
Alternative Assessment Reading and Writing 

1. Objectives 

● Evaluate online job applications using peer editing checklists to offer feedback 

suggestions and engage in critical review of the work while demonstrating a clear 

understanding of the text in order to diagnose problems and suggest solutions. 

● Identify an author’s implicit opinions on job-related applications by commenting 

on peers’ job application responses in the checklist. 

● Complete the job application form using the appropriate mechanics of writing to 

describe job-related skills, work experience, and career goals. 

● Revise the job application form using the feedback from the peer editing 

checklist. 

2. Target Test takers  

This assessment is considered to be an extension of the previous listening and speaking 

assessment, therefore the information about target test takers is the same. The test-takers have 

varying L1, including Spanish, Arabic, Bengali, Kannada, Pashto, French, and Kirundi. They 

also have diverse educational, cultural, and professional backgrounds. Their goals vary in that 

they are seeking support in career exploration, setting goals for post-secondary education 

options, workforce training, and credential evaluation to continue on a track toward their prior 

careers.   

Students' ages are between eighteen to eighty, their educational levels range from 

disrupted education, completion of high school, earned technical or trade certifications, 

bachelor's, master’s, Ph.D. degrees, or a combination. An example of some of the prior careers 



are ophthalmologists, engineers, journalists, educators, nurses, administrators in government 

ministries, business owners, etc. Still, others had limited opportunities for a gainful job or career 

possibilities due to the economy, war, or other atrocities experienced in their home countries.  

Per the Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) Skill Level 

Descriptors, which is the district's mandated assessment aligned with the Texas Education 

Agency—as well as federal and state guidelines—the test-takers are currently in a high 

intermediate to advanced level. Some descriptors include in terms of employability:  

Can function independently in survival and social and work situations; can clarify general 

meaning and communicate on the telephone on familiar topics. Understands routine 

work-related conversations. Can handle work that involves following oral and simple 

written instructions and interacting with the public. Can perform reading and writing 

tasks, such as most logs, reports, and forms, with reasonable accuracy to meet work 

needs. (CASAS, 2021, Section D)  

3. Constructs and Skills to be Assessed 

This assessment is designed to measure a student’s ability to comprehend application 

questions and use appropriate language in their responses when filling out the online job 

application.  

The learners’ interactive reading skills will be assessed in how they identify and respond 

to relevant features within the job application questions and peer responses. Additionally, using a 

variety of reading strategies (scanning, skimming) to analyze the effectiveness of their partner’s 

answers. For instance, the second portion of the assessment requires a more interactive reading 

approach since it requires students to read their partner’s answers to the situational questions to 

complete a peer assessment. 



The assessment also requires intensive and responsive writing skills. Students are 

expected to produce appropriate contextual (job-related) vocabulary, and correct grammatical 

features up to the length of a sentence when responding to the application questions. They are 

also expected to incorporate clear main ideas in paragraph-length responses while exercising 

some freedom of choice in the expression of opinion (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2018).  

4. Description of Assessment 

a. Direction 

This assessment takes place in a classroom setting. Test-takers will log in to the online 

application following the Google Form link provided by the instructor for two hours on a 

Monday morning. Test-takers will respond to the job application questions by selecting answers 

with drop-down or multiple-choice options. They will also reply with short answers when 

required.  Questions will be set up logically to bypass non-relevant items. Test-takers will 

respond to the final page containing situational questions that require longer paragraph-length 

answers. Once the test takers are finished with the application, they must submit their responses 

via email by the end of the class. 

The following class day, the test-takers will be assigned to partners at the same level, e.g., 

high intermediate learners will be paired together (Topping, 2009). Then the students will be told 

to fill out the peer assessment checklist in 10 to 15 minutes so that they can provide revisional 

guidance for each other’s job applications. The teacher can model the peer assessment process 

with a sample response. The teacher will show the students the rubric that will be used to 

evaluate their second draft, then the students will revise the application according to the checklist 



that their partner completed and submit the second draft. They will receive the results a week 

later. 

b. What the Assessment Looks Like 

This assessment is an online job application accessed via Google Forms. In order to 

maintain authenticity and provide learners with relevant information, the online application is 

based on the State of Texas Application for Employment used by the Texas Workforce 

Commission (2016). The assessment is also computer-based to more realistically match the 

target language use tasks required when filling out a job application online (Zhi & Huang, 2021). 

Some questions that contained sensitive personally identifiable information were omitted from 

the online form to protect the students as they could easily demonstrate an understanding by 

answering similar questions. The application is divided into seven pages with approximately 70 

questions total. Each page follows the natural flow of a standard job application by focusing on 

questions typically grouped like personal information, work preferences, education, employment 

history, and equal employment opportunity. The final page contains situational questions that 

require longer, paragraph-length answers. The second portion of the assessment requires students 

to read their partner’s responses to complete a peer assessment. 

The peer editing checklist would also be included in this assessment (Table 1). The first 

six “yes or no” questions focus on the different aspects of writing skills, while the last one is for 

the peer editor to give a more comprehensive review of the applicant’s job application responses. 

Students will use this checklist to aid them in revising the job application. 

Table 1 



Peer Editing Checklist 

 Yes No Not Sure 

Q1. Does the applicant answer all the questions 

from sections 1-6 relevantly? 

   

Q2. Is the main idea clear in the responses to the 

situational questions in section 7? 

   

Q3. Does the applicant use specific examples to 

support his/her responses logically to the 

situational questions in section 7? 

   

Q4. Does the application include previously 

learned technical vocabulary (accomplish, 

obstacle, cooperative, etc.)? 

   

Q5. Do the application responses show an 

abundance of (more than three) grammar errors? 

   

Q6. Is punctuation appropriately used in the 

application? 

   

Provide your overall evaluation of this application 

in no more than 3 sentences below, be positive 

and constructive. 

   

Comment:_____________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

c. How It Will be Administered 

The nature of this assessment is formative, as the information obtained from the mock job 

application will allow teachers to adjust or extend their instruction to help students reach their 

goals (Solano-Flores, 2016, p. 104). However, in order to avoid measurement errors that may be 

caused by a lack of experience with technology or job applications, this assessment will be 



administered closer to the end of a unit of instruction. Thus, the learners would have ample 

preparation for the assessment (Solano-Flores, 2016, p. 7). On the day of the assessment, each 

student will be provided a laptop and given the link to the application with a brief description of 

the assessment. However, much of their guidance will come from reading the actual directions 

on the application. They will need to input their email address to properly submit their 

application once they are finished, which will send their responses to the teacher/administrator. 

They will be given two hours to complete the application before they are guided through the peer 

review portion of the assessment. Since the test will be taken by a diverse group of ELLs—some 

of whom may not have prior work experience to input into the application—it is especially 

important to ensure fairness by not deducting points based on a student’s lack of answers in 

certain fields, e.g., previous employer’s contact information. However, it will be impressed upon 

students that the situational questions should be answered hypothetically instead of actual 

experience-based answers. 

d. How It Will be Scored 

The students will be graded on the completed peer editing checklist and their revised 

second draft of the application. As Bookhart (2009) pointed out, utilizing multiple measures 

would strengthen the validity of teachers’ decisions. For the peer editing checklist, the questions 

listed indirectly link to the peer editor/student’s reading skills. For example, question 2 asked the 

editor if they can find the main ideas in the applicant’s responses, which assess the editor’s 

ability to skim through the texts. Whereas question 4 requires the editor to locate the specific 

information by scanning the responses. We could also argue that the last comment section 

assesses the editor’s summarizing skill since they need to give constructive, positive feedback in 

three sentences. As for the second draft, students will be evaluated in both their writing skills and 



reading comprehension. According to Brown and Abeywickrama (2018), analytic scoring 

provides a more positive washback to learners’ writing. Therefore, we will be utilizing analytic 

rubrics (Table 2) for this assessment. Given the fact that auto-correct is often implemented in 

computer applications, spelling would not be included in the rubrics. The other five areas 

involved are listening comprehension, text organization, grammar, vocabulary, and coherency. 

Listening comprehension examines if the learners comprehend the application questions as well 

as their peer’s responses. Text organization and coherency scrutinize the quality of the learners’ 

writing. The rubric also considers if students present accurate grammar and professional 

vocabulary in their responses. Raters can leave extra feedback for learners if they feel the need 

to. 

Table 2 

Rubrics for Job Application 

 Effectively 

Prepared 

Somewhat 

Prepared 

Need more Practice Extra 

Feedback 

Reading 

Comprehension 

The student 

employs reading 

strategies 

(skimming, 

scanning) to 

accurately 

evaluate the 

peer’s job 

application. The 

student also 

responds to all 

the job 

application 

questions 

appropriately. 

The student 

somewhat 

accurately 

evaluates the 

peer’s job 

application. 

And/or the 

student responds 

to part of the job 

application 

questions 

appropriately. 

The student 

insufficiently 

evaluates the peer’s 

job application (over 

count/undercount 

the peer’s grammar 

error). And/or the 

student responds to 

most of the job 

application 

questions 

inappropriately. 

 



Text 

Organization 

The student’s 

application 

responses are 

organized, the 

main ideas in 

different answers 

are clear, and use 

specific 

examples to 

support the 

responses. 

The student’s 

application 

responses are 

mostly 

organized, some 

of the main ideas 

in different 

answers are 

clear, and use 

examples to 

support the 

responses.  

The student’s 

application 

responses are 

unorganized, few of 

the main ideas in 

different answers are 

clear, and use no 

examples to support 

the responses. 

 

Coherency The student’s job 

application 

responses utilize 

various cohesive 

devices to 

connect 

sentences, the 

text is easy to 

read and logical. 

The student’s job 

application 

responses utilize 

some cohesive 

devices to 

connect 

sentences, the 

text is mostly 

easy to read and 

may lack some 

logic.  

The student’s job 

application 

responses utilize 

little to no cohesive 

devices to connect 

sentences, the text is 

incomprehensible.  

 

Grammar The student’s 

application 

responses are 

free of grammar 

error, use of 

punctuation is 

accurate. 

 

The student’s 

application 

responses consist 

of some basic 

grammar errors, 

use of 

punctuation is 

somewhat 

accurate. 

The student’s 

application 

responses consist of 

multiple basic and 

complex grammar 

errors, use of 

punctuation is 

mostly incorrect. 

 

Vocabulary The student uses 

previously taught 

technical 

vocabulary and 

any lexical items 

learned from 

outside of the 

classroom 

contextually and 

flawlessly. 

The student uses 

previously taught 

technical 

vocabulary and 

any lexical items 

learned from 

outside of the 

classroom 

contextually but 

with some flaws 

The student seldom 

uses previously 

taught technical 

vocabulary and/or 

any outside-of-the-

classroom lexical 

items. If he/she 

does, it would be 

decontextualized 

and/or flawed. 
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Appendix 

Job Application Form 

 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScqMJUmF4Ixh8BRsXXC0a8W0nsvZXmfO1bqmz6ylGFDKRGjqg/viewform?usp=sf_link

