing is mostly descriptive with limited elements of analysis or critical reflection. Evidence presented may address some of the proficiencies while others are not addressed at all or are hard to identify. Through writing, candidate makes limited connections between evidence presented and demonstration of expertise in the outcome. Candidate has difficulty assessing impact on student learning or adjusting practice accordingly. Opinions toward students, parents, or other professionals are difficult to identify.
L3 – Clear Evidence - Clear evidence exists that proficiencies are addressed through reflective analysis. 

Writing is descriptive, analytical, and reflective. Evidence presented clearly addresses all of the proficiencies with some being richer in detail than others. Through writing, candidate makes clear connections between evidence presented and demonstration of expertise in the outcome. Candidate assesses impact on student learning and adjusts practice accordingly. There is clear evidence that the candidate has been able to extend and apply knowledge and skills to daily practice. Positive opinions and behaviors about students, parents, or other professionals are evident.
L4 – Clear, Consistent, and Convincing Evidence - Clear, consistent, and convincing evidence exists that proficiencies are addressed through reflective analysis. Writing is rich in description, analysis, and reflection. Evidence presented addresses all proficiencies with evidence of multiple examples of extensions and application of learning to teaching practices. Through writing, candidate makes clear, consistent, and convincing connections between evidence presented  and demonstration of expertise in the outcome. Candidate consistently assesses impact on student learning and provides multiple examples of adjusting practice accordingly. Positive opinions and interactions with students, parents, and other professionals are evident. Candidate is positive about teaching every student and about each student’s ability to learn.
HPE Undergraduate Portfolio Narrative
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