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In this second edition of Improving Student Learning One Teacher
at a Time, Jane E. Pollock and Laura J. Tolone combine updated
research and real-world stories to demonstrate how it takes only 
one teacher to make a di�erence in student performance. Their
approach expands the classic three-part curriculum-instruction-
assessment framework by adding one key ingredient: feedback. 
This “Big Four” approach o�ers an easy-to-follow process 
that helps teachers build better curriculum documents with

•  Curriculum standards that are clear, well-paced, 
and describe what students will learn.

•  Instruction based in research, from daily lessons 
to whole units of study.

•  Assessment that maximizes feedback and requires 
critical and creative thinking.

•  Feedback that tracks and reports individual student 
progress by standards.

Pollock and Tolone demonstrate how consistent, timely feedback 
from multiple sources can help students monitor their own 
understanding and help teachers align assignments, quizzes, and 
tests more explicitly to the standards. The Big Four shifts the 
focus away from the basics of what makes a good teacher toward 
what makes good learning happen for every student every day. 
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1
The Big Four

Gary Nunnally, a secondary social studies/history teacher in Nebraska, was 
participating in a staff development seminar on instructional strategies. Sit-
ting in the back row with his leg in a cast, Gary appeared to be giving Jane, one 
of the authors of this book, the dismissive “talk to the hand” signal with the 
underside of his foot. It was fitting, given the heated exchange they were about 
to have about teaching, learning, and homework. Every time she would suggest 
how to use one of the research-based instructional strategies, Gary responded 
that he might try it if it would motivate the students to finish their home-
work. He said that he could only do so much in class, but students needed to 
take responsibility to complete all homework assignments to get good grades. 
At one point he argued that he could not even plan daily lessons because the 
following day relied on students completing homework. Gary noted that his 
students’ disinterest in completing work was the cause of behavioral problems 
in his classroom, plummeting grades in his course, and, by extension, many 
uncomfortable parent–teacher conferences.

After his many interruptions, Jane asked Gary if he could possibly identify 
the number of students in each class who were not performing to the level that 
he expected—that would be a start in a positive direction. Without hesitating, 
Gary responded that there were four or five students he called “the dis-engag-
ers” because they were attending but just did not participate fully in the class. 
He added that it meant that over the course of a day, 5 students per class added 
up to 25, or almost a class itself! When they opened the question to the other 

ADVANCE UNCORRECTED COPY—NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION



Improving Student Learning One Teacher at a Time, 2nd Edition2

teachers from all grade levels in the session, it seemed that they, too, identi-
fied four or five students in every class who by their judgment should be per-
forming better. Depending on the grade levels or subjects, teachers surmised 
reasons mostly related to factors outside of the classroom. Teachers agreed 
they wanted to find a way to improve learning with strategies that would help 
the four or five students in every class, but they stated their commitment to 
improving learning for all children. What was so impressive was that all of 
the teachers took personal responsibility; they described how they constantly 
tried harder to find new ways to help the students, hoping that those new ways 
would work, even if it was not a school or a district initiative. It seemed to us 
that they were initiating reforms one teacher at a time.

Gary offered that he wanted to take the “hope” out of his classroom. “I do 
not want to hope that the students will do well; I want to be able to plan for it 
to happen and be glad when I see the results for every student in my classes.”

Replacing Hope with Certainty
“Take hope out of schools” would seem an unusual slogan for someone who 
wants to improve student learning. But, recall how many times you and your 
colleagues are likely to have said, “I hope this lab works; I spent a lot of time 
collecting the specimens and setting it up for my students.” “I hope the stu-
dents can identify the adverbs and adjectives on the test; I spent so much time 
reviewing.” “I hope that tonight’s concert goes well; I worked so hard and went 
over every piece again in today’s rehearsal.”

Over the years, one can see how schools take on improvement initiatives, 
specifically regarding structural reforms such as scheduling or student group-
ings, special programs, new technologies, and creative resources. All of them 
contribute enormously to improving the system but unfortunately fall short 
on the student achievement gains, as those do not seem to increase signifi-
cantly. In this book, we share what we learned when we listened to individual 
teachers tell us what was working, but also what they were willing to slightly 
adjust when we shared new research. We focus on using research about teach-
ing and learning to help teachers like Gary, who works really hard but gets 
frustrated with students who do not participate. It may also be helpful to new 
teachers who struggle to find efficient routines and ways to use time better in 
class.

To take hope out of school and replace it with certainty, we revisited the 
classic framework that guides teaching and learning: curriculum, instruction, 
and assessment. To our surprise, it appeared to be missing the one piece that 
can actually increase student performance.
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The Missing Piece
Remember the diagram in the teaching text that showed the three points of a 
triangle labeled with the terms curriculum, instruction, and assessment? The 
lines were arrows indicating the interconnectedness of the three (see Figure 
1.1). The promise of this framework was that teachers would teach and assess 
to the curriculum, creating the perfect feedback loop in which all students 
would learn.

FIGURE 1.1
The Curriculum-Instruction-Assessment Model

Curriculum

AssessmentInstruction

Listening to teachers like Gary Nunnally, we know that is not true for all 
students. We began with curriculum. Most teachers, Gary commented, say 
that curriculum documents are wordy and formatted in lengthy, boxy col-
umns. Because they are difficult to read, they do not serve to guide instruction 
on a daily basis. He said that after perusing them at the beginning of the year, 
they sit on shelves collecting dust or hide away in digital files. Because of past 
experiences, many teachers have developed a “this too shall pass” mentality 
when new standards appear or new curriculum initiatives begin. What teach-
ers want, he said, is curriculum documents reformatted for better accessibil-
ity, brevity, and readability. Can we make the documents in such a way that, 
instead of having a long multi-page document, they could be in separate files 
because we now have access to shared document files?

As far as instruction, or planning lessons, Gary admitted that over the years 
he learned that he needed to plan for the student activities. Unit planners, he 
said, often offer standards with lists of optional instructional activities. If you 
looked at his planning, he would describe the task that the students would do 
that day or for homework and any possible assessment opportunities. After 
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writing the lessons, he would go back to the list of standards and attach the 
ones that were relevant as the standards for that day; often there were as many 
as four or five that seemed to fit each day. With so many, it did not seem via-
ble to track student progress back to the standards—the lesson, yes, but not 
individual progress. That means that there could be a gap in the curriculum- 
instruction-assessment feedback loop that might be contributing to the “miss-
ing piece.”

For assessment, Gary committed to providing two review days to ensure 
that students would do better on the summative unit or quarterly tests. Did 
they? Some, he told us, but not all students did well even though he also pro-
vided comprehensive review sheets. Retesting? No time if he wanted to cover 
the curriculum. Quizzes? No time for them as there was already enough test-
ing with state tests taking up so much time. The elementary teachers were 
less likely to give assessments, per se, as they felt they were assessing a lot of 
the time, just not writing it down. Sometimes they were asked to use stan-
dards-based report cards, but since they only specified a few standards, they 
did not really track progress daily.

To recap, teachers have curriculums, but because they are dense or use 
unfriendly formats, teachers tend to be able to teach without closely following 
them. Teachers often plan activities as their lesson planning; importantly, they 
often choose standards after planning, so they might not teach them explic-
itly. Most teachers tell us that they design their own assessments or build them 
online, and they would not assess what they do not find time to teach. That 
could mean that some standards in the curriculum may not be assessed in 
depth or possibly at all. Time is always an issue, and the perception that there 
is too much assessment anyway discourages many teachers from adding for-
mative assessment. As a result of these three issues, few teachers tell us that 
they score student work to the standards identified by the curriculum—and 
that detail provided the missing link that led us to create the Big Four.

We hypothesized that teachers need
• Curriculum documents formatted in a way that helps them pace the

standards and the unpacked objectives,
• A schema for lesson planning and delivery that describes what they

would do as well as what the students should do to be more engaged with
learning in class,

• More formative assessment more open-ended response opportunities
directly tied back to the standards, and

• Multiple methods to provide students with productive feedback about
individual progress on the standards.
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The intention of curriculum-instruction-assessment was a pathway that 
focused on the teacher and the teaching, but the framework was inadvertently 
missing an explicit feedback loop that would directly connect the learner to the 
learning goals. The Big Four is a framework that intends to link student per-
formance directly to the curriculum, instruction, and assessment; the update 
includes a fourth component that we refer to as “feedback to the standards.”

The Big Four
The Big Four keeps what works in the curriculum-instruction-assessment 
model but shifts the focus toward providing feedback to the students about 
their progress on the standards:

1. Curriculum should be ambitious and accessible . Curricula should provide
the content standards by grade levels, subjects, or courses distributed by
reporting periods and by units of study. At the unit level, the standards
need to be unpacked to daily learning objectives so that teachers can
plan daily instruction and assessment. This provides the foundation for
productive instructional planning and intentional goal-based feedback
for students in the classroom every day.

2. Instruction should be research-based and student-centered . Teachers
should plan lessons so students (1) use strategies shown to have a high
probability for improving content retention and skills, (2) increase
their capacity to learn independently, and (3) learn to seek productive
feedback. The instruction should directly tie back to the standards and
unpacked objectives; each teacher has the autonomy to design lessons,
select resources, and vary delivery methods.

3. Assessment should maximize feedback and require critical and creative
thinking . Teachers should use formative assessment to provide timely
feedback, redesign assessments to require critical and creative thinking
skills, and judge performance on summative assessments by standards.
All assessment should directly tie back to the curriculum standards,
providing the scaffolds and modifications for students to self-assess and
show their best work.

4. Feedback should track and report student progress by standards . Teachers
should use the standards-based student data gathered through forma-
tive assessment to personalize feedback, motivate improvement, differ-
entiate instruction for students. Equally important, it should provide
accurate evidence of student learning that can be communicated to spe-
cialist, parents, and caregivers.
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FIGURE 1.2
From Traditional Framework to the Big Four

Traditional  
CIA Framework

Focuses on the teacher  
and the teaching

Focuses on the students  
and the learning

The Big Four 
Framework

Curriculum Standards-Based  
Curriculum

Instruction
A Plan for Instruction

Assessment
Varied Assessment Tasks

Standards-Based  
Feedback, Grading, Record 

Keeping, and Reporting

Many teachers will say that they already implement the Big Four. Yes, they 
have a curriculum, create lesson plans, use assessment techniques, and give 
grades. But if we ask the same teachers if all of the students perform to expec-
tations or to the standards, most will say that they do not. A significant shift 
from the curriculum-instruction-assessment model to the Big Four is that 
teachers gauge student performance on the curriculum standards and objec-
tives as an interactive part of instruction and assessment on a daily basis (see 
Figure 1.2).

Not a New Idea
Nanos gigantum humeris insidentes, or “each generation stands on the shoul-
ders of those who have gone before them,” is an important lesson. Gary, the his-
tory teacher, asked why our generation of teachers has to use standards-based 
curricula or give assessments when teaching should be more of an art. The 
implication is that we are the first or only ones to have to do it. But, many great 
teachers came before us, and to deeply understand the framework we call the 
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Big Four, we revisit a few of the foundational elements that led to where we 
are today. Although there is a vast history of teaching, we chose a few of the 
milestones that directly tie teaching to initiatives to improve learning for all 
students. Remember, also, that Gary is a history teacher, so he needed to piece 
together the chronology; as a reader, you can skip this part if you want to get 
right to work on curriculum writing in Chapter 2, lesson planning in Chapter 
3, assessment development in Chapter 4, or feedback approaches in Chapter 5.

In the early years of European settlement in Massachusetts, the purpose 
of education was to teach children to read and interpret the Bible. The Old 
Deluder Satan Act of 1647, and similar acts in other states, required all towns 
of 50 or more children to provide a community school (Ornstein & Levine, 
1993). The intention was that all children should learn to thwart the danger-
ous Satan for their own well-being and for the good of the township. That law 
established the principles for schooling in the United States today, where the 
community funds and shares the responsibility for learning. Schools would 
prepare students through secondary school so they could attend colleges. But, 
despite good intentions, not all children were welcome in these schools, and 
those who were allowed to attend were not always able to stay in school, as 
they had farming, family, and later, factory duties.

More than a hundred years later, the third president, Thomas Jefferson, 
envisioned a country in which all citizens would be educated. Jefferson, wary 
of monarchial government, believed that every person should go to school to 
learn in order to be able to make an educated vote. To that end, schooling for 
all children would be the ultimate goal. As in previous generations, not all stu-
dents attended school, but by the early 1900s, education laws were passed to 
ensure the opportunity for learning for all children. The conclusion we drew 
from history was that, in spite of the intention that all children would have the 
opportunity to go to school, many out-of-school factors prevented children 
from attending or completing school.

As the country edged into an Industrial Revolution at the turn of the 20th 
century, the need for technical education to prepare workers for specialized 
occupations challenged the “general knowledge” approach of schooling. This 
point in history pivoted the purpose for schooling to a new question: Do we 
design curricula that are primarily vocational in nature or primarily aca-
demic? A Committee of Ten, and later, the Commission on the Reorganization 
of Secondary Education, addressed the question of education’s purpose in the 
United States. There was a general consensus that education’s purpose was 
twofold: to support classical academics and provide readiness for the work-
place. With that in mind, more children would be likely to attend school. The 
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notion of academic and vocational programs would contribute to increased 
attendance and graduation rates.

World War II ended, and with the spirit of prosperity, Ralph Tyler produced 
an important brief that would become the pillar of school improvement for the 
remainder of the century. The Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction 
(Tyler, 1949) challenged the educational community with four questions that 
each school should ask:

1. What educational purposes should the school seek to attain?
2. What educational experiences can the school provide to attain these

purposes?
3. How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?
4. How can we determine if these purposes are being attained?

One can see the foundation of the Big Four in Tyler’s questions, but keep in 
mind that in Tyler’s time, the goal was to improve the school because it was 
assumed that as schools improved, so would student achievement. We find 
out later that, in fact, improving schools and structures does not necessarily 
improve learning for all students.

Curriculum Objectives for Educational Experiences
The post-World War II baby boom led to significant growth in the school-age 
population and also a call for new ways to design assessments based on the sig-
nificant research gleaned from testing soldiers on specific criteria or standards 
for success. These ideas were consistent with Tyler’s four questions to ensure 
successful schools.

The document, Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, was developed by 34 
university assessment professors, edited by Benjamin Bloom, and in fact ded-
icated to Ralph Tyler. They suggested that in order to design better assess-
ment, schools needed a classification system of teaching objectives to enable 
teachers to plan tasks and discuss learning progress toward those objectives. 
In other words, to create better assessments, they argued for curriculum stan-
dards. The authors clarified their intention:

“We are not attempting to classify the instructional methods used by the teach-
ers, the ways in which teachers relate themselves to students or the different 
kinds of instructional materials they use. We are not attempting to classify the 
particular subject matter or content. What we are classifying is the intended 
behavior of students—the ways in which individuals are to act, think, or feel as a 
result of participating in some unit of instruction” (Bloom, 1956, p. 12).
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By the 1950s, half of the school-age population completed secondary 
school, so while the intention was noble, one could argue that the results met 
the needs of half of the population of school-age children.

The seminal document recommending curriculum standards would lay a 
foundation for the curriculum, part of the curriculum-instruction-assessment 
model. The message was that, to assess, one needs the learning target. The stu-
dent learning standards proposed by Bloom and his colleagues only provided 
a general structure and not the precise knowledge or skills. (Teachers would 
have to wait 40 years, until the 1990s standards movement, to use an elec-
tronic database and disseminate comprehensive “particular subject matter or 
content.”) Whatever the document’s limitations, it established a belief system 
that schools should provide curriculum and assessment but leave the creativ-
ity and autonomy of lesson planning and delivery to the teacher. It seems that 
the idea was that if you assess the curriculum correctly, students will achieve 
the curriculum.

This idea of curriculum development that begins with planning for assess-
ment, leaving teaching to the teachers, continued into the 1960s, with many 
authors offering methods for improvement. Robert Mager (1962) designed a 
way to produce “behavioral objectives.” Anyone familiar with writing behav-
ioral objectives remembers that every objective had to include the content, 
the assessment method, and the measurement criteria. The lengthy and com-
plicated process required to manage all three of the components in one state-
ment left teachers feeling overwhelmed by the sheer number of objectives 
written; most teachers decried the disconnect between the alleged proficiency 
and shallow depth of subject knowledge. Those burdensome objectives led 
some teachers to believe that curricula that identify clear assessment might 
be cumbersome, but one still has to be prepared to teach students to be active 
learners every day.

The curriculum-instruction-assessment model took shape as a way to 
improve schools. The assumption in the model was that if teachers had a writ-
ten curriculum, they would teach to it and use well-designed assessments. 
This would result in all students learning. But, discouraged by the poor models 
for curriculum development and the complexity of the assessment methods, 
many teachers ignored curriculum, often in favor of following available text-
books. Teachers continued to make their own decisions about how to teach. At 
times, of course, that approach worked, but it inadvertently left subject-area 
gaps or created topic-area overlaps for students. Although the curriculum- 
instruction-assessment model for schools looked promising, not all teachers 
used the curriculum, and not all students performed well on the assessments. 
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Many unsuccessful students were able to leave school well before graduation, 
sometimes encouraged by retention policies.

Reexamining the Purpose of Education
By the 1970s, the effective schools movement promoted by teachers and 
administrators revisited Tyler’s questions about schools attaining their pur-
pose. No doubt prompted by the civil rights movement, Ronald Edmonds and 
others sought to improve learning for the urban poor and disenfranchised stu-
dents. Among the tenets of the movement were strong school leadership, high 
expectations, orderly environments, basic skills, flexibility with budget and 
resources, and monitoring student progress. Reminiscent of the goals of previ-
ous generations, the effective schools movement sought to provide every child 
with the opportunity to attend an “effective school.” The effective schools 
movement focused on the school as an organization, once more assuming that 
if the school were good, all the students would learn. Despite admirable efforts 
and great steps forward, that did not always happen. The next decade ushered 
in another initiative.

The 1980s introduced a new sense of urgency that forced educators to 
revisit Tyler’s questions about schools. A Nation at Risk, published in 1983 
by the U.S. Department of Education, appeared to hold schools responsi-
ble for the nation’s predicted slide from leading the world’s economy, noting 
that “while we can take justifiable pride in what our schools and colleges have 
historically accomplished and contributed to the United States and the well- 
being of its people, the educational foundations of our society are presently 
being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as 
a nation and a people” (p. 1). A second report, What Work Requires of Schools, 
SCANS—Report on Workplace Skills (U.S. Department of Labor, 1991), issued a 
warning to parents: “Parents must insist that their sons and daughters master 
this [workplace] know-how and that their local schools teach it. Unless you do, 
your children are unlikely to earn a decent living” (p. 5).

These two reports sent teachers across the nation back to curriculum com-
mittees trying feverishly to couple the former’s “new basics” with the latter’s 
“workplace know-how.” The result was a briefly used yet highly controversial 
type of curriculum design: outcome-based education. An outcome was a K–12 
graduation standard that would be tested by an end-of-schooling assessment. 
It included subject content but was not limited to schoolwork tasks, meaning 
it also described appropriate preparation for the workplace. One outstanding 
voice during this time was Grant Wiggins, who called for changes to assess-
ments to make them more authentic; he provided examples and generated 
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conversations around the idea that assessment should be better than forced 
choice and show the breadth of students’ performance abilities.

Unfortunately, outcome-based education, so ambitious but so ambiguous, 
riled many political and religious groups because the movement conflated 
academic and character education curricula with arguments about providing 
tax money to nonpublic schools. Although the movement failed, it prompted 
teachers to ask questions about how to design curricula and assessment to 
prepare students for both college and career.

That led to the rise of content-specific standards and grade-level bench-
marks in the 1990s. Driven by the need to create a well-articulated but specific 
set of targets across content areas, educational organizations in the United 
States and many other countries published more than 150 standards doc-
uments, mobilizing to strengthen academic achievement in math, science, 
social studies, language arts, the fine and practical arts, and technology. Using 
and testing those standards became the focus of a standards movement and 
the assessments that would pave the way for the No Child Left Behind era.

At the risk of sounding repetitive, we note that the focus was on the school 
providing the curriculum standards and standardized assessments, giving 
teachers autonomy to plan and deliver instruction, but not all teachers knew 
to explicitly teach and assess to the standards, and not all children who were 
assessed in school performed well.

The New Century
The message of the 1990s standards movement that would lead educators into 
the 21st century was direct: they needed clear learning expectations, called 
standards and grade-level benchmarks, to describe precisely what students 
should know and be able to do. They were articulated across the grade levels, 
should be measurable through both classroom tasks and external measures, 
and would form the basis for reporting student progress. This was the begin-
ning of the movement toward standards-based curriculum and report cards.

So, it seems that generations have been working on improving schools for 
all children for a long time: from Thomas Jefferson’s Bill for the More General 
Diffusion of Knowledge, introduced in 1779; to Lyndon Johnson’s Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965; to George W. Bush’s No Child Left 
Behind signed in 2002; to the Race to the Top initiative and Every Student 
Succeeds Act of the 21st century in Barack Obama’s administration that spot-
lighted schools willing to do what it would take to for every child to succeed 
with college and careers.
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Students Are Different Today
We remember being surprised when we read the statistics laid out in John 
Goodlad’s A Place Called School (1984): “In 1950, only half of the white and a 
quarter of the black school-age population graduated from high school” (p. 12). 
These numbers seemed paltry for a nation that started with a vision for a fully 
educated population and had been ostensibly working toward that vision for 
close to 200 years.

One goal of education improvement is to identify which students or groups 
of students do not attend or complete school and figure out how to change 
that pattern. Historical records can be enlightening, but as we learn from 
Tom Snyder’s 120 Years of American Education: A Statistical Portrait (1993), 
attempts to examine these statistics and use them as the basis for generaliza-
tions and improvement ideas are complicated by overlapping data and shifting 
definitions of what it means to “complete” education. What we can say with 
certainty is that although public school enrollment and attendance rose sig-
nificantly throughout the 20th century, rates of actual completion or gradu-
ation increased far less dramatically. In addition, those students who were 
enrolled, actually attended, and went on to graduate were a fairly homoge-
neous lot. Generally speaking, the high school graduates excluded large num-
bers of children living in poverty, children who worked on family farms or in 
family businesses, children who had physical or cognitive disabilities, children 
who were recent immigrants in homes with languages other than English, and 
those who opted out of school on their own rather than submit to the academic 
schedule. Additionally, those students who stayed in school until graduation 
were those who did well in school; those who didn’t do well could be retained 
many years in a row and often left school without too many questions asked.

Today’s classrooms are a different place. With the passage of the Individu-
als with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1975 and No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) in 2002, teachers celebrate diversity and open the doors of public 
schools to all children, encouraging attendance with various forms of highly 
resourced supports, including creative use of technology. Appropriately, the 
focus of our curriculum has expanded to suit this more varied student pop-
ulation, and our school improvement efforts are driven by a commitment to 
help all the students in our classrooms learn and make progress. Nonetheless, 
teachers like Gary Nunnally tell us that at least four or five students, or 20–30 
percent, in every class may attend, but aside from students with additional 
support, they do not have successful learning habits. In addition, graduation 
rates have hovered around that same 70–80 percent for decades. Even when 
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the graduation rates increase, student performances on external measures 
indicate that many students are not proficient in literacy, mathematics, and 
other tested areas.

The message seems clear: something has to change in the curriculum- 
instruction-assessment model to work for all students.

Are Teachers Different Today?
Recently, in a professional development seminar, we asked a new teacher how 
she had learned to teach. Her immediate answer: “I learned from my teachers.”

Teasingly, we responded, “Certainly you mean you learned from your col-
lege professors?”

“No,” she replied confidently, “I mean from watching my school teachers.”
If you agree with this teacher, and with a premise put forth by Jim Stigler, 

coauthor (with James Hiebert) of The Teaching Gap (1999) and (with Harold 
Stevenson) The Learning Gap (1992), you believe that we learned the habit of 
teaching by watching our own elementary and secondary teachers. When we 
were sitting in classrooms as students, day after day, year after year, we were 
building and solidifying habits that defined teaching for us. These habits made 
it difficult for us to significantly change behaviors once we started teaching. So, 
if we learned to teach from our teachers, and they learned to teach from their 
teachers, and so on, one could argue that many of us today have teaching habits 
that stretch back to the 1970s, when graduation rates hovered at 70 percent. 
Add to that, anyone who learned to teach from those teachers carried the same 
habits into the 1980s and, yes, to today’s teachers.

It might be stated that our teaching and assessment strategies were inher-
ited from teachers who were responsible for instructing only three-quarters of 
today’s students, and they were less diverse than classrooms today. We call that 
pedagogical automaticity and will discuss it more in Chapter 3. We show how 
slight changes to habits of planning and delivering instruction can improve 
learning for all students.

To help students succeed today, we need to incorporate a few different 
learning tools. However, we should not forget that the teaching tools used 
in previous generations did work for many students . As we developed the Big 
Four, we kept the components of the older models that worked and only made 
changes based on current research about learning. The Big Four shifts the 
focus from improving the school system to improving individual student learn-
ing. Secondly, it assumes that the curriculum has to be well enough defined 
that teachers find it useful for planning their instruction and classroom 
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assessment. Finally, the Big Four recommends standards-based scoring to 
provide motivation and record keeping as a way to ensure better feedback to 
students so they are more likely to perform to standards.

Looking Ahead
The lessons in this book are about slightly changing teaching habits where the 
learning happens day by day.

Chapter 1 is a detailed introduction to the Big Four. It acknowledges that 
past practices in improving student learning have been based on hope rather 
than certainty: “I hope this lesson works.” “I hope the students will do the 
homework.” “I hope the class will do well on the test.” The Big Four is not 
entirely a new idea but instead updates previous frameworks. The Big Four 
approach offers (1) clear, well-paced curriculum standards that describe 
what students will learn, (2) research-based daily lesson planning for deliv-
ery within units of study, (3) redesigned assessments for critical and creative 
thinking skills as well as formative assessment that provides timely feedback 
to students, and (4) tracking individual progress to the standards to provide 
more accurate feedback, differentiation, and reporting.

Chapter 2 begins the focused examination of the first of the Big Four tenets. 
The curriculum development process described in the chapter can help any 
teacher or curriculum specialist create documents or manage revisions to 
guides that inform daily planning. Gone are the days of creating the old boxy 
forms that generate pages of empty columns. The new format is efficient, 
streamlined, and consistent with viewing online or print documents.

Chapter 3 zooms in on how to plan and deliver instruction to maximize stu-
dent engagement and learning. It describes an approach to lesson planning and 
delivery that was adapted from Hunter’s Mastery Teaching (1982) and identi-
fied as a teaching schema for master learners. The first important change in 
the new approach (referred to by the acronym GANAG) is the idea of planning 
lessons so that students use nine high-yield strategies from Classroom Instruc-
tion That Works (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001). The chapter describes 
that when teachers plan using a schema based on how to teach, their focus 
inadvertently centers on what they accomplish as teachers; but, using the new 
lesson planning schema based on how learners learn, the teacher focuses on 
student learning. Today with the knowledge of how humans learn based on 
newer studies and improved neuroscience, we can apply that knowledge to les-
son planning and delivery.

The second critical aspect to the lesson schema is how it guides teachers to 
decide whether they will teach procedural knowledge, which requires practice, 
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or declarative knowledge, which requires teaching students to use critical and 
creative thinking skills. Most curriculum involves declarative knowledge, 
so teachers should plan lessons that guide students to use thinking skills to 
deepen learning, increase questioning, and provide for more robust project- 
based learning.

Chapters 4 and 5 discuss two different aspects of assessment described by 
the Big Four. In the traditional curriculum-instruction-assessment frame-
work, all assessment is bundled. We address different types of assessment 
tasks in Chapter 4 and the timing of feedback, standards-based record keep-
ing, and reporting in Chapter 5.

In addition to exploring a primary theme, each chapter in this book gives 
teachers and specialists an opportunity to voice how they use the Big Four 
approach in their own teaching. They share their experiences and those of 
their colleagues, relating anecdotes of enthusiasm, challenge, and change. 
Each notes the reward of patiently transforming teaching in order to improve 
student learning.

Summary
The Big Four, as we will learn in the following chapters, modifies practices 
evolved from the work of researchers and practitioners from J. F. Herbart in 
the 1800s, to Ralph Tyler and Benjamin Bloom in the next mid-century, to 
Grant Wiggins, and Madeline C. Hunter in the late 20th century. Each contrib-
uted enormously to the field, and each new publication seemed to provide the 
one perfect solution for school improvement; however, most of the previous 
recommendations were intended to fix the system, the leadership, and school 
structures, hoping that would ensure that all students learn well.

Curriculum-instruction-assessment guided teaching toward the goal to 
becoming master teachers. Today teachers can apply research to update that 
model to the Big Four, which focuses on students becoming master learners. 
To improve learning, and not just hope new structures and systems will work, 
one can focus directly on what happens every day in the classroom. In the 21st 
century we have new answers to the question about how humans learn, so we 
should be able to approach classrooms by shifting the focus from what makes a 
good teacher to what makes good learning happen for every student every day.
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Teacher Voice
Gary Nunnally, Middle and High School  
Social Studies Teacher in Nebraska

I had to be dragged kicking and screaming to “one more PD” session a num-
ber of years ago. I planned to grade papers, but not because I didn’t care or 
was intentionally trying to be the resistant teacher. I truly believed that grad-
ing papers was key to improving my students’ learning. In my mind, grading 
papers was much more vital to my students’ learning than attending another 
meeting and adding one more thing to my to-do list, on top of all the other 
responsibilities I already had as a classroom teacher. After nearly a decade of 
teaching middle and high school students, professional development sessions 
had become one of the least important parts of my job; I had developed the 
attitude of “this too shall pass.”

What made this session different from all the others I had previously 
attended was the effect the training would have on my career that would ben-
efit the hundreds of students I have taught since. It began with the presenter, 
Jane Pollock, sharing a seemingly harmless but illuminating question: “I ask 
myself, would my classroom be good enough for my sons?” I was completely 
taken aback.

At the time I had two children, Joshua and Elizabeth, so I quickly adapted 
the question to the “Josh and Ellie test.” Would my lesson today be good 
enough if Josh and Ellie were in my class? I had to acknowledge that although 
I worked hard and wanted to be as effective a teacher as possible, I was fall-
ing short. I looked at the papers I was grading and realized that many of the 
students were not doing well. What if Josh or Ellie were not doing well and all 
they got back was red-marked papers telling them what they had done wrong?

As difficult as it is to admit, in that moment I came to the realization that 
my own classroom was not passing the Josh and Ellie test.
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So, I raised my hand in that PD session, surprising myself and all of my 
friends in the back row, and asked, “Are you going to tell us how to do it?”

My Big Four Transformation
I was and continue to be a work in progress. It reminds me of Coach John 
Wooden’s words: “It’s what you learn after you know it all that really counts,” 
and, “Once you are finished learning, you are finished.” This description about 
my four-year transformation does not indicate a state of “arrival.” However, 
it’s helpful to examine the first four years (other teachers don’t take four years 
for this process—I was a slow learner!) of my transformation in my classroom, 
where it is easy to trace the specific changes to my pedagogical automaticity.

Year 1: Listening and Learning. I’m embarrassed now to say that, before 
my transformation, every year I was already tired by October. I was tired of the 
same conversations producing the same results—tired of the same four or five 
kids failing, the same kids being disengaged from learning, and the same kids 
causing the same classroom management problems. None of these problems 
was fully remedied in my first year of using the Big Four approach, but the pro-
cess of transforming my classroom had begun. I was dutifully attending the 
training sessions about instructional planning, taking notes, and asking a lot 
of questions. In addition, I was beginning to rewrite, not just edit, my lesson 
plans using a new lesson schema that focused on teaching students to be mas-
ter learners (and helping students achieve specific goals), but also working at 
changing my practices in order to be a master teacher.

Toward the end of year 1, the lesson planning process convinced me to stop 
giving points for homework because, in truth, we were getting a lot more work 
done in class by incorporating a research-based routine. In the past, the loss 
of so many homework points for so many students caused grades to fall. Then, 
I would give extra assignments to get their grades up and also have to explain 
why some students could pass tests but had failing grades. This first step was 
a difficult one for me. I did not really understand the whole process, and I 
gave up the homework points practice reluctantly. To be certain, I was not yet 
ready to stop giving points for quizzes and projects! At this juncture, I naively 
thought the problem in my classroom was the points for homework. And I was 
fixing that. I still gave some homework and we still marked it, but it was con-
sidered formative, whatever that meant.

Year 2: From Points to Performance. During the second year, I began 
planning with another 7th grade history teacher. Yes, I finally cracked open 
the proverbial “closed door.” (You know the one: “This is my classroom, this is 
how I’ve always taught, and this is how I’m going to continue teaching with my 
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door closed.”) Once a week, this colleague and I got together during our plan-
ning time and mapped out where we were headed with our students that week. 
While we co-planned all year together, I also rewrote my assessments so that 
I was testing and grading to the district-provided standards to which we were 
both teaching based on the new lesson schema. My co-planner thought I was 
crazy to use only tests (not homework, participation, and behavior) to deter-
mine students’ grades, but because he saw the benefit of planning together, we 
at least continued to meet.

That year, I assigned my first project without any “points,” just grading to 
the standards and benchmarks. Before I gave my students the assignment, I 
called my friend Gerry Larson at district staff development for moral support. 
I said, “Let me make sure that I’ve got this straight. I am going to give more 
than 140 middle school students a project that will take about one week to 
complete, and I am not going to make it worth any points. What will motivate 
them if they cannot earn points?” Gerry calmly reminded me that I was scor-
ing to the benchmarks, not gathering (and taking away) points. As I hung up 
the phone, I felt a combination of emotions—fear, as well as a tinge of “Hey, 
something exciting is happening here.” As I look back on it, it was a very freeing 
feeling. I was beginning to emerge from my self-imposed reliance on points—
beginning to let the benchmarks guide not just my teaching but also students’ 
learning.

As I delivered the project instructions to my students, I broke out in a 
sweat. I had visions of my principal walking through the door and seeing my 
students completely off-task, standing on desks, singing, dancing, and totally 
out of control. I just knew I was going to get fired. And then, the epiphany: I 
had not been using the assessment process to improve student achievement; I 
had been using points to control student behavior.

And, wouldn’t you know it, my students appeared motivated to complete 
the assignment the same way they would have under the old points system. 
That is, some students produced exemplary projects, many completed the 
assignment satisfactorily, and a number of students performed unacceptably. 
Although I’d taken a critical step toward implementing the GANAG schema, 
I felt I was still teaching in much the same way I had before, except without 
the security blanket of “points,” I would need to make more changes before the 
level of my students’ learning truly transformed.

I created a rubric to assess students and guide their work to help them know 
what an incomplete, emerging, proficient, and exemplary project would look 
like. There would be no points assigned as “grade boosters” (e.g., points for 
presentation, timeliness, and so on). To my surprise, more students stayed on 

ADVANCE UNCORRECTED COPY—NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION



Teacher Voice: Gary Nunnally 19

pace with their projects, including the ones who would have disengaged ear-
lier. Students actually started seeking my feedback about their understandings 
of content because they were not distracted by collecting points along the way 
to the finished product. And, they were motivated to learn, not collect points.

This was the first time in eleven years that every student in class finished 
the project on time.

A Recovering Gradeaholic
I write today as a recovering gradeaholic. Ralph Waldo Emerson said, “Rings 
and other jewels are not gifts, but apologies. The only gift is a portion of thy-
self.” Giving “a portion of thyself” can mean many things for a teacher. One 
thing it definitely means is time.

I did not have more time than any other teacher. But as I employed the 
Big Four, I no longer spent the majority of my time grading every assignment, 
assigning numbers or points for completion, and taking off points for things 
like tardiness (and trying to figure out what percentage of points should 
be taken off if the assignment is one or two days late, one week late, etc.). 
Instead, I spent that time with my students, focusing on their learning and 
enjoying teaching as a planning, delivery, and assessment/feedback process. 
I also learned how to use scoring to the standards frequently as a reteaching 
tool. Consistently and systematically employing the Big Four to my teach-
ing allowed me to group my students during class, my strugglers and my high 
achievers, and provide substantial reteaching and enrichment based on their 
performance on the standards. Through the use of student self-assessment 
on the goal of the lesson, my students knew up front what it is they needed to 
know or do. Through the use of GANAG, the new schema, and the high-yield 
strategies, I was helping my students to become master learners. And, I used 
assessment and feedback strategies to motivate rather than discourage learn-
ing in my classroom. Yes!

I took the elimination of points a step further and began giving students 
quizzes that were not worth any points. Of course, my students would invari-
ably ask, “Mr. Nunnally, how much is number two worth? How many points 
should I take off for missing number three?” I would calmly reply that I did not 
want them to take any points off; I wanted them to understand what they had 
missed so they could make the necessary improvements. I would urge them to 
fill in the answer correctly, making sure they knew why they had missed it. I 
reminded students that the most successful people know what they know and 
what they do not know and work hard to learn what they do not know. This 
new way of grading was a continuous learning process for my kids. It took some 
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students longer to get it than others. Sometimes, in exasperation, I would tell 
students, “Fine, today’s quiz is worth 5,000 points,” or, “Take 100 points off 
if you miss number four!” Usually this helped to clarify the goal; it was about 
learning, not about accumulating more points for a final grade.

Just because I was not giving points for daily work, projects, and quizzes 
doesn’t mean that my students were not receiving feedback, nor does it mean 
that there were no points assigned for test performance. Since I was a basket-
ball coach, I would tell my students, “Friday night, the lights will be on, the 
town and the cheerleaders will be there, and we’ll be keeping score. In the 
meantime, continue to work hard at your preparation so you’ll be ready for 
your performance on the test.” Then, when the students got ready to take their 
exam, I no longer said, “Good luck.” Instead, I said, “I hope that you perform 
as well as you have prepared.” Invariably students would say, “So you want 
me to fail?” I would smile and calmly reply, “No, I want you to understand the 
importance of effort and preparation, and then I want your grade to simply be 
a reflection of your learning. I want what you learn in my class to help you be 
successful in life, not just social studies.” Student grades were improving as the 
semester went on, and I found that “It’s all about feedback; improvement is all 
about frequent feedback to ‘just-right’ standards and then instructional time 
to make improvements.”

Year 3: The Dip. During the third year of transformation, I accepted a new 
job in a different district, purely for family reasons. I was excited about the 
new job and about the district. But before too long, my excitement was drained 
by the teaching approach favored by my new school.

Remember the Wendy’s commercial featuring an elderly lady yelling, 
“Where’s the beef?” As I began preparing my lesson plans, I wanted to yell, 
“Where are the standards?” For two years, I had worked hard to reassess my 
teaching and create lesson plans that began with clearly stated standards and 
objectives. Now I had moved to a new district that expected me to teach the-
matically without a clear standards-based curriculum.

This expectation posed a new challenge. I worked hard to implement the 
expectations of my district while at the same time putting together a curric-
ulum document on my own. I understand the frustration of the teacher who 
doesn’t have a clear set of curriculum standards and objectives. I also realized 
the enormous value in having curriculum documents that didn’t just sit on the 
shelf, and when I found myself in a situation without a clear set of targets, I 
went to work creating them. My curriculum documents became a living doc-
ument, one that I would take notes on, revise, and continue to align with our 
state standards. Then, I could use my curriculum documents on a daily basis 
as I created my daily lessons, my varied assessments, and my record keeping. 
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I also worked to ensure that my formative assessments were aligned with 
the standards, and my feedback helped students make improvements on the 
standards.

A new addition to my pedagogy emerged: I asked to team with our media 
specialist. After a typical exam, I would spend the next day with the students 
who were not proficient in achieving the learning objectives. Our media spe-
cialist would provide enrichment activities and lessons for the students who 
had already performed at a proficient level on their learning objectives. For 
instance, at the time, I taught 7th grade world history. Our first unit was a 
geography unit. The students who performed at a proficient level got to make 
a “trading card” of a country, similar to baseball or football trading cards, com-
plete with fascinating facts about that country. I laminated the cards for them. 
I knew I was onto something when the students who had to retest (and, thus, 
had missed out on the enrichment activity) asked if they could make a card on 
their own and have me laminate it for them. I thought to myself, “This is inter-
esting; my students are asking me if they can do more school work and it isn’t 
even worth any points.” I would also note that there have been times that the 
media specialist was not able to team with me and I simply provided enrich-
ment and reteaching/retesting myself in my classroom. Now, this was a pro-
cess that was passing the Josh and Ellie test!

Year 4: The Lights Are On and the Town and the Cheerleaders Are 
Cheering. The fourth year of my transformation brought an amazing, and 
utterly unexpected, revelation: my principal came into the classroom to observe 
me, and I realized I was teaching the lesson the same way I would on any other 
day! For years I had fretted over my lesson when I knew my principal would be 
observing me. How could I make the lesson really exciting? How could I make 
sure my students were really engaged in their learning that day? Maybe they 
would have mercy on me, notice the principal was there, and at least act like 
they were interested and learning. Instead, during this fourth year, I made les-
son plans using the new schema, as I do every other day of the year, and taught 
the lesson without worrying about the presence of my principal; I had achieved 
a new pedagogical automaticity. There was nothing out of the ordinary about 
the lesson that day—just rich conversations with my students as we discussed 
and engaged in the learning process together. What a feeling!

The Resistance
When I changed districts during that third year of my transformation, part of my 
new job was to coach the school’s basketball team, with the clear expectation on 
my part (and the administration’s) that I was coming to build the program into 
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championship form. At the beginning of our first year together, the team and I 
established our theme for the basketball program: “New Season . . . New Dreams.” 
During that first year, people would frequently tell me, “You can’t do this; you 
can’t do that; we’ve never done it that way before.” I would then explain that 
one definition of insanity is to do things the way they’ve always been done and 
expect different results. In other words, if they expected different results from 
the basketball team, as I did, then we really did need to make this a new season 
with new dreams and work hard to achieve them. The resistance to the trans-
formation in my classroom had been no less intense.

I remember realizing that when I truly started adhering to the Big Four 
principles, my classroom experience became much more intense. It reminded 
me of the intensity of a well-planned and executed basketball practice. As the 
teacher, I really was ultimately responsible for how my students did. No longer 
would grades be “padded” by daily work and extra credit. My students’ grades 
would simply reflect their learning. Now that I was assessing to the standards, 
I could pinpoint where students were struggling and determine if I needed 
to make changes to my curriculum documents, my instructional planning or 
delivery, or perhaps my formative assessments. If my students were failing, 
they were not learning; and if they were not learning, it was my job to help 
them improve their learning! No longer could I think or say, “Well, if the stu-
dent would just turn in his or her homework. . . .”

Meet the Parents
Back in year 2, members of my 7th grade team asked me to come to a meet-
ing to compile a list of our students who were failing. We would mail a letter 
home to parents advising them that their child was failing. Then they would 
receive a mid-quarter report that invariably showed their child was still fail-
ing. We followed up in both cases to make sure the parents had received the 
notices, ensuring that they and the students were advised before receiving the 
final quarter grade.

Now, what educator or parent can deny the importance of maintaining 
open communication with parents? It is certainly important that parents are 
properly apprised of their child’s standing in class. My point is not to knock my 
team members’ efforts at communication. But these were conversations about 
points, and lack of points, rather than conversations about student learning.

When I informed my team members that, in fact, I did not have any failing 
students (for the first time in 10 years of teaching middle and high school stu-
dents), I was met with a combination of disbelief and scorn. (“Nunnally must 
really be lowering his standards!”) My alienation was only compounded when 
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the team replied, “That’s OK, just come and write letters to the parents of the 
kids who have zeroes for not turning in assignments,” and I had to tell them 
that I didn’t have any students with zeroes. (These days, my students process 
all of their assignments in an individual notebook, which is a work in progress. 
They can always go back and add to their notes and improve their learning.) 
When I look back on these experiences, I realize that although they were moti-
vated by good intentions, all of the meetings and notifications were just smoke 
and mirrors—a replacement for real learning and progress.

Given my experiences, I can appreciate the importance of implementing 
change in a team environment with administrative support. At the time, I was 
alone among my colleagues, trying to make massive changes to my pedagogy 
alone. How empowering it is to be at a school where my principal is an instruc-
tional leader, encouraging positive changes that are based on sound research-
based principles.

Many people have asked me about the response my students’ parents have 
had to my Big Four transformation. In the past, I was always nervous about 
parent–teacher conferences. How would the parents respond to their child 
failing? What would they think of the zeroes their child had received and the 
resultant effect on her overall grade? Well, by the end of the second year of the 
transformation, I was looking forward to parent–teacher conferences. Just as 
I did in the classroom, I made the focus of the conference the child’s learning 
(or lack thereof ) rather than a discussion of the many points needed to make 
a grade. With their grades now determined by learning tied to specific stan-
dards, the entire process of teaching and learning held so much more integ-
rity for me, for the student, and for the parents, which opened up a whole new 
realm of communication in parent–teacher conferences.

Low-Performing Students
Let me write for a moment about the low-performing student who has been 
caught in a cycle of failure. Not only have that child’s parents heard the same 
report from every teacher, but they have probably heard the same report year 
after year after year: “Lee won’t turn in assignments and has numerous zeroes 
for late papers, and this has resulted in a lowering of his grade.” Imagine the 
moment when these parents sit across from me: I show them a report that 
focuses on their child’s demonstration of learning and explain that their child 
has earned a C or a B—or sometimes even an A.

The response from parents has certainly differed. Some have raised their 
lowered eyes and asked incredulously, “Are you sure this is Lee’s grade?” Some 
have almost broken down in tears. Others have responded that their child 
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“just likes your class.” To which I invariably reply, “That cannot be. Remem-
ber, I teach history!” For some parents, after seeing how my class is set up, the 
response is, “Wow, my child would have to try not to pass your course. You tell 
them up front what they need to know and be able to do, teach them the impor-
tance of effort and tracking their progress on specific learning goals, provide 
feedback every day to them on their learning goals, formally provide feedback 
through the use of formative assessments, and provide an opportunity for 
retesting when they fall short on a specific standard!” (Yes!)

Teaming with the Special Education Department
Another benefit of utilizing the Big Four was the efficiency created working 
with our special education department. These are teachers who are heroically 
trying to guide their students through the myriad of expectations and school 
work in multiple classes. For some, I think it is about helping their students 
“do school better.” By varying assessments, we were truly able to individualize 
their learning and help them learn at a progressing level. My final year in the 
classroom I had five students with special needs in one class period. Toward 
the end of the year, our special education director stopped by and asked to see 
my fifth period roster. She was astonished when she found out 25 percent of 
my class had special needs and I didn’t have another teacher in my classroom, 
and I wasn’t experiencing the same classroom management issues with these 
students that some teachers found. For the entire semester I had patiently 
worked with these five students to help them understand that it wasn’t about 
“doing school right” in my classroom. It truly was about their learning and that 
ultimately their grade was based on how well they learned. It was very satis-
fying that, by the end of the year, four of these five students began coming to 
me for extra help, asking questions, seeking my feedback on their notebooks, 
and correcting mistakes in their notebooks as they prepared for their forma-
tive and summative assessments. And, finally, they realized that they could not 
raise their grade by turning in more assignments or doing extra credit work; in 
order to improve their grade, they had to improve their learning. I had hoped 
the fifth would eventually come along, but excessive absences and major per-
sonal issues prevented him from receiving the instruction and teaching he 
needed to be able to pass; he was able to get support in other ways. I have to 
admit that prior to my implementation of the Big Four, many more students 
would have, and did, fail my courses.
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High-Performing Students
Does anyone else have high school students who miss multiple days of school, 
especially in the springtime with the multitude of sports and activities? For 
me, many of these students were high-performing students involved in a vari-
ety of activities. In the past, these students would have frustratingly asked 
what they had to do to get caught up, or the classic “I am going to be gone the 
next two days—are we doing anything?” Now that I had successfully imple-
mented the Big Four, these students would access the lesson and their history, 
economics, or government textbook online and begin processing their learning 
in their notebooks; in some cases, they could access video from a lesson so they 
could follow along, guided by the class and my direct instruction. They would 
write their learning goal at the top of their page and then begin accessing their 
prior knowledge. After reading and applying new information by practicing or 
applying a thinking skill, the students would summarize and score their learn-
ing. When they returned to school, I didn’t have to hunt them down to make 
sure they did their schoolwork. Instead, these students would seek me out to 
provide some feedback, either verbally or through in-class scoring with the 
focus on their learning of the standards.

I am struck by the reminder that every student who walked through my 
door is someone’s Josh or Ellie. If, as educators, we know that there are certain 
methods proven to improve student achievement, and we use them to imple-
ment these changes in our own classrooms, we are able to make the difference 
in our students’ lives that we all seek to do. Every child who passes through our 
doors deserves our very best efforts; they are all equally deserving of lessons, 
assessments, and feedback that pass the Josh and Ellie test.

Today
When I ask teachers, “What is one strategy you use to improve students learn-
ing?” I get a variety of reasonable responses such as improved note taking, bet-
ter home life, technology, and so forth. The problem is that I can’t necessarily 
affect these areas. I encourage them to focus on those things they can control 
as they work to improve the learning of all of their students. My response is 
that if I could do one thing, I would be a one-on-one tutor for all of my stu-
dents. Short of that, I would work to employ the Big Four to share clear learn-
ing objectives based on standards, students’ consistent and systematic use 
of high-yield strategies, varied formative and summative assessment, and 
feedback to the standards. Every day, every child, I am helping each student 
become a master learner.
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