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Introduction

Teacher preparation programs (TPP) continue to enhance the
clinical practice component of their programs, recognizing
the value of a rich, school-site experience while preservice
teachers are enrolled in coursework. To strengthen the field-
work component of TPPs, TPPs have not only increased time
spent in the field but also have transitioned to more collab-
orative models for learning how to teach, with coteaching as
one such model. Coteaching during the clinical experience
consists of a preservice and inservice teacher collaborating
on planning, instructing, assessing, and engaging in reflec-
tive dialogue to support K—12 student learning, which may
result in the professional growth of both teachers. Research
shows variety in the extent to which the coteaching model is
implemented in line with the intent of the model with TPPs
continuing their efforts to better support coteaching imple-
mentation to achieve greater levels of collaboration (Gallo-
Fox & Stegeman, 2019; Guise et al., 2017; Soslau, Gallo-Fox,
& Scantlebury, 2018).

At our institution—a postbaccalaureate 1-year credential
program—we have embraced the coteaching model and offer
implementation support in the form of quarterly pair work-
shops, a coteaching website, and twice-a-month newsletters.
Although these supports are grounded in the feedback from
previous coteachers and yearlong research studies (Guise
etal.,2016,2017), we noticed that most of our supports were

less of an immediate “intervention” and often informed our
work with future coteaching pairs rather than the pairs we
were currently supporting. The purpose of this article is to
show our attempt to better gauge in real-time coteaching
implementation and how a TPP could provide more immedi-
ate support. For 5 years, we had administered a weekly cote-
aching reflection survey that all secondary preservice
teachers completed each week of their clinical experience,
reflecting on how they implemented coplanning, coinstruct-
ing, and coassessing during that week. For the purpose of
data analysis for the research described here, we developed
and piloted “ideal” benchmarks for the coteaching reflection
survey questions and analyzed the data in respect to these
benchmarks to see how close we were meeting these ideals.
We arrived at these benchmarks by considering (a) the
amount of time spent at the school site each quarter, (b) the
roles and responsibilities of the preservice teacher, and (c)
high-leverage coteaching practices as defined by previous
research.
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We begin with a review of research on coteaching, identi-
fying benefits and challenges, variation in implementation,
and methodologies used to research and evaluate implemen-
tation. Then, we provide background on our TPP and the
weekly reflection data collected, describing how we ana-
lyzed these data. We report the data according to the ideal
benchmarks, presenting these data for the entire cohort of
secondary preservice teachers and by individual disciplines
before providing detailed case studies for two pairs within
the English cohort. Finally, we provide recommendations for
other TPPs who may want to use a similar coteaching reflec-
tion survey as a quick indicator of pair implementation and
explain where targeted supports (such as providing examples
of high-leverage coteaching practices and supporting pairs to
co-reflect on implementation) can be provided in real time.

Literature Review

Background on Coteaching and Prior Research

Coteaching has its origins in special education, with pioneers
such as Cook and Friend (1995) explicating the model of a
general and special education teacher collaborating in plan-
ning, instruction, and assessment to meet K—12 student
needs. TPPs have adapted the coteaching model for the clini-
cal experience with the pairing of a preservice and inservice
teacher, with some TPPs pairing two or more preservice
teachers with one inservice teacher (Beers, 2005; Tobin &
Roth, 2005). When coteaching, it is important for coteachers
to explicitly discuss the teaching role they will assume dur-
ing each lesson and allow each teacher to bring their unique
strengths and areas of interest to coteaching (Tobin & Roth,
2005).

Coteaching has been defined as when both the preservice
and inservice teacher engage in student learning at all times
through daily coplanning, coinstructing, and coassessing
(Bacharach et al., 2010; Badiali & Titus, 2010; Guise et al.,
2017). Coplanning includes coteachers discussing, revising
existing, and/or creating new lesson plans, activities, and
assessments and this coplanning often occurs during a desig-
nated planning period. Coinstructing is when coteachers are
involved in the teaching of the lesson, implementing coin-
structional strategies (e.g., one teach/one assist, team teach-
ing, parallel). Coassessing includes coteachers analyzing and
discussing student assessment results and/or reflecting on a
cotaught lesson and establishing next steps for instruction.

Studies have found positive gains for the learning of K—12
students (Beers, 2008; Scantlebury et al., 2008), including
gains on high-stakes exams in cotaught versus noncotaught
classrooms (Bacharach et al., 2010). Additional student ben-
efits include “enhanced instruction, rather than just a second
set of hands” (Beninghof, 2015, p. 13). By drawing on exper-
tise of each member of the pair and strategically using this
expertise when planning, instructing, and assessing, coteach-
ers can better support struggling students, implement a

variety of scaffolds, and differentiate instruction (Beninghof,
2015; Heckert et al., 2013; Mandel & Eiserman, 2015;
Murdock et al., 2015; C. A. Tomlinson, 2015).

Research has also examined the affordances for preser-
vice and inservice teachers. Researchers have concluded that
by engaging in all facets of coteaching (coplanning, coin-
structing, and coassessing), coteachers have an opportunity
to reflect on a shared experience and grow professionally
through collaboration (Beers, 2008; Scantlebury et al., 2008).
Furthermore, research has shown that coteaching can facili-
tate development of critical reflection skills (Murphy &
Carlisle, 2008).

Variation in Coteaching Implementation

Research indicates that coteaching pairs fall on a continuum
from more traditional interactions—with the inservice
teacher as a “supervisor of practica” (Borko & Mayfield,
1995, p. 9) overseeing the field experience as an evaluator/
superior rather than a mentor (Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Koerner
etal., 2002)—to embracing increased partnership and mutual
engagement (Gallo-Fox & Stegeman, 2019; Guise et al.,
2017; Soslau, Gallo-Fox, & Scantlebury, 2018). Although
increased partnership and mutual engagement are a goal of
coteaching, contributing factors such as power differential
and limited opportunities for genuine dialogue and collabo-
ration may prohibit pairs from achieving this outcome.

To achieve higher levels of collaboration, research suggests
that pairs work toward dismantling the power differential to
create space for learning through collaboration (Guise et al.,
2016, 2021; Scantlebury, 2005; Soslau, Gallo-Fox, &
Scantlebury, 2018). Research on mentoring during the field
experience recommends that when inservice teachers embrace
dual roles (i.e., mentor and learner; Soslau, Gallo-Fox, &
Scantlebury, 2018), the power differential can be disrupted. In
a recent study, Rabin (2020) described how coteaching pairs
cultivated caring relationships through recognizing and
addressing power dynamics in the coteaching model.
Implementing effective mentoring practices such as support
and autonomy; opportunities for genuine dialogue (Scantlebury
et al., 2008; Thompson & Schademan, 2019); collaborative
planning, teaching, and reflecting (P. D. Tomlinson et al.,
2010); and building reciprocity allow both teachers’ voice and
professional growth (Ambrosetti & Dekkers, 2010; Valencia
et al., 2009). Tobin and Roth (2005) elaborate on the inclusion
of both preservice and inservice teachers’ voice through the
use of critical inquiries and equal opportunities to contribute in
dialogue, especially in the area of coplanning.

Measuring Coteaching Implementation and Data-
Driven Change

When researching coteaching implementation, data collected
primarily include interviews with coteaching pairs and video
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footage of coplanning and coassessing sessions or coinstruct-
ing. A few research studies have made use of preservice
teacher reflections to capture coteaching in situ (see Guise
et al., 2016 and Soslau, Kotch-Jester, et al., 2018). To docu-
ment coinstructing and the use of huddles—short, focused
meetings between coteachers during a lesson—Soslau,
Kotch-Jester, et al. (2018) had preservice teachers maintain a
self-reported huddle log. This log included identifying every
time a huddle occurred and then selecting one huddle to
reflect upon for the week. Preservice teachers noted when
and why the huddle occurred, who initiated the huddle, what
the focus was of the huddle, and how the huddle informed
future instruction. Rabin (2020) made use of video-recorded
observations and debrief sessions in which coteachers
reflected on cotaught lessons and discussed ways to improve
collaboration. Although the huddle logs and video footage
did not inform the TPPs’ immediate pair support, these stud-
ies are examples of repeated self-reported data that help a
TPP learn more about coteaching implementation.

The field of data-driven instruction and improvement sci-
ence may provide guidance to TPPs interested in having
coteaching data inform immediate coteaching support.
Although data-driven instruction is geared toward K-12
classroom teachers developing a process where analysis of
student data informs instructional decision-making (Sindelar,
2003), TPPs could also engage in data analysis of coteaching
to inform pair support. Drawing on Sindelar’s (2003) recom-
mendations of a data-driven cycle where teachers identify
patterns in understanding and misunderstanding for individ-
uals, subgroups, and the whole class, TPPs could similarly
adopt a data-driven reflection cycle specific to coteaching
implementation. The benefits to TPPs engaging in a data-
driven cycle include providing targeted support, implement-
ing learning interventions, and improving effectiveness
through reflection and fine-tuning (Brunner et al., 2005;
Halverson et al., 2007).

Similar to data-driven instruction, the field of improve-
ment science could prove useful to TPPs looking to enhance
coteaching implementation. Improvement science is defined
as the science of applying knowledge to effect improvement
in a sector, such as business, industry, health care, or educa-
tion (Langley et al., 2009; Lewis, 2015). Once a need for
improvement has been identified, Langley et al. (2009)
delineate three necessary questions one must answer in their
model of improvement framework: “What are we trying to
accomplish? How will we know that a change is an improve-
ment? What changes can we make that will result in an
improvement?” (p. 5). During the improvement cycle, it is
vital to collect feedback from stakeholders to determine
whether improvement is actually occurring (Langley et al.,
2009). To establish and maintain effective feedback loops,
project staff typically create a formal reporting cycle as well
as informal collaboration and learning opportunities. The
goal of the feedback loops is to provide timely feedback to
address implementation challenges in a responsive and

efficient manner. Within education, and TPPs in particular,
improvement science can assist in identification of areas of
improvement, feedback collection and analysis, and the
resulting modifications to facilitate continued change. For
coteaching implementation specifically, TPPs could make a
small change to coteaching support and then study through
ongoing data collection the impact of such change.

Our Study

Building on prior coteaching research, the purpose of this
article is to explore how a TPP could better gauge coteaching
implementation and provide more immediate support.
Through the administration of a weekly coteaching reflection
survey and the identification of ideal benchmarks for imple-
mentation, we explored the following research questions:

Research Question 1: To what extent are coteaching
pairs within and across disciplines able to achieve the
coteaching ideal benchmarks?

Research Question 2: What patterns in implementation
are evident in pairs meeting or not meeting these bench-
marks? Do the benchmarks correspond with the nature of
coteaching described by the preservice teachers?
Research Question 3: How might these implementation
patterns inform TPP support provided to pairs?

Method

Teaching Context

The TPP for this study was a secondary postbaccalaureate
credential program in the United States. During this study,
44 preservice teachers were enrolled, including English,
history/social science, math, and science teachers.
Preservice teachers enrolled in three quarters of course-
work and completed a yearlong clinical experience at a
middle/high school. Each preservice teacher worked with
an inservice teacher, and a university supervisor (univer-
sity faculty or a retired teacher) observed the preservice
teacher on 12 occasions.

During Quarter 1 (fall quarter), preservice teachers were at
their school site all day on Tuesdays and Thursdays and were
actively involved in coinstructing and supporting small groups
of student learning. For the second quarter (winter quarter),
preservice teachers were at their school site every day for two
full periods and one planning period. In Quarter 2, preservice
teachers collaborated on planning, instructing, and assessing.
For the third and final quarter (spring), preservice teachers
were at their school site all day, every day, and continued to
collaborate on planning, instructing, and assessing.

At the time of this study (2019-2020 academic year),
coteaching had been implemented by the TPP for over 5
years. During the 2019-2020 academic year, preservice
teachers were placed within six districts. Approximately
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Table 1. Coteaching Reflection Data by Quarter.

No. of preservice No. of Average reflections per
Quarter teachers reflections preservice teacher
Fall 2019 41 455 .1
Winter 2020 39 322 83

67% of the inservice teachers had hosted a previous year
under the coteaching model and 11% were alumni of the TPP
and had experienced the coteaching model during their own
clinical experience. District administrators supported the
coteaching model and this model mirrored their own school-
site collaborative efforts, including professional learning
communities (PLCs), critical friends as a part of project-
based learning, and coteaching between a general educator
and special education educator.

Coteaching pair support included quarterly workshops,
coteaching newsletters emailed twice-a-month to supple-
ment workshops, and a coteaching website with resources
(e.g., tips for coplanning efficiently, characteristics of effec-
tive coinstructing). A previous yearlong research study on
coteaching implementation at the TPP—including inter-
views and survey data from pairs—as well as coteaching
research from the field informed the content and format of
the provided supports. Coteaching pairs were not made
aware of the ideal benchmarks prior to coteaching. We chose
not to share the benchmarks with pairs because this was the
TPP’s first attempt at piloting the benchmarks for the pur-
pose of data analysis and we wanted to be confident in the
utility of the benchmarks before sharing with pairs.

Data Collection

Data collected included a weekly coteaching reflection sur-
vey that preservice teachers completed at the end of each
week of the clinical experience. The weekly coteaching
reflection was an online survey that consisted of six sections
with questions pertaining to the general experience in the
clinical practice for that week as well as coteaching-specific
questions related to coplanning, coinstructing, and coassess-
ing implementation. Survey questions included a mix of
open-ended questions (e.g., What was your most memorable
moment this week? What was your biggest challenge this
week? Please provide a specific example of how coteaching
was implemented. If coteaching was not implemented, what
was a barrier to implementation?) and closed-ended ques-
tions (e.g., Approximately how much time was spent coplan-
ning? Coinstructing? Coassessing?). Preservice teachers
were introduced to this weekly reflection during program
orientation. See the appendix for the complete weekly cote-
aching reflection survey.

Weekly coteaching reflections were collected for each
quarter of the three-quarter program. We chose to collect
reflections by quarter as each quarter of the clinical

experience varied in terms of the number of hours spent in
the field and the expectations for coteacher roles. As preser-
vice teachers progressed through the clinical experience,
they took on more leadership in planning, instructing, and
assessing while still being encouraged to collaborate with
their coteacher throughout all phases. For the purpose of this
study, we decided to omit spring quarter reflection data
because spring quarter occurred during the pandemic when
school districts transitioned to virtual instruction. Although
we still collected the weekly reflections, we adjusted the
prompts to be specific to virtual teaching. Having different
prompts and the nature of the pandemic itself made it diffi-
cult to compare spring reflection data to the previous two
quarters.

Table 1 shows the number of reflections submitted by dis-
cipline for fall and winter. If a preservice teacher submitted
three or fewer reflections per quarter, their reflections were
omitted from the data set. For fall, three preservice teachers
were omitted, and in winter, five were omitted. In total, 41 of
the 44 preservice teachers submitted a combined 777 reflec-
tions, for an average of 9.7 reflections submitted per preser-
vice teacher. Participants submitted fewer reflections in
winter with a noticeable decline in survey responses observed
in late February. The decline may be attributed to rising anxi-
ety and concerns about the COVID-19 pandemic, which
became common themes in the qualitative data collected
during that time.

The weekly reflection survey had been implemented for 5
years prior to this study and was updated annually to refine
the questions in hopes of collecting data that could be more
easily interpreted. Survey items included in the analysis of
this study had remained the same since the 2017-2018 aca-
demic year. Although the survey instrument had not been
validated outside of this research context, similar responses
were elicited from cohorts in years prior. The alpha reliabil-
ity coefficient of our instrument across three cohorts
(2017/2018-2019/2020) and 4,120 reflection responses was
.74, suggesting an acceptable level of internal consistency
(Taber, 2018).

Once completed by the preservice teacher, this survey was
automatically emailed to both the content-specific advisor
and university supervisor working with the preservice teacher.
Although the advisor and supervisor would read the reflec-
tions and often respond via email to the preservice teacher
with reactions or advice, prior to this research study there had
not been a program-wide review of the data. Coteaching
implementation data had been routinely collected for over 5
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Table 2. Benchmark for Each Component and Quarter of Coteaching.

Fall quarter

Reflection question® benchmark (%)

Winter quarter
benchmark (%)

Rationale

Approximately how much time 25
was spent coplanning?

Approximately how much time 75
was spent coinstructing?

Approximately how much time 50

was spent coassessing?

50

75

75

For fall quarter, preservice teachers were at the school
site twice a week. There was one planning period a
day, so we would expect to see collaboration in two
planning periods a week, consisting of about 20% of
the inservice teacher’s overall teaching schedule. For
winter quarter, the number of planning periods was
doubled because the preservice teacher was at the
school site every day.

As the coinstructional strategy of one teach/one
assist was included on the weekly reflection, we
would expect to see the majority of instruction each
quarter utilizing one of the coinstructional strategies.
However, there were opportunities within the
coteaching model for strategic solo time, so we would
not expect 100% of pair time spent coinstructing.

Regardless of whether the pair was coplanning or
coinstructing, we hoped the pair consistently engaged
in collaborative reflection.

3For each question, possible responses included 0%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100%.

years, but a system had not been established for analyzing
these data that would allow the data to inform program
improvement. In the section that follows, we describe the pro-
cess for establishing the ideal benchmarks, which were used
for data analysis.

Arriving at the Benchmarks

Our research team wanted to explore whether establishing
benchmarks for certain coteaching reflection questions could
help us to quickly identify pairs that were aligned with the
coteaching model versus those who were implementing a
more traditional “sink or swim” model. We first identified
which reflection questions lent themselves to benchmarks
and chose the three quantitative questions pertaining to per-
centage of time engaging in the three components of cote-
aching (i.e., coplanning, coinstructing, and coassessing) and
the inservice teacher’s openness to new ideas. One reason for
selecting these questions was because they directly aligned
with previous research on coteaching. Although previous
research has not explicitly identified a percentage of time
engaged in these three components of coteaching, this
research does emphasize the importance of collaborative
planning, teaching, and reflection (P. D. Tomlinson et al.,
2010) and building reciprocity and space for both teachers’
voices (Ambrosetti & Dekkers, 2010; Valencia et al., 2009).
Within the coteaching model, there is also a need for space
for mentoring that includes collaboration and autonomy
(Scantlebury et al., 2008; Thompson & Schademan, 2019).
Given these identified characteristics of effective coteaching,
when determining percentage of time, we knew that the goal
was not 100% coteaching but that intentional opportunities

for solo time and preservice teacher in lead were also impor-
tant to the model.

In addition to these characteristics identified in previous
studies, our research team took into consideration contextual
factors that affected the quantity of time engaged in each
coteaching component. Therefore, we established different
benchmarks for fall and winter because preservice teachers
spent more time in the field during winter and their roles and
responsibilities looked different when compared with fall.
Table 2 identifies ideal benchmarks for each coteaching
component and quarter with a rationale explaining the con-
textual factors that informed each benchmark.

The survey item pertaining to the inservice teacher’s
openness to new ideas (i.c., To what extent was the inservice
teacher willing to incorporate new ideas/techniques?) was
answered using a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 equating to the inser-
vice teacher always being willing to incorporate new ideas/
techniques. For fall, we selected three as the ideal benchmark
as the preservice teacher was not responsible for much plan-
ning outside of the school day, therefore creating fewer
opportunities for the preservice teacher to share original
ideas. By winter, however, the benchmark shifted to a four
because the preservice teacher was more involved in all
aspects of teaching and was expected to share more ideas.

These benchmarks were used solely for the purpose of data
analysis and had not been shared with pairs at coteaching
workshops. Through our research, we wanted to explore
whether these benchmarks had potential in quickly identifying
a level of coteaching implementation that could inform pro-
gram support. We also were cautious not to overemphasize the
percentage of time spent coplanning, coinstructing, and coas-
sessing because we recognize that effective coteaching
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Science (n = 114) m 30% 7%
HSS (n = 61) 33% 21%
English (n = 106) 25% 30% [ 11% |
Math (n=32) [IEETN 50% 9% I3

m100% m75%  50% = 25% m0%

Figure 1. Approximate time spent coplanning by discipline
(collected in winter quarter).

implementation is not just quantity of time engaged in the
model but the quality of that engagement. Therefore, we also
analyzed the qualitative data from the reflection survey to con-
firm and/or disconfirm what the benchmarks revealed about
coteaching implementation.

Data Analysis

The analysis in this study focused primarily on preservice
teachers’ experiences with the coteaching model. Specifically,
we wanted to understand how much time was devoted to
each component of coteaching (i.e., coplanning, coinstruct-
ing, and coassessing), the most prevalent strategies utilized
within each coteaching component, and the willingness of
inservice teachers to incorporate new ideas or techniques.
Initial analysis of the quantitative data consisted of Author 2
producing memos detailing the descriptive statistics of
responses to each survey item—presented overall, by disci-
pline, and by week in the program. The memos included data
visualizations (see Figure 1) for each survey item to allow
the research team to efficiently compare and contrast
responses. We present Figure 1 to document the stages in our
data analysis process.

The second round of quantitative analysis consisted of the
research team reporting the data according to the established
benchmarks as previously described.

Analysis of qualitative data included Author 2 reading
through all qualitative survey responses, noting themes that
were identified in preservice teachers’ responses to questions
such as their most memorable moment, most challenging
moment, and a specific coteaching example from the week.
Author 2 then uploaded the qualitative data to the coding
software NVivo 11.4, which was used to examine each pre-
service teacher’s unique experiences and cut across all par-
ticipants’ survey responses in comparative and contrastive
ways (Mason, 2017; Saldafia, 2015). This first phase of qual-
itative coding was then followed by Author 1 coding data
that were explicitly coded for coteaching. Codes included
identifying whether the coteaching comment pertained to
coplanning, coinstructing, coassessing or a different aspect
of coteaching (e.g., power dynamic). This was then followed
by adding subcodes. For example, subcodes for coinstructing

included the six different instructional strategies (e.g., paral-
lel, team teaching). Subcodes for coassessing, on the con-
trary, consisted of codes related to different types of
coassessing, including grading or reflecting on a lesson.

A final round of analysis consisted of identifying one cote-
aching pair who consistently met the ideal benchmarks and
one coteaching pair who did not meet benchmarks. We ana-
lyzed both the quantitative and qualitative data to present a
more in-depth case study of implementation for each pair and
to determine whether our benchmarks accurately categorized
pair practice. We chose to focus on two English pairs for these
case studies as Author 1’s background was in English and we
felt that having background in the content being taught could
lead to a more accurate analysis of the data.

Findings

In the sections that follow, we report the quantitative reflec-
tion data for the entire cohort as well as by discipline and
quarter. Each bar graph denotes the ideal benchmark and
what preservice teachers self-reported in relation to those
benchmarks. Then, we present two case studies for the disci-
pline of English, showing a pair who consistently met the
benchmarks and a pair who did not. In these case studies, we
provide the quantitative data in respect to the benchmarks as
well as qualitative data to provide more descriptive details
about coteaching implementation.

Coplanning

Survey data suggest that coteaching pairs generally met
benchmarks established for coplanning in the fall and winter
(Figure 2). In fall, the average time reported for coplanning
exceeded the benchmark of 25% in each of the 12 weeks. A
slight decrease in reported coplanning time (33%) was
observed in Week 7, but the average reported coplanning
time increased to 51% by Week 9. In winter, the average
coplanning time reported surpassed the benchmark (50%)
every week except for Weeks 3 and 5, with 48% and 47% of
time reported, respectively. Preservice teachers described
spending the greatest amount of time coplanning in Week 2
of winter, with the average reported time of 69%. Comparing
the average amount of time coplanning over time, an increase
of reported time was observed from fall to winter in each
week of the program.

Analyzing the survey responses across disciplines, data
indicate that all but one discipline (English) met each bench-
mark established for the amount of time coplanning (Figure
3). All four disciplines met the benchmark of 25% in the fall.
In winter, preservice English teachers reported spending
49% of their time coplanning, falling one percentage point
under the ideal of 50%. Preservice teachers in all four disci-
plines reported spending more time coplanning in the winter
than the fall, with the greatest increase reported by history/
social science (HSS) participants (24%).
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Figure 2. Average time spent coplanning by week across all disciplines.
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Figure 3. Average time spent coplanning by discipline.

Coinstructing

Survey responses on the amount of time spent coinstructing
suggest that coteaching pairs did not meet the standards
established for fall or winter in any discipline (Figure 4). The
average reported time spent coinstructing fell below the 75%
benchmark throughout all 12 weeks of both quarters. The
highest percentage of time spent coinstructing was 63%,
reported by preservice teachers in Week 12 of winter. The
lowest percentage of time was reported in Weeks 1 and 6 of
fall, with responses averaging 42%. As with coplanning,

however, the amount of time coinstructing generally
increased from fall to winter, with decreases observed only
in Weeks 5 and 9.

An analysis of the survey data paints a similar story
regarding the amount of time spent coinstructing by disci-
pline (see Figure 5). In fact, the highest percentage of time
spent coinstructing was 59%, reported by science teachers in
winter. Preservice teachers in every discipline reported
spending more time coinstructing in the winter than the fall
except for history/social science, who averaged the lowest
amount of time coinstructing (43%) in winter.
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Figure 4. Average time spent coinstructing by week across all disciplines.
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Figure 5. Average time spent coinstructing by discipline.

Coassessing

Survey data indicate that time spent coassessing also fell
below the established benchmarks in fall (50%) and winter
(75%; Figure 6). In fall, the average time coassessing
reported by preservice teachers was 41%, ranging from 48%
in Weeks 9 and 12 to 28% in Week 7. The highest percentage
of time spent coassessing (62%) was reported in Week 10 of
winter. The progression from fall to winter was less evident
for coassessing, with decreases or identical amounts reported
in 4 of the 12 weeks.

Like coplanning and coinstructing, survey participants
generally reported more time coassessing in winter than fall

(Figure 7). The lowest average time spent coassessing (35%)
was reported by history/social science in fall and the highest
(58%) by math in winter. Preservice teachers in math and
science tended to report more time coassessing than those in
English and history/social science, for both fall and winter.

English Case Studies

In the sections that follow, we present case studies on two
English pairs. Although we only report on the two English
pairs in this article, we also analyzed the qualitative data of a
subset of pairs across disciplines to confirm that what we
were noticing in the English pairs was consistent with these
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Figure 6. Average time spent coassessing by week across all disciplines.
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Figure 7. Average time spent coassessing by discipline.

other pairs. Through this process of data reduction, we both
eliminated and selected data we considered representative of
the corpus (Smagorinsky, 2008). We decided to focus on
English, not only because this was the discipline background
of Author 1, but also as reported in the quantitative data, the
discipline of English often implemented coteaching below
the benchmarks when compared with the other disciplines.
When determining which English pairs to analyze for the
purpose of a case study, one criterion was to select a pair that
was consistently meeting the benchmarks for all three com-
ponents of coteaching and one that was not meeting the

benchmarks. From there, we chose to focus on two pairs that
were teaching at the same school site to reduce possible con-
textual differences that might have affected coteaching
implementation.

English pair meeting benchmarks. Carly' (preservice teacher)
and Abigail (inservice teacher) cotaught high school English.
This was the first time Abigail hosted a preservice teacher
from the TPP program, but she had hosted preservice teach-
ers from other programs. This pair consistently met the
benchmarks for coplanning, coinstructing, and coassessing
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Table 3. Carly’s Average Time Spent Coplanning, Coinstructing, and Coassessing.

Quarter Coplanning (%) Coinstructing (%) Coassessing (%)
Fall 2019 73 85 75
Winter 2020 8l 84 84

(see Table 3). In fall, Carly reported spending more than dou-
ble the amount of time recommended for coplanning and
regularly exceeded the benchmarks for coinstructing and
coassessing. In winter, Carly was one of the few preservice
teachers to report meeting the elevated benchmarks for time
spent coplanning (50%), coinstructing (75%), and coassess-
ing (75%).

In addition, survey responses indicated that Carly per-
ceived Abigail as willing to incorporate new ideas and tech-
niques into the classroom. Across fall and winter, Carly rated
Abigail’s openness to new ideas 20 times, with an average
rating of 4.8 (on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 equating to the inser-
vice teacher always being willing to incorporate new ideas/
techniques). In fall, Carly submitted ratings of five every
week, exceeding the benchmark of three for Abigail’s open-
ness to new ideas. The pair also surpassed the benchmark of
four in winter, with Carly providing a rating of 4.5 across
eight submissions.

In looking at Carly’s responses to the open-ended reflec-
tion questions, several key characteristics of the pair’s cote-
aching practice became apparent. When asked to provide an
example of coteaching, Carly consistently provided an
example of coplanning, instructing, and coassessing, which
showed how each component informed the next. For coin-
structing specifically, this pair made use of all six coinstruc-
tional strategies at some point in the two quarters. Not only
were a variety of strategies used, but Carly also described
how each coteacher had a clear role and shared responsibili-
ties for cotaught lessons: “On Tuesday, we cotaught para-
graph writing, each focusing on a specific skill with half the
class” (winter quarter).

The language used in describing their implementation of
coteaching included words like “concurrently,” “discussed,”
“both,” “together,” and “agreed upon,” showing collabora-
tion through discussion. Carly also discussed in her reflec-
tions how she was seen as an equal in the classroom by
Abigail, creating space for Carly to have an active role in the
lesson. Carly having “voice” in decisions was also evident in
this pair’s implementation of coplanning with Abigail creat-
ing opportunities to revise already existing lessons and units.
Carly described this planning, stating, “Today Abigail and I
re-paced our Macbeth unit and decided together what aspects
I would teach and plan and when we should look at and
adjust details of the upcoming /984 unit” (fall quarter).
There were also opportunities for Carly to generate new con-
tent, receive feedback from Abigail, and to collaboratively
enhance the lesson:

This week Abigail proposed that I use our prep to plan a debrief
for a sonnet activity I led the classes in when she was gone for
training last week. After planning a short lesson, Abigail and |
looked over it, honed it, and talked about how to improve it. [
then taught the lesson and we debriefed afterward. (fall quarter)

This pair also exhibited intentionality when implement-
ing coteaching. For example, the pair was strategic about
what coinstructional strategy to implement when depend-
ing on student learning needs. Carly shared an example of
differentiated instruction determined by where students
were in the writing process: “We cotaught by splitting the
class into groups based on what part of the process they
were in on their essays. I worked with a smaller group who
were still outlining while Abigail worked with them as they
typed up and edited” (fall quarter). Furthermore, Carly had
opportunities for “solo” teaching, but this teaching occurred
with Abigail engaging in coassessing afterward, engaging
in discussion about the lesson that just occurred and provid-
ing mentoring. For example, Carly taught a lesson for
edTPA (a performance-based assessment required for cre-
dentialing), but collaborated with Abigail on what to do
next: “This week as I taught for edTPA, Abigail asked for
my reflection on how the lesson was going and provided
feedback as we decided together how to move forward”
(winter quarter).

When identifying the most memorable moment for each
week, Carly often commented on her collaborative interac-
tions with Abigail. In one reflection, Carly stated,

My most memorable moment this week was working with my
coteacher to reassess and make a new plan when we realized that
our class set of books was a different adaptation than the audio
book we were planning to use. It was a moment of slight chaos,
but working together on it made it less stressful and bonded us.
(fall quarter)

In this response, Carly identifies the benefits of having a col-
league to troubleshoot with and how they were beginning to
establish a collaborative working relationship.

When asked to identify the biggest challenge for each
week, there were no weekly reflections where Carly identi-
fied coteaching as a challenge. Rather, coteaching often was
described as being leveraged to address the challenge or
Carly felt encouraged by Abigail. For example, when partici-
pating in an accreditation site visit, a new experience for
Carly, Carly explained, “It was good for me to ask for help
from Abigail; however, and it is one of the first times I've
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Table 4. Sam’s Average Time Spent Coplanning, Coinstructing, and Coassessing.

Quarter Coplanning (%) Coinstructing (%) Coassessing (%)
Fall 2019 29 29 29
Winter 2020 44 34 31

really felt out of my depth, so I'm ‘glad’ it happened while
she [Abigail] was there” (winter quarter).

The high level of collaboration between Carly and Abigail
may seem unusual when compared with a traditional “sink or
swim” model of learning how to teach but is what TPPs hope
would occur often in interactions between a coteaching pair.
According to Beers (2005), coteaching is most effective
when a power differential between coteachers does not exist.

English Pair Not Meeting Benchmarks

Sam (preservice teacher) and Martha (inservice teacher)
cotaught high school English and Martha had hosted preser-
vice teachers for over 10 years. This pair did not meet the
benchmarks for coplanning, coinstructing, and coassessing
(see Table 4). Sam’s survey responses from fall indicate that
she met the benchmark established for the amount of time
spent coplanning (25%), but did not reach the benchmarks
for coinstructing (75%) and coassessing (50%). In winter,
Sam’s reported percentages of time fell below all three
benchmarks, with her reflections on coinstructing and coas-
sessing averaging less than half of the recommended amount
of time, 75% for each.

In addition, this pair did not consistently meet bench-
marks for the inservice teacher’s willingness to accept new
ideas and techniques into the classroom. Overall, Sam rated
Martha’s openness a 3.4 on a scale of 5. In fall, the pair
exceeded the benchmark of three, with Sam rating Martha’s
openness 3.4 across 12 submissions. In winter, Sam provided
eight ratings, with an average of 3.5, which fell below the
benchmark of four.

In looking at Sam’s responses to the open-ended reflec-
tion questions, several key characteristics of the pair’s cote-
aching practice became apparent. First, the pair often
implemented the gradual release of responsibility, which
enabled each coteacher to have a clear role, but often this
role was more independent in nature rather than collabora-
tive. For example, the coinstructional strategies often used
were one teach/one assist, one teach/one observe, or team
teaching with divided responsibilities (e.g., Sam led the
vocabulary section of the lesson while Martha led the rest).

Another common theme in the qualitative responses was
the power dynamic with the inservice teacher being more in
a position of authority. For example, language used in the
reflections such as “her class” (referring to Martha) high-
lighted this dynamic. Sam also described instances of limited
self-confidence and building her confidence and abilities,
which led to her taking on a more active role in the class-
room. For example, Sam described that Martha “offered to

let me develop and present” a lesson and when she “suc-
ceeded in doing that,” additional opportunities for planning
and teaching were made available (fall quarter). These exam-
ples support findings that suggest the coteaching model is
less effective when teaching pairs fail to achieve some level
of parity (Pratt, 2014) and negotiate power in their coteach-
ing relationship (Rabin, 2020).

A third common theme was Martha adopting a mentor
stance. Martha often modeled a lesson in one period and then
had Sam teach the same lesson in the next period. Martha
also provided feedback on lesson plans and instruction that
Sam took lead on and provided Sam with opportunities to
engage in teaching practices. Sam described this planning
approach, stating, “I typically come up with a game plan and
she’ll [Martha] make suggestions for where I pause in the
play, what they [students] might need to discuss further, etc.”
(winter quarter).

The reflections also provided evidence of a possible mis-
understanding of the coteaching model itself. In one reflec-
tion, Sam commented, “I cotaught while my teacher had to
attend a brief WASC meeting during fourth period” (fall
quarter). In this comment, Sam seems to equate coteaching
with an opportunity for lead/solo teaching, not the collabora-
tion of both teachers.

When identifying the most memorable moment for each
week, Sam primarily commented on her interactions with
students and commented less frequently on coteaching.
Across the two quarters, there were only four reflections
where Sam mentioned coteaching. When coteaching was
mentioned, it was related to Sam’s thoughts on the power
dynamic. Sam commented on how her coteacher “reassures
me that [ am becoming a part of the class” and “despite my
role being primarily observational, I am starting to be a pres-
ence in the classroom” (fall quarter).

For most challenging moments, Sam’s responses revolved
around classroom management and how to address student
misbehavior. In one instance of describing a classroom man-
agement challenge, Sam described how she and her cote-
acher had possibly different philosophies:

My biggest challenge this week has been figuring out how to
start using restorative language and techniques in the classroom.
Many of my kids that I have tried using it with seem responsive
at first, but it never sticks for long. Perhaps it’s because I do it
with them but my coteacher doesn’t, so there’s not enough
consistency for it. (fall quarter)

For Sam and Martha, the relationship dynamic depicted
here mirrored “traditional” student teaching, where the
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cooperating teacher functions as a mentor to the preservice
teacher and assumes more of the lead role in the classroom
(Beck & Kosnik, 2002; Borko & Maytfield, 1995; Koerner
et al., 2002).

Discussion

To What Extent Are Coteaching Pairs Within and
Across Disciplines Able to Achieve the Coteaching
Ideal Benchmarks?

Survey data indicate coteaching pairs had mixed results in
meeting the benchmarks throughout fall and winter. Across
disciplines, the average time reported for coplanning
exceeded the benchmarks, with increases seen every week
from fall to winter. Although reported times fell below the
established benchmarks for coinstructing and coassessing,
similar increases were reported from fall to winter. These
increases suggest that, over time, the teaching pairs were
able to develop more shared responsibility and establish col-
laborative relationships with the potential to destabilize
power differentials between preservice and inservice teach-
ers (Gallo-Fox & Scantlebury, 2015).

In comparing the reported coteaching practices by disci-
pline, we identified several trends. First, preservice teachers
in all disciplines generally reported spending more time
implementing coteaching practices in winter. In fact, only
history/social science teachers reported less time spent coin-
structing in fall. Next, coteaching pairs in science consis-
tently reported high percentages of time spent on coplanning,
coinstructing, and coassessing. In contrast, English pairs
implemented the coteaching practices less frequently than
pairs in other disciplines. English was the only discipline to
fall below the coplanning benchmark in winter and preser-
vice teachers in English reported spending the least amount
of time coinstructing in fall. The qualitative analysis of
English pairs who met and did not meet the ideal benchmarks
provides some context for these trends.

What Patterns in Implementation Are Evident
in Pairs Meeting and Not Meeting These
Benchmarks?

Data for Carly and Abigail, the English pair who met the
benchmarks in both fall and winter, indicate a pair who under-
stood the coteaching model and intentionally engaged in col-
laboration to support the delivery of lessons and the learning
of both coteachers. The pair’s collaboration suggests they
viewed each other as equals, which researchers have identi-
fied as integral to effective coteaching implementation (Guise
et al., 2016, 2017; Scantlebury et al., 2008; Soslau, Gallo-
Fox, & Scantlebury, 2018; Thompson & Schademan, 2019).
Although these data suggest Carly and Abigail achieved a
more equal power differential, it is important to keep in mind

that there is always an inherent imbalance due to an inservice
teacher’s more extensive teaching experience and their small
role as an “evaluator” of the preservice teacher’s practice.
Prior coteaching research indicates that this imbalance can be
mitigated by (a) acknowledging and dismantling hierarchy in
pursuit of collaborative, caring relationships (Rabin, 2020);
(b) leveraging each coteacher’s strengths and expertise (Pratt,
2014); (c) creating space for the inservice teacher to embrace
dual roles (Soslau, Gallo-Fox, & Scantlebury, 2018); and (d)
engaging pairs in activities that promote learning together
(e.g., attending professional development, co-designing a
new lesson; Guise et al., 2017, 2021). Abigail embraced the
role of learner by actively engaging Carly in the teaching pro-
cess and soliciting Carly’s input on already developed lesson
plans and units.

Conversely, data for Sam and Martha—who only met the
coplanning benchmark in fall—indicate that the coteaching
model was either not well understood or underutilized by the
pair. This is evidenced by the independent nature of the coin-
structional strategies selected, such as when one teacher
would teach while the other assisted or observed, and an
increased focus on lead/solo teaching. This finding supports
previous coteaching research that has identified the chal-
lenge of clearly articulating the coteaching model and sup-
porting pairs to understand how it differs from the “sink or
swim” model, a model many inservice teachers may have
experienced in their own TPP programs (Guise et al., 2017).
For Sam and Martha, our TPP could have done better in
defining and characterizing the coteaching model, which we
will discuss further in the implications section.

Although both inservice teachers utilized mentoring and
provided feedback to their coteacher, Abigail’s mentoring
was embedded in a more equal power differential between
preservice and inservice teacher. Abigail created opportuni-
ties to co-revise and co-construct curriculum with Carly,
embracing a dual role of mentor and learner (Soslau, Gallo-
Fox, & Scantlebury, 2018). With Sam and Martha, this co-
engagement was sometimes missing. Martha was more of a
“critical friend,” giving feedback after the lesson plan had
already been drafted by Sam. Martha gradually released
more responsibility for teaching to Sam once Sam had dem-
onstrated the ability to handle current tasks, instead of the
pair working in tandem to deliver instruction.

Do the Benchmarks Correspond With the Nature
of Coteaching Described by the Preservice
Teachers?

As previously described, the research team established
benchmarks for each of the coteaching reflection survey
questions that asked preservice teachers to identify the per-
centage of time they engaged in coplanning, coinstructing,
and coassessing for the week. These established benchmarks
for the quantitative data are promising in categorizing levels
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of collaborative implementation, for when we cross exam-
ined these benchmarks with the qualitative data for the two
English coteaching pairs and additional pairs, we found
alignment among the quantitative and qualitative data. In
examining the qualitative data, themes emerged for each
pair, helping to identify characteristics of coteaching imple-
mentation for meeting the benchmark (e.g., variety of coin-
structional ~strategies implemented, equal voice in
collaboration) and characteristics for not meeting the bench-
mark (e.g., coinstructional strategies aligned with more inde-
pendent rather than collaborative roles, misunderstanding of
coteaching model).

These findings align with previous coteaching studies that
have identified practices commensurate with more collabor-
ative levels of coteaching implementation. For example,
Soslau, Gallo-Fox, and Scantlebury (2018) posit the need for
TPPs to “focus on learning affordances within a coteaching
model such as (a) positioning, power, and agency building;
(b) focus on pupil learning; and (c) embodiment of dual roles
as teacher and learner of teaching” (p. 11) to achieve higher
levels of coteaching implementation. Similarly, Guise et al.
(2017) identified dismantling the power differential and cre-
ating a community of practice where coteachers engage in
collaborative, reflective dialogue as paramount to achieving
higher levels of coteaching.

Implications

By determining benchmarks and analyzing data in relation to
these benchmarks, we learned that the benchmarks show
promise in quickly identifying pairs who are implementing
coteaching in line with the model (e.g., equalized power
dynamics, collaborative instructional strategies such as joint
team teaching) and those who may be drawing on more tra-
ditional notions of student teaching. What is most promising
about this approach is that if weekly reflection data could be
reported with the benchmark overlaid, it would provide TPP
faculty with a quick indicator of where additional support
may be needed and which pairs could share exemplary prac-
tices. This would allow “interventions” to happen in real
time without months passing before providing support. This
recommendation is one way to respond to the call by cote-
aching researchers such as Gallo-Fox and Stegeman (2019)
who have argued for the need for TPPs to develop an easy-
to-use reflection instrument that allows for targeted support
to enhance coteaching implementation.

With these benchmarks showing promise for identifying
levels of coteaching implementation, a next step would be to
revisit whether the benchmarks we determined are appropri-
ate for each quarter of the clinical experience. For example,
we established the coinstructional benchmark of 75% of the
time pairs should engage in coinstructing and findings showed
that pairs across all disciplines did not meet this benchmark.
Does this result indicate that pairs require more support per-
taining to coinstructional strategies and exploration of when

solo teaching time is appropriate? Or, is the benchmark itself
unrealistic? For determining a realistic benchmark, the cote-
aching reflection data could be reanalyzed to determine the
tipping point for pairs leaning toward more collaborative
teaching versus traditional notions of student teaching. For
example, for coinstructing, perhaps 50% of instructional time
is where we see the separation, and therefore the benchmark
could be lowered while still having an accurate sense of when
additional supports are needed. For additional pair support of
coinstructing and coassessing, our TPP could provide a foun-
dational coteaching workshop where these two components
of coteaching are clearly defined through the use of video
footage showing high levels of pair collaboration.

Related to using the benchmarks for data analysis and
immediate support, the benchmarks could also be shared
with coteaching pairs when first introduced to the coteaching
model. By sharing these benchmarks, program recommenda-
tions could become more transparent. Pairs could also exam-
ine their own reflection data with the benchmarks in mind to
reflect on their implementation to date and where they want
to make changes. Inservice teachers might periodically com-
plete the weekly reflection survey and compare their results
with their coteacher. Is the pair in agreement about their level
of coteaching implementation or do they have different per-
spectives? These questions could lead to rich discussion and
reflection, but only if both coteachers are positioned to be
open to reflection and growth.

For the purpose of program improvement, a TPP could
meet quarterly to discuss the reflection data in relation to the
benchmarks. Using a data discussion protocol, faculty and
staff could make observations, pose questions, and think
about how the data could inform future pair supports.
Involving a few preservice and inservice teachers in these
data discussion protocols could ensure analysis and input
from key stakeholders. After reviewing the data, all stake-
holders as a part of a networked improvement community
(NIC) could collaborate to explore ideas for improving cote-
aching implementation and determine possible solutions
(Bryk et al., 2011).

The recommendations provided above require coteachers
to embrace a stance of learner and collaborator. We recognize
the complexity of collaboration and the time required to make
collaboration work. Furthermore, who is paired together and
their prior experiences with collaboration may also impact the
level of receptivity embraced by each coteacher. Future cote-
aching research could explore how best to create effective
pairings, including thought partnering with coteachers around
approaches to establishing effective pairings.

Conclusion

Our TPP plans to continue to collect weekly coteaching
reflections from our preservice teachers and to fine-tune the
implementation benchmarks for the three components of
coteaching. Analyzing the reflection data according to these
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benchmarks enabled us to identify and confirm collaborative
practices that support effective coteaching implementation
with the data reported according to the benchmarks serving as
an indicator of a need for additional pair support. The ability
to quickly report the data in respect to these benchmarks will
position our TPP to engage in more frequent data discussions,
explore the qualitative data for deeper insight into what the
quantitative data is showing, and determine tangible next
steps for pair support. Drawing on one of the six guiding prin-
ciples of improvement science, our work seeks to examine
variation in coteaching implementation, exploring questions

such as “What works, for whom, and under what conditions?”’
to be able to determine and study small changes to support
that may reduce variation (LeMabhieu et al., 2015, p. 446). We
are cautious not to overemphasize with our benchmarks the
percentage of time spent coplanning, coinstructing, and coas-
sessing because we recognize that effective coteaching imple-
mentation is not just quantity of time engaging with the model
but the quality of that engagement. However, we do think the
benchmarks can be helpful in identifying variation in cote-
aching implementation, an important starting point for TPP
and stakeholder conversations.

Appendix

Clinical practice weekly reflection survey for secondary preservice teachers

Preservice teacher information
Preservice teacher name
Inservice teacher name
School site
Quarter (fall, winter, spring)
Date
Global reflection on the week of clinical practice
What was your most memorable moment this week?
What was your biggest challenge this week?
Name one thing you did for self-care this week.
Please provide a specific example of how coteaching (coplanning, coinstructing, or coassessing) was implemented in your classroom this
past week. If coteaching did not occur, what do you see as the barriers?

When given the opportunity this past week, to what extent was the cooperating teacher willing to incorporate new ideas/techniques?
A: | (not accepting of new ideas)
B: 2

3
4
E: 5 (always takes new ideas into consideration)
F: N/A

Coplanning

C:
D:

Out of all of the time planning this past week, approximately how much time was spent coplanning?
A: 0% of the time
B: 25% of the time
C: 50% of the time
D: 75% of the time
E: 100% of the time

Which of the options below was the most prevalent planning strategy used this past week? Choose ONE option:
A: You were given lesson(s) or page(s) to teach without discussion
B: You were given lesson(s) to teach with discussion and/or clarifying questions asked and answered
C: You were given lesson(s) and jointly modified with your cooperating teacher
D: You were given lesson(s) and you modified on your own
E: Beginning with a standard/objective, you and your cooperating teacher jointly developed a new lesson
F: Beginning with a standard/objective, you developed your own lesson
G: Beginning with a standard/objective, you provided your cooperating teacher with a lesson for them to teach
H: Other (please describe)

Coinstructing

Out of all of the time instructing this past week, approximately how much time was spent coinstructing?
A: 0% of the time
B: 25% of the time
C: 50% of the time
D: 75% of the time
E: 100% of the time

(continued)
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Appendix (continued)

Clinical practice weekly reflection survey for secondary preservice teachers

Which of the strategies below did you utilize when coinstructing this past week? Select all that apply:
A: One teach/one observe (follow-up question: Did you or your CT observe! What was the focus of the observation?
B: One teach/one assist (follow-up question: Did you or your CT assist? What was the focus of the assisting?
C: Team teaching (follow-up question: When team teaching, did you assign different parts of the lesson to different coteachers or

did you jointly teach?)
D: Station teaching

E: Parallel teaching (i.e., the class is divided in half and each coteacher teaches the SAME lesson to his/her half of the class)
F: Differentiated teaching (i.e., one teacher works with students at their expected grade level while the other teacher works with
students who need the content retaught, extended, and/or remediated)

G: Did not coinstruct this week
H: Other (please describe)
Coassessing

Which of the options below was the most prevalent coassessing strategy used this past week? Choose ONE option for Formal & ONE

option for Informal:
Formal assessment:

A: Your cooperating teacher evaluated/graded assessments and discussed results with you
B: You evaluated/graded assessments and discussed results with your cooperating teacher
C: You and your cooperating teacher evaluated/graded assessments collaboratively

D: Other (please describe)
Informal assessment:

A: Your cooperating teacher provided you with feedback on your teaching
B: You and your cooperating teacher collaboratively reflected on lesson(s), student learning and engagement
C: You and your cooperating teacher discussed possible changes that could have improved the lesson(s), student learning and/or

engagement

D: You and your cooperating teacher discussed modifications to future lessons based on observations and post-lesson reflection

E: Other (please describe)
Additional information

Please indicate the number of days you subbed this past week. A partial day should still be counted as | day.

Did you substitute exclusively for your cooperating teacher?

Please enter the number of days you were absent from clinical practice this past week?

Please enter your university supervisor’s email address:
Please enter your content advisor’s email address.

Please use the space below if you have any comments or questions for your university supervisor.
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