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The purpose of this study was to explore how the use of a planning template among ESL
and mainstream co-teachers could increase integration of academic language structures
during co-planning. I sought to explore how the use of a template could better integrate
academic language during co-planning and share ESL best practices with mainstream
teachers. The major findings of the study showed the template kept time focused and
student-centered, team dynamics played a pivotal role in the collaboration, and the
participants made professional growth in the area of differentiating for ELs. This case
study showed how using a co-planning template can create opportunities for purposeful
lesson planning in ESL and mainstream collaboration.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
The transition to collaborative teaching is not always easy. As English as a
Second Language (ESL) teachers shift from sheltered pullout service for English learners
(ELs) to push-in service, many concerns arise regarding joint planning and delivery of
instruction. Traditionally isolated, ESL teachers are now planning with others, sharing
space and students, and having to compromise planning time in order to integrate
academic language into content lessons with any number of teachers in a week. This
paper explores the question: Will the use of a planning template lead to more consistent
integration of academic language supports in ESL and mainstream co-planning?
Several months after I was hired as an ESL teacher in my district, our ESL
team asked teaching staff to complete an on-line survey regarding their greatest questions
and concerns regarding the school-wide initiative toward collaboration and co-teaching.
After 65% of the teaching staff responded, the results showed that time for planning was
one of the greatest concerns among teaching staff, which prompted me to further explore
the idea of time usage and planning processes in collaboration. I wanted to find practical
ways to focus planning meetings, while addressing the language and content goals of
ELs, without wasting valuable planning time.
I was hired as an ESL teacher in my district to help implement a style of
collaboration that would merge ESL and mainstream practice to support our ELs. As we
began planning together, I began to notice that many teachers did not write content
objectives linked to standards, but instead based their planning on the curriculum
calendar and created activities from the curriculum goals. Teachers felt pressure to
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address a story a week in reading classes, no matter how much or how little the students
mastered. Students’ comprehension of the grade-level standards was overshadowed by
district pressure to get through the curriculum no matter what level of mastery our ELs
were showing in classroom performance. As I began to question this practice, I was told
that “This is the way it has always been done” or “This is the expectation of the district.”
Nowhere was there evidence of academic English language supports for our ELs within
the mainstream lessons. I became alarmed because this practice worked against all my
training in best practices for ELs.
My ESL training is solidly built on aligning standards to content and language
objectives to assessments. In addition, sheltered instruction strategies that support
academic language are good for any learner. Components like building background,
tapping into prior knowledge, explicitly teaching vocabulary strategies, and creating
opportunities for student collaboration, for example, are all fundamental to quality ESL
instruction. I quickly discovered that when a mainstream teacher does not work from a
standards-based content objective, it makes writing language objectives and creating
valid formative and summative assessments awkward. Partnering with teachers to create
opportunities for academic language production is even more problematic when teachers
do not have clear objectives for instruction.
Often in the mainstream assessment process, content was not revisited if
students did not show mastery on daily assignments. Rather, the assessment process was
focused more on progress monitoring of basic reading skills and fluency rate. Although
these are important skills, our ELs needed to be able to comprehend what they were
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reading and develop strategies from that content to apply in other academic areas. They
needed to develop schemata and build on their vocabulary knowledge instead of just
learning an arbitrary list of vocabulary from the curriculum. The teachers’ understanding
of the district expectation, however, was to address a story a week whether the students
showed a mastery of skills or not. As a result, I felt I was not able to prepare ELs for the
kinds of content and application of skills needed for academic success and ESL teachers
were not able to use our expertise. We simply weren’t having the kinds of reflective
discussions about what was happening with our students that we needed and it was
showing in our achievement data.
Clearly, there were some missing elements in how teachers planned and
delivered instruction to our ELs. We had to start talking about standards, objectives, and
appropriate differentiation. In addition, we had to start focusing our planning meetings
on the students, not the curriculum. We needed to imbed supports for re-teaching if we
found students struggling with a skill or concept. Finally, we had to create intentional
academic language scaffolds and supports for our ELs to build language proficiency.
Something had to change. As I planned throughout the year with various teaching staff I
began to realize that their original concern regarding time for co-planning was directly
linked to how we planned. We were doing everything backwards. We focused on trying
to fit all the activities in the curriculum into the mainstream lessons, instead of supporting
individual student need.
There was an incredible misunderstanding of what it meant to differentiate for
ELs and how to approach academic language supports. It was clear to me that teachers
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needed a tool to guide them through the planning process in order to create more robust
classroom experiences for our ELs that, in turn, created a framework for more efficient
planning time. However, I was not an administrator. It was not my place to tell teachers
to change their practice, nor was it my place to question district mandates. However, we
needed a tool for robust conversations about the needs of ELs, while supporting content
knowledge. We needed a tool to create a framework for planning time so that we used
our time wisely. As the ESL support, I needed a tool that explicitly coached teachers
through the process of planning for academic language without compromising my
collaborative relationships.
The Case for Collaboration
Traditionally, ELs have been pulled out of their mainstream classes to receive
sheltered instruction in English. As research in second language acquisition advanced
and schools began to look at quantitative and qualitative data on the academic success of
ELs compared with their native English-speaking peers, this pullout model showed signs
of ineffectiveness. ELs removed from the general education class for extended periods of
time experience a disconnected instructional experience, a lack of achievement, and no
sense of belonging (Frattura & Capper, 2007). Service models began to shift from less
pullout and more delivery of language supports to students in regular classrooms. School
officials began to see that pullout programs even suppress social frameworks among
students (Zemmelman, Daniels & Hyde, 2005). In regards to academic outcomes, school
officials began to see how ELs were unable to access the content in their core courses
once leaving the ESL class. Collaboration and co-teaching have become promising
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practices for general educators and ESL specialists to combine their unique professional
qualifications for the academic advancement of ELs (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Dove &
Honigsfeld, 2010; Theoharis, 2007). Co-teaching keeps ELs in class learning English
through the content of the mainstream.
Collaboration for Co-teaching
Cook and Friend (1992) describe collaboration as a style of interaction
between at professionals engaged in shared decision making as they work toward a
common goal. Co-teaching is a form of lesson delivery when all the teaching
responsibilities of all students in a classroom are distributed among teachers for planning,
instruction, and evaluation (Villa, R.A, Thousand, J.S., & Nevin, A.I., 2008; Gately &
Gately, 2001). In other words, collaboration is the planning teachers do in order to coteach. Teachers may be collaborating, but not necessarily co-teaching, where co-teachers
must collaborate in order to plan an alignment of instruction. Teachers collaborate for
the purposes of co-teaching effectively by communicating about lessons, student
progress, and self-reflection.
The co-taught classroom can take on several different appearances. Content can
be taught solely by the mainstream teacher, separately by the mainstream and ESL
teacher to specially clustered groups of students, or taught together by both teachers in
the same space. This type of planning and teaching bridges English language instruction
to the academic content by partnering professionals trained in ESL content with those
trained in mainstream content. Both teachers are required for the planning and execution
for this model to be successful.
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ESL and Mainstream Collaboration: Breakdown in Professional Skills
When language specialist and mainstream teacher practices merge, the purpose
of planning changes to one of meeting the linguistic and academic needs of ELs within
the framework of the content class. This conversation between two professionals is the
essence of ESL and content co-planning. The real challenge for ESL specialists is to
define how their particular expertise fits in with this partnership with teachers who may
not understand the role of ESL support and feel pressure to keep moving through the
curriculum without taking into account the unique needs of students at various language
proficiency levels.
ESL teachers may feel both inefficient because this collaborative process is
costly in terms of time and conflicted in advocating for what may become a breakdown in
their professional skills (Friend & Cook, 1992) when best practices for language
development are compromised in order to get through the curriculum on time. Because
mainstream teachers at my school did not fully understand the role of academic language
development and its connection to student achievement, the professional skills I had to
offer were put to the side in lieu of just getting the kids to read. Instead of seeing
language supports as essential to literacy and reading development and something that
could be integrated into mainstream teaching practice, they were seen as extras that
teachers had no time for and something I would simply take care of when I pushed into
the classroom.
The professional skills of ESL teachers were often misunderstood. In my
school alone, few teachers on my team knew what an ESL teacher did before ESL
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teachers began the shift to collaboration. I am currently in the process of defining my
professional role in the reading classroom as a language teacher, not a reading
interventionist. This is someone who works on isolated beginning reading skills, like
phonics and decoding, with individual students who are not mastering grade level reading
expectations. While reading interventions may be needed for some students, it is not all
that ELs require to develop language proficiency.
Understandably, advocating for the fundamental processes required for
language acquisition within the context of a reading class has been a cumbersome task
because teachers need extra reading interventionist support. However, not all ELs require
more drilling on letter names and sounds, for example, when there is no meaning behind
these sounds in their native language. As a result, I have discovered that my role is not
only colleague or teammate, but also an on-going differentiation coach, in that I talk with
teachers about reexamining appropriate classroom supports for students as ELs. This has
become an awkward task, as I am no expert and do not feel it is my individual place to
ask teachers to change the way they teach nor monitor their ability to follow through with
the language objectives I create. This is especially uncomfortable when I am not asked
for advice when planning for ELs. I get the sense that teachers either do not think about
academic language supports or think that they have nothing more to learn about the
subject.
When working in collaboration with many teachers, ESL specialists may feel
their first and most important task is to establish trusting relationships. Those
relationships are put on the line when teachers are asked to fundamentally change the
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way they teach. I needed a tool to help deliver the message of academic language
supports needed in the content classroom without compromising my professional
relationships with my colleagues.
As for planning time, ESL teachers are expected to plan with multiple teachers
and be flexible by carving out time in the busy week to meet with sometimes several
team members on an individual basis. When the language supports for ELs are
misunderstood, planning time is compromised by having to back track and reexamine
what it means to create content and language objectives and assessments based on
language level with every team member. I quickly began to see a breakdown in the
essential link between planning time and implementation of best practices in language
teaching because teachers did not have the professional training to appropriately support
academic language in the mainstream classroom and rarely consulted me for support. I
needed a tool to keep our planning conversations focused on the alignment of standards,
language and content objectives, and assessments while highlighting the development of
academic language. It was clear we needed a plan for co-planning.
Collaboration and This Case Study
The classrooms in this case study used a collaboration model in which ESL and
mainstream teachers planned together and taught separately to specially clustered groups
of students during a reading block. In this ninety-minute block, small groups of students
typically moved in increments from a large group time, to a small group reading with a
teacher, to independent reading and skill building. As the ESL teacher, I worked with
small groups during their independent writing or reading time in a rotating schedule in
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order to address their language needs through the classroom content. This could be
anything from taking extra time on the grammar focus of the week, building vocabulary,
re-teaching a reading or writing skill, building background on a particular concept or
theme, or addressing a unique need that the group required as second language learners.
Classroom teachers and I collaborated on what we would teach in our small groups to
make sure we were meeting the needs of the students. We planned this in weekly
meetings, but often met before or after school to discuss the progress of particular
lessons, students, or changes we were making in the plan.
I began to find that one of the biggest challenges with the development of our
collaboration model was co-planning. No longer were teachers isolated in developing and
planning instruction. Collaboration required both teachers to communicate and engage
from planning to lesson delivery. Collaboration was a paradigm in direct contrast with the
traditionally isolated teacher roles and responsibilities. Therefore, I found we had to
redefine these roles and responsibilities before effective collaboration could continue.
Knowing that I wanted to continue this model and work toward improving it for our
program, I began to ask what good collaboration was supposed to look like and how
would we know it’s working?
Factors that Hinder Productive Co-Planning
One of the greatest challenges facing co-teachers is co-planning (Ashton,
2003). Although several studies (Ashton, 2003; Holt, 2004; Cook & Friend,
1992) discuss various factors that form the foundation of a sound co-teaching
relationship, finding co-planning time is a factor that shows up time and time again as a
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challenge to effective co-teaching (Howard & Potts, 2009). Time to co-plan is the most
crucial resource for collaboration to work successfully. Therefore, when the time is
carved out of a busy schedule it is imperative that this precious time is used efficiently.
Any professional educator understands what a scarce commodity time is in a
given school year. However, time for co-planning must be built into the regular school
week and most educators agree that there is rarely sufficient time for collaborative
planning (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). While this time is necessary for successful coteaching, one question remains: How should it be used in order to maximize time and
keep the focus on integrating academic language practice for ELs? Unfortunately, I
found that research into these finer points of ESL and mainstream collaboration was
lacking.
The Need for Research into Effective ESL Co-Planning
My further study of ESL co-teaching was fueled by these frustrations.
However, when I explored topics of co-planning among collaborators I found little help
in the research. Most of the literature on collaboration has been pioneered by Special
Education, and most research in ESL and mainstream co-teaching was conducted in
Australia, Canada, or England. Little research exploring the unique dynamics of ESL
education in United States public schools exists. I ended up reading special education coteaching research with an ESL lens and tried to glean what I could from research
conducted in different countries. Although there is little research into ESL co-teaching
there is still less information regarding time management and co-planning structures that
include ESL best practices. Most of the literature states the importance of finding time to
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plan and that negotiated planning time is a valuable commodity to any co-teaching team,
but no real frameworks to guide teachers.
Professionally, I have found that using planning templates to guide my own
lessons keeps me focused and serves as a way to map out the academic language I need
to plan for my students. I found several planning templates and suggestions for more
focused planning, but very little actual research on the topic. I also found few templates
that address many essential components of ESL instruction targeted for mainstream
teachers. Many templates lacked the essential planning elements for ELs and none
addressed our new state ESL standards.
I am interested in finding out all I can about effective co-planning, so that I can
bring solutions to my team on how to integrate academic language into the content lesson
and provide a model for future teachers on how to be strategic about co-planning time
and usage. I am specifically interested in how co-teachers can utilize planning time to
merge ESL and mainstream practices. I believe this subject to be one of great urgency as
we continue to explore ways of closing the achievement gap between ELs and native
speaking peers in our district.
This case study explores using a co-planning template as a strategy for effective
co-planning. I wanted to find out if a co-planning template could help support more
consistent integration of academic language supports during the ESL and mainstream coplanning process. I hope to show other collaborative teams an effective method of
problem solving during shared planning. Since many affective factors can hamper a
successful co-teaching relationship, I want to explore the idea that if teams use a planning
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template that maps out content and language goals, the members will feel more directed
and focused on the essential elements of what ELs require for success in the mainstream.
In the next section, I review literature pertinent to ESL and mainstream
collaboration, as well as discuss the rationale for collaboration and academic language
supports in the mainstream classroom. After the literature review, in Chapter Three I
unpack the research and methodology I used to guide this study. Chapter Four presents
the results of the study. In Chapter Five, I reflect on the data collected, limitations of the
study, and implications for further research and recommendations for future co-teachers
and collaborators. The last section of this study includes appendices that contain copies of
the data instruments used.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study is to explore how a co-planning template can improve
preparation for academic language during ESL and mainstream co-planning. My
research question is: Will the use of a co-planning template lead to more consistent
integration of academic language supports in ESL and mainstream co-planning? The first
part of this chapter will present a brief history of co-teaching and ESL and a rationale for
ESL collaboration and integration of academic language supports in the content
classroom. I will then present the literature about the challenges ESL teachers face in
collaboration. This chapter concludes with a justification of the need for further research
into effective planning strategies for ESL and mainstream co-planning in order to best
meet the needs of ELs in the mainstream.
Collaboration and Co-teaching
Co-teaching was introduced through Special Education reforms in the 1980’s.
The inclusion of students with disabilities in mainstream classes required the least
restrictive environment possible in our nation’s schools. The reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1997 made collaboration difficult
to avoid as students and their teachers made the shift toward inclusion into the
mainstream (Brownell, M., Ross, D., Colon, E., McCallum, C., 2005).
The passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation increased focus
on the accountability of student learning by state and national standards and created
further demand for teachers to work toward supporting all students (Howard & Potts,
2009). Students come from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds, family structures,
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language backgrounds, cultures, and life experiences. No longer are teachers working
with homogeneous classrooms, but instead are expected to differentiate for all types of
learners in a single class. NCLB puts pressure on schools to have high standards for all
students in order to close the achievement gap between white and non-white students.
Within this achievement gap are issues not only of racial inequality, but linguistic
diversity as well. Students who come from homes where a language other than English is
spoken are also now expected to perform at or above the rate of students who come from
English speaking homes. No longer are ELs an afterthought during planning and
teaching but are expected to achieve academically at the same rate as their Englishspeaking peers.
Although NCLB has brought attention to the teaching and learning of ELs in
American schools, the idea that a student who does not speak English will be able to
perform in a classroom and access the content at the same comprehension level as an
English speaking student is statistically far-fetched. Collier and Thomas’s (1999)
research found that it takes most ELs five to seven years to develop the language
proficiency of a native speaker. However, several factors can hamper this rate of
proficiency such as interrupted schooling and below grade level native language literacy.
In this case, it may take more time to develop language skills at an academic level
(Collier, 1995). Schools face the responsibility of creating a learning environment where
English learners can experience a rich cultural and linguistic foundation in the classroom,
while mastering the classroom content in order to pass standardized tests, one measure of
academic achievement. The research on the rate of academic language acquisition and the
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educational reforms of the past 30 years have contributed to a growing interest in
collaboration and co-teaching as support systems for students and teachers in the content
classroom.
ESL Service
The Supreme Court decision Lau vs. Nichol (1974) drew attention to the unique
needs of language learners in American public schools. Lau vs. Nichol was the case
brought against San Francisco Public Schools by more than 1800 Chinese students. The
students and their families argued that schools were not finding adequate ways to educate
Chinese-speaking students and found failure in the education of these students because
they spoke a language other than English. The failure of the public schools to provide
these students meaningful opportunities to access an education violated the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, which banned discrimination based on the grounds of race, color, or national
origin in any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance. Lau vs. Nichol
stated that the notion that “ before a child can effectively participate in the educational
program, he must have already acquired those basic skills is to make a mockery of public
education. We know that those who do not understand English are certain to find their
classroom experiences wholly incomprehensible and in no way meaningful” (U.S.
Supreme Court, 414 U.S. 563). The decision mandated that schools create appropriate
educational opportunities for non-native speakers of English. The Equal Educational
Opportunity Act (EEOA) was passed to ensure compliance with Lau vs. Nichol (Cornell,
1995). This ruling, along with subsequent legislation, focused new attention on language
learning and teaching in public schools.
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In the beginning, the most common type of service in public schools was pullout, in which ELs were essentially ‘pulled out’ of their general education classes to
receive English language instruction. The pullout classes could range anywhere from
fifteen minutes to one and a half hours a day by language (Cornell, 1995). Over time,
pullout programs were seen as creating inadequate conditions for language learning
because of the frequent interruptions in the academic day and its segregation of students
(Cornell, 1995). Frattura and Capper (2007) found that when students with special needs,
including ELs, are pulled from class for extended periods of time, the experience can
result in a disconnected instructional experience, a lack of achievement, and no sense of
belonging. The kind of fragmented service delivery that pullout produces can be
detrimental to a student’s educational experience (Dove & Honingsfeld, 2010). Not only
can social isolation lead to negative behaviors, but also frequent interruptions can give
students a muddled view of what school is supposed to look like. Students may not ever
have a real sense of what the flow of a school day feels like. This situation can create a
fragmented relationship between students, teachers, and formal education in general.
Although pullout instruction may have the advantage of small class sizes and fosters
more intimate relationship building, pullout classes foster the type of isolation among
students and ESL teachers that promote a disconnected educational experience (Cornell,
1995).
Teaching language through contextualized approaches was a more effective
model for language acquisition (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2000; Richard-Amato &
Snow, 2005; Davison, 2006; Theoharis, 2007; Sherris, 2008). Students needed a context
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in which to learn vocabulary and create meaningful language experiences within reading,
writing, listening, and speaking. The best way to do this was with mainstream and gradelevel content. As more research was conducted on the needs of ELs in the academic
setting (Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Theoharis, 2007), schools began to reconsider the
pullout model based on the successful implementation with some Special Education
programming (Friend, Reising & Cook, 1993; Welch, 2000). Within the last two
decades, schools have explored co-teaching as an effective means of ESL instruction
(Holt, 2004).
Local Success with ESL and Mainstream Collaboration
As school curriculum and state standards have shifted toward cultivating higher
level thinking skills at every level, language learners in today’s schools need support now
more than ever across all content areas (Davison, 2006). There are many positive
indicators that successful co-teaching can create learning environments that
simultaneously foster language development and these high academic content
requirements while having a significant impact on closing the achievement gap between
language learners and their English-speaking peers (Dove & Honingsfeld, 2010).
Reports from several districts that use co-teaching indicate that it may help
raise student achievement. Causton-Theoharis and Theoharis (2008) conducted a study
in a Wisconsin school, which, over a three-year period, completely replaced all pullout
service for ELs with inclusive collaboration. With major restructuring, the school was
able to utilize existing human resources, requiring no additional costs. The researchers
reported significant increases in reading achievement data after staff made the transition
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to their current co-teaching arrangements (Dove and Honigsfeld, 2010). With the
growing number of ELs in public schools, administrators are looking to co-teaching as a
low-cost means to reduce student-teacher ratios and coordinate the language development
goals that align with those of native speakers. Over the past decade, collaborative
practices and co-teaching arrangements have completely replaced all ESL pullout service
in Saint Paul Public Schools (SPPS) (Dove & Honingsfeld, 2010). SPPS achievement
data shows the successes of this change in service delivery for ELs. The achievement
data from 2003-2008 shows how ELLs in SPPS consistently outperformed other ELs in
state standardized tests (Dove & Honingsfeld, 2010). In fact, a 2006 report from the
Council of the Great City Schools, Beating the Odds VI, recognized SPPS as having
made some of the best gains in closing the achievement gap between ELs and non-ELs in
the state. The above examples provide some proof that teams of classroom and ESL
teachers can jointly improve their lesson delivery and differentiate instruction in order to
make content comprehensible for non-native speakers.
The role of ESL education has grown in importance as federal education policy
in the country has shifted to include all students in goals for academic success. ELs
require an instructional approach different from that of their English-speaking peers.
Mainstream teachers are not always equipped to handle the needs of language learners.
Partnering with an ESL specialist can help mainstream teachers support the multicultural
benefits ELs bring to their classes and provide language scaffolding necessary for success
in school.
Specialized Instruction for Second Language Learners
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Since the 1970’s, there has been extensive research exploring second language
acquisition and the importance of integrating language teaching in a contextualized
manner. Cummins (1987) found a distinction between two kinds of language
proficiency. Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) are those basic language
skills that ESL teachers commonly refer to as “playground” language (Cummins, 1987).
Second language learners who are proficient in BICS can ask permission to go to the
bathroom or talk with their native speaking peers on the playground. Cognitive
Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) is the academic English that native speakers
can easily use to negotiate content in school. While students who are proficient in BICS
may be able to tell a joke well, that same student may not know the language
complexities that go into describing how a character in a book made them feel, or
understand what it means to justify an opinion in English. Cummins also states that
students may develop BICS within their first two years of target language exposure,
CALP could take anywhere from five to seven years to fully develop.
Cummins also found a direct correlation between students’ proficiency in their
first language (L1) and their ability to acquire proficiency in the target or second
language (L2). The implications of this phenomenon directly impact the teaching and
learning of second language learners. The data collected provides evidence that teachers
need to cultivate opportunities for language learners to develop their proficiency in the
L1 in conjunction with acquiring language skills in the L2. Nieto (2002) suggests that
most of the pedagogical approaches to teaching English to non-native speakers are based
on the notion that language diversity is an illness that must be cured. Cummins’ findings
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further contribute to the fact that because ESL teachers are trained in instructing
academic and social language, collaboration between ESL and general educators is not
only added support, it is crucial to ELs’ academic success in the mainstream.
Krashen’s theory of comprehensible input submits that educators should be
cognizant of the linguistic competence of learners (Krashen, 1985). According to
Krashen second language learners should only receive second language input that is one
step beyond their existing understanding of the target language. Often general educators
who are not well trained in second language acquisition make the mistake of believing
that the more language exposure an EL is receiving, the better opportunity that student
will have to acquiring an L2. Krashen suggests that teachers need to be strategic about
making the input of language meaningful by cultivating the language a student may
already have and introducing additional academic language structures more strategically
and intentionally. Krashen’s notion of comprehensible input is widely accepted by ESL
educators because it confirms the idea of meaningful input in the classroom, suggests the
value of using additional and varied resources in and out of the classroom, and confirms
the usefulness of teachers adapting and modifying their classroom content to match the
level of linguistic competence attained by a student (Hedge, 2000).
Although general education teachers may have had some training in fostering
multiculturalism or multilingualism in their classrooms, the specific academic needs of
ELs are rarely addressed in the mainstream. This could be due to lack of training or
understanding. Because mainstream educators do not have the specialized training in
second language acquisition, the importance of integrating language teaching with
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content may often be seen as an extraneous addition to the content. Barbara Hawkins
(Richard-Amato & Snow, 2005) argues that the intersection between second language
development and subject matter proficiency is a central question among teachers. How
can teachers successfully work together within this intersection between language
instruction and content learning?
More recently, the challenges public schools face in educating language
minorities is not likely to diminish as state and federal accountability measures intensify
and become more standardized. The Title III provision under No Child Left Behind
(Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 2001) states that schools must “supplement,
not supplant” resources for second language learners in public schools. This means that
ELs cannot be taken out of content classes in order to receive instruction unrelated to the
grade-level content. Many see co-teaching as a means to be in compliance with federal
law while providing rich educational opportunities for ELs in the content classroom.
Mohan, Leung & Davison (2001) remark on the integration of academic
language in mainstream instruction and the need for better practices. They point out the
broad gaps between the recent political debates and sound educational practices claiming
that ESL instruction is “ghetto-ised and poorly coordinated with mainstream practices”
(p. 4). The authors claim there is a lack of educational vision relating the commonalities
between the needs of ELs and the needs of other students, such as increased literacy and
fluency, within the wider educational system (Mohan, et al., 2001). ESL and mainstream
collaboration may close the divide between these poorly coordinated content and ESL
practices.
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A much higher level of English fluency is demanded from the work force than
in the past as our industrial based economy has become one requiring more technological
and analytical skills (Mohan, et al., 2001, p. 4). The parity between the language
specialist and content teacher fosters the kind of explicit academic language that is now
urgently required by ELs in our nation’s schools. Teachers are now being asked to
prepare all students to write, read, speak, listen, and think at more sophisticated levels in
order to prepare for this new economy. Negotiating the language necessary to navigate
through the academic day has become much more of a high-stakes struggle for EL sin
public schools. Through the use of successful cooperative planning and organizational
techniques, general educators and ESL teachers can work together to develop and deliver
differentiated lessons integrating high levels of academic language into content lessons
(Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
Collaboration: Time and Planning
Although ESL and mainstream collaboration models can create the foundation
for integration of academic language throughout the day to prepare ELs for the demands
of a new type of work force, productive planning time is required for its success (Cook et
al., 1993; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Arkoudis, 2006; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010).
Teachers must be in good communication about the goals for their students within these
models in order for meaningful learning to occur. Attaining the goals set out during
lesson planning is the responsibility of co- teachers and the team’s purpose for existence
(Cook and Friend, 1992). Although there is a wealth of literature addressing the
importance of carving out co-planning time within a school week (Welch, 2000; Gately
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& Gately, 2001; Ashton, 2003; Dove & Honigsfeld 2008; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010),
research is lacking on how exactly to use that time productively.
There has been much research regarding elements to have in place before
successful collaborative models, like co-teaching, can occur (Cook and Friend, 1992;
Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Sherris, 2008; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). Sherris (2008)
introduced four key principles of effective collaboration of content and language
instruction, which are:
1. Clear content and language outcomes are planned for each lesson.
2. Learners are provided with goal-directed opportunities to interact with each
and with the teacher to jointly reflect on and build specific content
knowledge and skills.
3. Teachers provide learners with tasks that promote the development of
reading, writing, listening and speaking skills within the content areas.
4. Outcomes are reviewed, consolidated, and assesses during lessons.
The planning stage cannot be overlooked as it sets the stage for what and how
the students will learn and apply the language within the content. In order to do this,
teachers must draw on the content standards, the language proficiency standards, prior
student assessment and materials (Sherris, 2008). Teachers working in collaboration
have the opportunity to blend their expertise to accomplish the above principles.
However, both teachers must share this common vision in order for planning time to be
productive (Cook and Friend, 1992; Sherris, 2008).
Creating and supporting a shared vision is a challenge when time for planning
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is not systematic and consistent. In fact, shared time is considered the most crucial
resource for collaboration (Ashton, 2003; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2008). Gately and Gately
(1993) state how joint instructional planning is the component of co-teaching that
encompasses the day-to-day, week-to-week, and unit-to-unit planning of curriculum.
Most collaborators would agree that creating a space and time for co-teachers to plan and
strategize lessons is the most important aspect of collaboration. However, research into
how this time should be used and how co-teachers communicate about content and
language goals is lacking.
Templates as Tools for Planning and Communication
One communication strategy referenced some of the literature is the planning
template. The planning templates reviewed provide opportunity for discussion of roles,
lesson sequence, and reflection when beginning work in collaboration. Villa, et al.,
(2008) have created templates for action planning the shift to school-wide collaboration.
However, most of the templates pertain to Special Education instruction and establishing
collaborative cultures with new co-teachers. Dieker (2006) created The Co-Teaching
Lesson Plan Book, geared toward Special Education and mainstream collaboration.
Howard and Potts (2009) developed a co-planning checklist that focused on teacher
duties before, during, and after a lesson. These templates focus on the specific roles and
duties of each co-teacher in order to develop their professional relationship, and are less
focused on actual student instruction.
In Making Content Comprehensible for English Learners: The SIOP Model
(Echevarria, et al., 2004) the authors provide a lesson plan template laying out the core
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components of sheltered instruction, which begins with a focus on standards, content and
language objectives. This template serves as a checklist to make sure scaffolds have been
incorporated into a lesson. However, there are no specific tools the template provides to
assist teachers in deconstructing the content to reveal the language focus. Honigsfeld and
Dove (2010) in their guidebook, Collaboration and Co- Teaching: Strategies for English
Learners, present a co-planning form for classroom and ESL instruction. This template
serves as a map for the week that teams can utilize for documenting objectives, assigning
roles, and mapping out materials and resources needed for a lesson. Still, the actual
process of sifting through the content materials to design academic language was lacking.
There was no template design that addressed the actual business of walking oneself
through this co-planning process.
Although literature on co-teaching has covered such topics as essential
components and factors of effectiveness of co-teaching (Holt, 2004), few studies address
the intricacies of the planning process of merging language with content through a
productive use of planning time. If this component is so crucial, why has there not been
more thorough research regarding how planning should be utilized during this time? This
study attempts to show how implementing a strategically language based planning
template affected the co-planning process. I want to find out if use of a planning
template will lead to more consistent integration of academic language supports during
ESL and mainstream co-planning time.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study is to find out if the use of a co-planning template
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will lead to more consistent integration of academic language supports in ESL and
mainstream co-planning. This first part of this chapter presented a brief history of coteaching and a rationale for ESL instruction through content based on topics concerning
ESL issues and instructional best practices. I ended with a review of other templates used
in the field and presented the lack of research into use of a template to integrate content
and academic language in the classroom. The next chapter will explore the methodology
of my research and rationale for the data collection tools used in the study.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
The purpose of my study is to explore how use of a planning template among ESL
and mainstream co-teachers can increase integration of academic language structures
during co-planning. I hope to find out if the use of a co-planning template that
incorporates the explicit teaching of academic language will result in more focused
planning time between mainstream and ESL teachers. This chapter describes the
methodologies used in the study. First, the rationale and a description of the data
collection tools are presented. Second, is a description of the qualitative research
paradigm. Next, the participants, data collection techniques, procedures, and data
analysis are described. Finally, I conclude with a summary of the chapter.
Rationale and Description of Data Collection Tools
Little research has been conducted on effective co-planning time between ESL
teachers and general educators. While there are various strategies and templates from
which to choose, the research is lacking in regards to the outcomes of using these
methods as a device for co-planning. This case study is designed to explore how use of a
planning template cam lead to more consistent integration of academic language during
the co-planning process. The data collection tools used in this study are a lesson plan
template, journals, and questionnaires. The planning template borrows elements from
others in the field but incorporates questioning prompts and step-by-step approaches to
unpacking the language of a lesson. I reflected on the planning process from an ESL
perspective with journal entries. I ended the study with a questionnaire for all my
participants in order to get their perspectives of our co-planning time.
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Qualitative Research
Mackey and Gass (2005) define a qualitative study as “research that is based on
descriptive data that does not make (regular) use of statistical procedures” (p. 162).
Qualitative data includes ethnographies, interviews, diaries and journals, case studies,
and various observational techniques. This paradigm is the best choice for my research
because I am concerned with behavioral constructs rooted in collaboration between coteachers, whose opinions and discussions, as well as planning behaviors, make up the
bulk of the data collection. If I were quantifying the outcomes of our practices, then
statistical analysis would be employed. However, for this study, there is no numerical
quantification in my data.
Elements of the qualitative research paradigm include rich description, natural
and holistic representation, few participants, emic perspectives, cyclical and open-ended
processes, possible ideological orientations, and research questions that are more
generalized and open-ended (Mackey and Gass, 2005). Qualitative methods for data
collection rely more on processes than instruments. The nature of the data in a qualitative
study arises from the natural events in the research context. I am interested in exploring
the process of lesson planning among co-teachers. I developed my research questions
from issues occurring in my work setting. The researcher in a qualitative study takes into
account the relevant theories pertaining to the topic, but does not seek to prove or
disprove, only to gain a better understanding of the phenomena. I seek to take all that I
have gleaned from second language acquisition theory, co-teaching and collaboration
guidelines, and advocacy in language education to seek a better understanding of the role
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of each of these elements during co-planning. I want to see how co-teachers can
effectively plan together and understand how to strengthen the co-planning process
between ESL and mainstream teachers.
While falling under the qualitative paradigm, this research is more specifically a
case study. Mackey and Gass (2005) define case studies as aiming to provide holistic
descriptions within a specific population and setting. The authors go on to say that
“observations of the phenomena under investigation are made at periodic intervals for an
extended period of time” (p. 171). My research fits these descriptions as journals and
questionnaires provided the additional feedback on the template. Likewise, the template
was used over the course of three weeks and I was interested in any patterns in the
planning process that may have developed over the three-week period.
Data Collection
Participants
The participants included in my study are three mainstream elementary teachers
and myself, their ESL co-teacher. For purposes of anonymity, I will refer to my
teammates as Ted, Clara, and Linda. Ted is in his fifth year of teaching and his third year
at our school. Ted and I co-teach during Writing time and he has the intermediateadvanced EL cluster. The ESL paraprofessional pushes in during Guided Reading time
to work with the ELs in his room. Clara has taught at our school for fifteen years and has
the beginning-intermediate EL cluster. She and I co-teach for Guided Reading and Math.
Linda has been teaching for twenty-nine years and has been at our school for over
seventeen years. Linda also has a beginning-intermediate EL cluster, in which she and I
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co-teach Guided Reading and Writing. This year is the second year I have worked with
Ted and Clara, while it is the first year I have worked with Linda. For this reason, I
invited to Linda to our district collaboration institute over the summer. I knew she had
experience with SIOP and we wanted to take advantage of the summer institute to get to
know each other and foster a successful first year of collaboration. This grade-level team
was still exploring their own team dynamic and was a diverse group in that they varied in
communication style and level of contribution during team meetings.
Location and Setting
This study takes place at a suburban elementary school in the upper mid-west.
The school currently has nearly 450 students and roughly one third are English learners.
We are a Title I school, with a large number of students who are eligible for the free-and
reduced lunch program because of their families’ economic status. The school was
deemed “racially isolated” by the Minnesota Department of Education seven years ago
because of the large population of Latino students in an area of town that is
predominantly white. The school subsequently became a magnet in order to draw in a
more diverse student population.
Data Collection Technique 1
The first type of data I collected were the weekly planning templates my team
used to guide our planning (Appendix A). I designed the template to incorporate all
relevant processes in lesson planning for ELs. The processes included elements of SIOP
lesson plans, the principles of effective content and language instruction form Arkoudis
(2008), World Class Instruction Design and Assessment (WIDA) Can Do descriptors,
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and space for more descriptive language structures paired with content alignment. I
included questioning prompts under each heading to make each section more userfriendly for mainstream teachers. I led the planning meetings and guided the team
through the planning process. A different person each week was to be responsible for
recording the outcomes on the planning template in our shared Google.doc.
Data Collection Technique 2
The second types of data collected were my personal journal entries. In these
entries I recorded impressions of overall mood coming out of the meetings and how well
the template focused the planning process on supporting academic language with content
goals during the meeting. More importantly, I was interested in feedback on the coplanning template. I reflected in a journal after every planning meeting in order to
capture my impressions of the planning process.
The journals were also a way for me to reflect on perceptions of collaboration in a
group setting. I wanted to gain a sense of the underpinnings of collaboration, which have
much to do with personality, teaching and preparation style, as well as styles of
communication. This team was diverse in terms of years teaching, types of teaching
experiences, and personal preferences for planning, so I wanted to reflect on how a
planning template could give us all a common language with which to communicate
during joint planning.
Data Collection Technique 3
The third data collection technique I used were personal questionnaires for each
of the participants (Appendix C). I wanted to gain insight in their overall impressions of
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how the planning process changed as a result of the template, how our planning for ELs
may have changed, how the template affected our time management, and any thoughts on
adaptations or future use of the template. I gave the questions to my participants through
e-mail after the last template was completed and they returned their feedback to me
personally. I chose this format so that each team member would have time for reflection
that they may not have had in a one-on-one interview. I felt it might enhance reflective
practice and foster more honest and thoughtful feedback.
Procedure
My team used the co-planning template for three lessons to guide our planning
meetings, which took place every Tuesday after school. I shared the planning template
with everyone on a Google.doc. Typically, one team member was responsible for
establishing the standards we would address in a given week and record those with the
objectives on a separate running Google.doc that we could refer to over the course of the
year. We used those objectives as a starting point for our conversation on the template.
From those objectives and the curriculum, I wanted to show my team how a language
objective was written and assessed. I guided my team through the “think-aloud”
questions in each section of the template in order to develop sound lessons for English
learners, hoping that teachers would refer to the meeting notes on our template in order to
keep focus throughout the week. I facilitated the meetings, as I did not feel confident that
my team members could lead each other through this process. My hope was that by
gathering this data and using a planning template focused on best practices for language
learning in the mainstream, I could show how to use collaborative planning time to
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effectively address the unique needs of language learners.
Any partnership lends itself to varying perceptions. Since I wanted to record the
development of this planning process through an ESL lens, I wrote in a reflection journal
at the end of each planning meeting. As reflection is an important piece of co-teaching, I
hoped to use this document as a way to systematically reflect on the co-planning
experience with the template as well as reflect on any frustrations, concerns or
observations that may have arisen during the research process.
Data Analysis
Mackey and Gass (2005) define reliability as “consistency, often meaning
instrument consistency” (p. 128). As this study is of a qualitative nature, there will be no
statistical significance as to the outcome, only more feedback on co-planning in this
manner. However, there are some steps I have taken to ensure as much reliability as
possible. First, the template is consistent throughout the trial. It provided a common
language and metacognitive prompts under each heading that guided us as we
transitioned from component to component. Second, the journal entries were a direct
response to the planning sessions from an ESL teacher’s point of view. The reliability
comes from the consistent nature in which a reflection was recorded after every planning
session. Finally, the questionnaires for my team are reliable in that the questions are the
same for each participant. The questions were sent to each participant with the request
that they answer as honestly as possible. If I had asked my participants the questions in
front of one another, I may have a different set of answers. Sending the questions to each
person fostered a more reflective and honest response in a safe environment. We were all
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participants in the same meeting with the same template guiding us. I wanted to find out
if there were any common reactions to or opinions of the planning process.
Verification of Data
Mackey and Gass (2005) define validity as something “which measures the extent
to which the test is an indication of what it purports to be” (p. 128). The authors go on to
define internal validity as “the extent to which the results of a study are a function of the
factor that the researcher intends” (p. 109). I have attempted to minimize the
compromise of internal validity by triangulating my data between the consistency of
template design, journal entries, and the end-of-study questionnaires. Although
individual attitudes and behaviors may have affected the overall implementation of the
template design in the classroom lessons, this research is more concerned with the actual
behaviors during the planning process. The template design was an attempt to keep
conversation focused on the integration of academic language and content. The journal
entries were an attempt to record observations and overall impressions of the planning
meetings as soon after the meetings as possible, so as to not forget or gloss over any
events that may have occurred. The streamlining of the end-of-study questionnaire was
created in order to better chart patterns or consistencies in opinion and feedback. To
summarize, the triangulation of data will ensure as much internal validity as necessary for
a study of this nature.
Ethics
The ethical treatment of the participants in this study was based on common
protections found in the qualitative research paradigm. This study employed the

35
following safeguards to protect the participant’s rights:
1) Human subjects review
2) Informed consent: Research objectives shared with participants
3) Anonymity of participants and site
4) Data secured on a password-protected computer
Conclusion
This chapter outlined the specific data collection tools and procedures I used to
conduct my qualitative research design. The data collection tools I used were the lesson
plan template, my own journal reflections of the planning sessions, and end-of-study
questionnaires completed by my participants. Furthermore, I discussed the procedures
used to collect the data. Chapter Four presents the results of this study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
This study took place during ESL and mainstream co-planning meetings in an
inner-ring suburb of a metropolitan city in the upper mid-west. Data were gathered using
a variety of methods including a lesson planning template, journal entries, and
questionnaires. The purpose of these data collection tools was to explore if the use of a
co-planning template would lead to more consistent integration of academic language
supports during ESL and mainstream co-planning.
Lesson Plan Template
Three lesson plan templates were completed for this research. The first lesson
was based on a selection story in our reading anthology. The lesson focused on the
comprehension skills of plot and theme (Planning Template One, Appendix B), which the
ESL teacher and mainstream team aligned with the state Minnesota English Language
Arts Standards. The language objectives were developed from the content objectives and
the participants contributed to the template through the guiding questions read aloud by
the ESL teacher. Students were to record the story structure on a graphic organizer for
retelling purposes, using sequencing words to communicate through academic writing
and speaking. The WIDA Can Do Descriptors (Board of Regents of the University of
Wisconsin System, on behalf of the WIDA Consortium, 2012) were plotted using
information the ESL teacher brought about each language level present throughout the
grade level. The ESL teacher clarified what type of academic language could be
expected of individual students based on their language proficiency level.
The academic language structures involved in this lesson were a variety of
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sequencing sentence starters to be written on a graphic organizer for the retell of the
story. The students could see that the beginning of the retell introduces the characters
and setting, the middle describes the problem and events, while the end describes the
solution to the problem. The students were assessed informally on how they orally retold
the story using the sentence frames and formally from writing on the graphic organizer.
The ESL led the mainstream team through the template by asking the questions under
each heading, as this was the first time using the template. The template was completed
by the end of the scheduled planning time. The participants had access to the template
through a Google.doc for the next week’s delivery of the lesson.
The second lesson focused on a persuasive writing lesson about Earth Day
(Planning Template Two, Appendix B). The focus of this lesson was on teaching the
students how to discern between fact and opinion statements in a text and connect those
skills to the “justification” concept in the content objectives. The students would create
their own fact and opinion statements after the teacher would lead the students through a
brainstorming activity why it is important to take care of the Earth. From that discussion,
the students would form an opinion statement about what they thought about Earth Day
as a holiday. They were to then justify their opinion with the ideas brainstormed
together. Once the students edited their writing, there would be a time to share their
writing with the class.
The academic language structures involved in this lesson were signal words for
fact and opinion statements, sentence starters, and being able to retell in one’s own words
the difference between a fact statement and an opinion statement. The students were to
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use a graphic organizer to help them plan for writing using their opinion topic and
concluding statements and factual statements for the body of the paragraph. Although
this lesson required use of all modalities, the focuses for assessment were writing and
speaking. The template was not completed by the end of the planning time, but the ESL
teacher finished it for review on the shared Google.doc.
On the third lesson template, the team wrote a plan for a lesson focused on
author’s purpose based on a story about firefighters in the reading anthology (Planning
Template Three, Appendix B). Students were to draw on their knowledge of fact and
opinion and connect it to the author’s purpose for writing this particular story and justify
their opinions. This lesson was more focused on discussion and established structures for
using oral language to determine author’s purpose in texts read throughout the week in
small groups. The academic language structures in this lesson incorporated because
statements in order to justify thinking. Students were to share with a partner, a teacher,
and in some cases, write in a journal to share why they think the author wrote the story
and why. Teachers would review fact and opinion posters from the following week to
scaffold language production as needed. The team finished the plan within the planning
timeframe.
The templates recorded an alignment of standards, objectives and assessments.
Each of the planning templates incorporated academic language supports and ideas for
differentiation within the language proficiency levels. Scripts for introducing the lesson
sequence were also added, which prepared the teachers for modeling and guided practice.
Each section of the template was completed.
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Journal Entries
Four journal entries were written to reflect on the team meetings and overall
impressions of how the co-planning process unfolded. The notes were typed into a
private and secured Google.doc. Reflections were made on the projected attitudes of the
team and overall impressions of the co-planning process with the template. Entries were
made after the initial proposal and after each subsequent planning session for a total of
four entries.
The most common theme in the journal reflections had to do with group dynamics
within the grade-level team. Although the main concern for this research had to do with
the co-planning template and the ability to better integrate academic language in the
planning process, most of the journal reflections had to do with perceived attitudes of the
mainstream members and how they communicated face-to-face during co-planning time.
In the first entry, the following impressions of the overall mood were recorded:
I was hoping for some more in-depth questions regarding the research and how it
could help the teamwork as a more cohesive unit (something I had heard them
claim they had wanted) but, … I could see on some faces that they were uneasy.
Phrases like “no one is guiding the conversation in team meetings” and “the same
two people are the ones who engage at all” as well as “disengagement from team
members” and “ I feel it is not safe to be honest and authentic” describe the overall mood
of the team meetings throughout the four journal entries. The second entry records the
beginning of a shift in one participant’s engagement and how he saw the application of
the template in other areas:
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As we began to talk about math and writing (two subjects that the team feels more
disconnected with than reading) Ted suggested using the template for writing this
month to try and communicate better… We discussed how our team system is
working for us now for reading and that the template would be useful in other
areas where we are not communicating as closely.
The third entry recorded another shift in the dynamic, where one of the more
reticent participants took the initiative to engage in the discussion by coming prepared
with the standards mapped out for a social studies writing activity on Earth Day. This
was in response to Ted’s suggestion from the previous planning meeting to use the
template for writing.
At the last minute, Linda brought up a writing activity to address some writing and
social studies standards, which the team has felt they never get to… Since we were
short on time, I told the team I would map out the rest of the template from the
standards and objectives Linda created so everyone could access them.
The most common theme in the journal reflections had to do with group dynamics
within the grade-level team. Although the main concern for this research had to do with
the co-planning template and the ability to better integrate academic language in the
planning process, most of the journal entries reported on the mood of meetings and the
face-to-face communication styles of the participants within the team.
Questionnaire
The questionnaires were sent to the team as a Google.doc and returned to the
researcher within a week’s time. Five questions were asked having to do with the
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research question and the impetus for this project (Appendix C). After reviewing the
responses, the most obvious themes that developed had to do with increasing team
communication, professional growth in differentiating for ELs, and comments addressing
limitations of planning time.
Each mainstream team member responded with comments regarding better team
communication as a result of using the template in the co-planning process. Ted wrote,
“The planning template allowed the team to have more in depth conversations on how to
specifically target EL students in each classroom...” Clara added, “It helped our entire
team see the goals, objectives, and steps to achieve those. It unified our planning…”
Finally, Linda said “…doing this as a team allowed me to access more resources and try
new strategies shared during our planning.” The responses show evidence that the
template served as a tool that increased communication about planning for ELs and all
students within the team.
Many responses fell under the category of professional growth in the area
differentiation. Several comments reported a new awareness of the need for
differentiation according language proficiency level. Comments like “I was able to better
differentiate because I was thinking about my specific students in each of the levels”
(Clara) and “It also made me think of the levels I was teaching and how I could adapt the
lesson to make all students successful” (Linda) report a direct link to this new awareness
as a result of the template. Ted added “ I felt when using this template I was more
confident that the delivery of my lessons were meeting the needs of all students … I was
more intentional with meeting my students at their individual level.” Comments in the
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category of professional growth in differentiating for ELs came from each team
participant in the study.
Another theme from the questionnaire feedback was that of impact on time.
When responding to whether he would use the template in other subject areas, Ted
reported that, “it would need to be “tweeked” to be more time friendly to realistically fit
in the small amount of team planning time that we had each week.” Clara suggested the
template be used between ESL teacher and each mainstream teacher while planning for a
particular group of students and wrote “I think sometimes it is hard to do this in larger
groups (i.e. the whole grade level) and it is easier to focus specifically on co-planning for
one classroom (i.e. you and me).” Clara also commented on the limitations of the
research timeframe within the context of her own reflective practice with “…I would like
to have more time to use it in my planning and reflect more on how it impacted my
teaching.” Regarding time during co-planning, Linda said that the template “helped
focus our discussion and streamline the process” adding that this was “highly valuable”.
However, she felt that class time was affected by the differentiation and that she
“…seemed to be fighting time to fit in all of the required academics in an individualized
manner on a daily basis.”
The themes that developed through the participant questionnaire responses had to
do with increasing team communication, professional growth in differentiating for ELs,
and comments addressing impact on time. The examples reflect a sampling of the
responses within these themes.
Conclusion
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In this chapter, the results of the data collection were presented. A description
was given of the lessons planned using the template. Pertinent excerpts from the journal
entries were presented. Last, participant responses to the questionnaire were presented.
In Chapter Five major findings, a review of the literature, implications of the research for
stakeholders, limitations of the study, reflections on the work and suggestions for further
research will be presented.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to explore how the use of a planning template
among ESL and mainstream co-teachers could increase integration of academic language
structures during co-planning. In this chapter I will discuss the major findings, present
implications for stakeholders, discuss limitations of the study, and reflect on the work to
make suggestions for further research.
Major Findings and Connections to the Literature
Ultimately, this research was rooted in best practices for ELs and best practices
for productive ESL and mainstream co-planning (Sherris, 2008; Echevarria et al., 2000;
Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Mohan et al., 2001). The literature review presented research
on how collaboration models like co-teaching have improved ESL service and increased
achievement in other Midwest schools (Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010; Theoharis, 2007).
The major findings of the study have much to do, not just with that intersection of
academic language development and subject proficiency but, with how teams of teachers
approach collaborative practices in order to connect academic language with content.
Major findings of the study demonstrated the efficacy of using a planning
template including more productive planning time, decreasing the impact of negative
team dynamics, and the professional growth in understanding ESL differentiation. The
literature review presented how productive planning time is required for collaboration
success (Cook et al., 1993; Mohan et al., 2001; Morocco & Aguilar, 2002; Arkoudis,
2006; Dove & Honigsfeld, 2010). ESL best practices were a focus during planning
meetings and the alignment of academic language with content standards and common
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assessments was the main goal of the template’s design. The feedback from the
participants shows how the incorporation of Can Do descriptors, sentence stems, and
other language proficiency structures built in to the template helped them think about and
plan ELs in the classroom. This study shows how meaningful it is to be as specific as
possible when planning for differentiated EL instruction while co-planning.
Team dynamics played a big part in the productivity of most team meetings. The
template proved to keep the planning time focused on the lesson design and studentcentered, no matter the communication style of the participants. The completed
templates are the recorded evidence of the attention given to academic language within
the grade-level content. The work of incorporating academic language supports and
instructional sequences was accomplished with every session. The questionnaire
responses overwhelmingly attributed to the template maintaining a focused direction
during planning time. The journal entries recorded how affective factors like perceived
attitudes affect comfort level and sharing of professional skills.
Although the literature review presented a gap in research of this kind, there is no
wonder that there are a number of templates published that foster co-teacher
communication and reflection (Villa, et al., 2008; Howard & Potts, 2009). Levels of
comfort in communication were compromised because of the lack of reflective supports
and relationship building within the team dynamic. The journal entries were responses to
the less comfortable face-to-face setting, in which participants were more exposed and
guarded in their authentic participation. It was clear that without the template to keep the
discussion directed and focused on student learning, planning meetings would have had
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little direction and I would not have felt safe to directly share ideas for ESL
differentiation. The seemingly unproductive and negative attitudes described in the
journal entries were in direct contrast to the positive feedback from the participant
questionnaires. It is possible that because the questionnaire responses were completed in
an individualized and private setting that this created space for more positive and
congenial feedback. This variation in the data collection setting had a major impact on
the authenticity of the results.
Another major finding was the professional growth the team made in their
understanding of differentiating for ELs. The feedback in the questionnaire responses was
overwhelmingly positive in this regard. A major concern for ESL teachers working in
collaboration is advocating for what may become a breakdown in professional skills
(Cook & Friend, 1992). The research shows that the teachers gained new insight into
how ESL teachers approach academic language and content differentiation while
maintaining appropriate academic rigor at all levels (Krashen, 1985). The participants
also shared how their planning for ELs had changed as result of the template.
Participants found the Can Do descriptors and academic language scaffolds helpful in
designing lessons with ELs in mind.
Limitations
One limitation of the study was the fact that we used the template for only
three lessons with a new grade-level team. The participant feedback regarding impact on
team planning time may have been affected had we begun at the beginning of the school
year and had more teams been involved. Some participants may have found it less
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cumbersome and time-consuming if we were practiced in using it. Also, a larger pool of
participants, possibly in more experienced teams, could have given more academically
focused feedback. It is possible that the feedback would have tied more into the actual
implementation of the plans and less on the team dynamics. Because the data tools were
so few, it was difficult to reflect on more themes that may have arisen over time.
Another limitation of the co-planning process with the template was that there
was virtually no time for reflection and review of the assessment section. There was little
assurance that the language outcomes were met. We did little to evaluate the work we
had planned and its classroom connections. Had there been an opportunity to revisit the
supports and assessments we established, the whole process would have been more
meaningful. Participants may have become more motivated by comparing work samples
that showed improvement academic English writing, for example.
Last, I feel that my journal entries were too focused on attitudes and emotion and,
therefore, prejudiced. If a consistent checklist or self- survey had been employed, the
entries would have contributed more information to the triangulation of data more
systemically. Instead of focusing on the perceived attitudes of the members, the data
could have focused more on a checklist of co-teaching elements either employed or not
employed. The journal entries, in the end, did little to contribute to the data because of
their emotionally charged nature.
Implications
The implications of this study suggest that co-planning teams can benefit from a
specific and language-focused planning framework. Because there are many affective
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factors that can hinder successful working relationships and compromise communication,
a structure like the planning template keeps the focus on the task, guides teams through
differentiating for ELs and keeps the conversation going regarding students instead of
being stifled by face-to-face discussion. Having a structure for co-planning helped our
team filter out the all the things that hamper effective communication for planning and
was useful in sharing professional roles.
This study also suggests that even with these co-planning structures in place,
planning for specialized instruction takes time. This impacts teachers’ and
administrators’ allocation of time in scheduling to co-plan. One cannot approach
differentiation as an afterthought. Differentiating for ELs must be purposeful and aligned
with standards, objectives, and assessments. Teams need time to meet, discuss, and
reflect on these practices in order grow. Although decreasing the amount of time it took
to co-plan was not achieved, I am certain that, with practice, a template of this kind could
contribute to making co- planning between mainstream and ESL teachers more
productive.
Recommendations for Further Research
Additional research is needed to find out if this planning process could be used to
directly link its impact on the achievement of ELs. It would be compelling if EL
achievement could be connected to change in planning practice using a co-planning
template. More quantitative data could be achieved to data outcomes on language
proficiency tests and other high stakes assessments if the study were continued on a
larger scale over time. The need for further research into the impact of co-planning with
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a template focused on academic language supports is evident.
Another topic for further exploration is the use of this co-planning template with a
veteran grade-level team. The journal data was overshadowed by the emotional
responses to the team dynamic. Fear of over stepping boundaries, both personal and
professional, took too much out of the reflective data. What’s more is that the feedback
from the questionnaires may have been skewed because of this dynamic. A more
practiced team that has built trusting relationships may give more focused outcomes
directly linked to the co-planning template.
Last, more research needs to be conducted in co-planning and time. This research
was one response to reduce the number of co-planning meetings during a given week.
How can ESL teachers work to provide appropriate ESL support between several
teachers without becoming overwhelmed by the amount of time needed to co-plan? This
template is one way to address the topic, but more research investigating the appropriate
amount of co-planning time is greatly needed in this field.
Dissemination of Findings
Although the research conducted in this study is far from over, I plan to share the
template with other ESL teachers in my school and throughout the district to try with
their co-teaching partners. I think the essential elements of the template design are
valuable and the think-aloud strategies in each section will help support mainstream
teachers in their understanding of ESL instruction. I have also applied to share the
template with an ESL professional organization in order to present the findings of this
research at national conference in the fall of 2013. Recently I have adapted and modified
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the elements of the template for smaller ESL modified guided reading groups. This
adaptation has been shared with new ESL teachers in the district.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to explore how the use of a planning template
among ESL and mainstream co-teachers could increase integration of academic language
structures during co-planning. I sought to explore how the use of a template could better
integrate academic language during co-planning in order to share ESL best practices with
mainstream teachers. The major findings of the study showed the template kept time
focused and student-centered, team dynamics played a pivotal role in the collaboration,
and professional growth in the areas of differentiating for ELs was made my the
participants. This case study showed how having a planning structure in place creates
opportunities for purposeful lesson planning in collaboration.
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APPENDIX A: CO-PLANNING TEMPLATE

52
Planning Template: Essential Elements
Teacher/s______________________________________Subject_____________
Week of_________ Time___________ Lesson_______________________________
State Standard:

WIDA Language Levels in Class:

Content Objectives:

Level 2: Can do…

Level 1: Can do…

Level 3: Can do…

Language Objectives:
Level 4: Can do…
Level 5: Can do…

Assessment:

(How will my student prove understanding of the
above?)

Adaptations and Modifications:

Key Vocabulary:

Language Structures:

Vocabulary Strategies:

Real Life Connection:

(What words do students need to know to understand
the content?)

(How will I ensure understanding?)

Introduce:
Review:
Assess:

(Who will not be able to access grade level content?
How can I make the content comprehensible?)

(What sentence frames or signal words will they need
to read, write, speak, or listen about the content?)

(Why should my students care? Where else will they
see this?)
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Integration of Processes:

(What essential academic modalities am I addressing
with this lesson?)

Reading___
Writing___
Listening___
Speaking___

Graphic Organizer:

(What tools will my students use to be successful using
the language processes successfully?)

Meta-cognitive Strategy:

(What questions will my students ask themselves in
order to use the strategies?)

Scaffolded Lesson Sequence:
Hook
Direct Explanation/ Review Objectives
Today we will:
Modeling
When I…
Guided Practice
Let’s try one together…
Independent Practice (small groups, partners, independent)
Now it’s your turn!
Assessment Results:
Beginning

Developing

Secure
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APPENDIX B: COMPLETED PLANNING TEMPLATES
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Planning Template One
Teacher/s 2nd grade
Week of 4/ 10/12
State Standard: 2.1.7.7. Use
information gained from the
illustrations and words in a print
or digital text to demonstrate
understanding of its characters,
setting or plot.

Subject Reading
Lesson Bad Dog Dodger- Plot/ Theme
WIDA Language Levels in Class:
Level 1: Can do…
draw and label a word with scaffolding
Level 2: Can do…
label words/ phrases with scaffolding
Level 3: Can do…
write phrases with scaffolding

Content Objectives:
Record story structure on a
graphic organizer

Level 4: Can do…
write sentences independently
Level 5: Can do…

Language Objectives:
beginning- character, setting,
problem
middle- events
end- resolution/ solution

write grammatically correct sentences
independently
Adaptations and Modifications:
(Who will not be able to access grade level content? How can I
make the content comprehensible?)

model, small group scaffold, visuals of expected
writing
Assessment:
(How will my student prove understanding of
the above?)
graphic, independent vs. whole group

completed graphic organizer

Key Vocabulary:

Language Structures:

(What words do students need to know to
understand the content?)

(What sentence frames or signal words will they need to read,
write, speak, or listen about the content?)

theme, plot, problem/ resolution,
character/ setting/ plot, events

First/ In the beginning
Next/ Then/ In the middle/ Suddenly
Last/ Finally/ Ultimately/ At the end

Vocabulary Strategies:

Real Life Connection:

(How will I ensure understanding?)

(Why should my students care? Where else will they see this?)s
To be able to describe a movie you enjoyed or share a good book
with someone, good speakers/ writers of English need to be able
to talk about theme and plot!

Introduce:visuals, discussion,
matching activity?
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Review:recognize and explicitly draw
attention to vocabulary
Assess:selection test/ graphic
organizer use

Integration of Processes:

Graphic Organizer:

(What essential academic modalities am I
addressing with this lesson?)

(What tools will my students use to be successful using the
language processes successfully?)

Reading___
WritingX
Listening___
SpeakingX

Beginning, middle, end
theme/ plot modified graphic
story picture cards
Meta-cognitive Strategy:
(What questions will my students ask themselves in order to use
the strategies?)

Who are the characters? Where can I usually be
introduced to the characters?(The beginning)
Where does the story take place? How do I
know? What is the difference between a main
event and a detail? How can I use the pictures to
give me clues about the main events? What is
the problem? How does it get resolved?

Scaffolded Lesson Sequence:
Hook
To be able to describe a movie you enjoyed or share a good book with someone, good speakers/ writers of
English need to be able to talk about theme and plot!

Direct Explanation/ Review Objectives
Today we will:
Record story structure on a graphic organizer
We will use words like : First/ In the beginning
Next/ Then/ In the middle/ Suddenly to help us record the events of the story
Last/ Finally/ Ultimately/ At the end
Modeling
When I…
Record story structure on a graphic organizer I know that I need to record the :
beginning- character, setting, problem
middle- events
end- resolution/ solution
Guided Practice
Let’s try one together…
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Independent Practice (small groups, partners, independent)
Now it’s your turn!
Assessment Results:
Beginning
Developing
Secure
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Planning Template Two
Teacher/s 2nd grade Subject Writing
Week of 4/17/12
Lesson Earth Day -persuasive writing
State Standard:2.6.1.1. Write opinion

WIDA Language Levels in Class:

pieces in which they introduce the topic or
book they are writing about, state an opinion,
supply reasons that support the opinion, use
linking words )eg, because, and, also) to
connect opinion and reasons, and provide a
concluding statement or section.
2.6.2.2. Write informative/ explanatory texts in
which they introduce a topic, use facts and
definitions to develop points, and provide a
concluding statement or section
(SS) 2.2.3.5.1 classify materials that come
from nature as natural resources ( or raw
materials); tools, equipment and factories as
capital resources; and workers as human
resources

Level 1: Can do…
Draw and label pictures with scaffolding and
modeling

Content Objectives:
SWBAT write a persuasive
paragraph.
SWBAT justify why it is important to
celebrate Earth Day.
Language Objectives:
SWBAT discuss why it is important
to celebrate Earth Day.
SWBAT write opinion topic sentence
and closing sentence.
SWBAT write the body by using
facts from books or things they have
seen in order to justify their
opinions.

Level 2: Can do…
Make lists, produce drawings, phrases, short
sentences, give information from oral or written
directions
Level 3: Can do…
Produce bare bones text, describe events
Level 4: Can do…
summarize from graphic organizers or notes, edit/
revise, create original ideas or detailed responses
Level 5: Can do…
apply information to new contexts, author multiple
forms of writing

Adaptations and Modifications:
(Who will not be able to access grade level content? How
can I make the content comprehensible?)
- provide sentence stems

- create w class idea web in order to brainstorm
ideas and vocabulary / keep this web posted for
reference
- create “buddy” groups for students who need more
peer scaffolding or interpretation from peers

Assessment:
(How will my student prove understanding of
the above?)
Paragraph writing, share with others

Key Vocabulary:

Language Structures:
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(What words do students need to know to
understand the content?)

Fact and Opinion

(What sentence frames or signal words will they need to
read, write, speak, or listen about the content?)

Fact and Opinion
A fact is a statement that can be
Signal Words
proven. An
opinion states how someone feels. Fact
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Numbers
Dates
Statistics
Documentation
Eyewitnesses
Photographs
Prove

Opinion
• Believe
• Good/bad
• Think
• Always
• Never
• Might
• Should
• Guess
• Point of view
“I think Earth Day should be celebrated
because...”
“Earth Day is important to me because...”
“In my opinion, people should celebrate
Earth Day because....”
Vocabulary Strategies:

Real Life Connection:

(How will I ensure understanding?)

(Why should my students care? Where else will they see
this?)

Introduce:idea web and discussion
Review:pull up possible visuals to
illustrate vocabulary addressed in
discussion
Assess:students will correctly use this
vocabulary in writing piece

At _____, it is important that we recycle and compost as
much trash as possible. Why do we do this? Is ______ the
only place where people reduce their trash? We celebrate
Earth Day in order to remind ourselves how important it is
to reduce the amount of trash we throw away - leave no
trace!
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Integration of Processes:

Graphic Organizer:

(What essential academic modalities am I
addressing with this lesson?)

(What tools will my students use to be successful using
the language processes successfully?)
Hamburger paragraph poster

ReadingX
WritingX
ListeningX
SpeakingX

Idea web in group discussion

Meta-cognitive Strategy:
(What questions will my students ask themselves in order
to use the strategies?)
What do I think about Earth Day and taking care of the
environment?
How can I use facts to justify my opinion?

Scaffolded Lesson Sequence:
Hook
At _______, it is important that we recycle and compost as much trash as possible. Why do we do this?
Is ______ the only place where people reduce their trash? We celebrate Earth Day in order to remind
ourselves how important it is to reduce the amount of trash we throw away - leave no trace!

Direct Explanation/ Review Objectives
Today we will:
…. write a persuasive paragraph and justify why it is important to celebrate Earth
Day.
Modeling
When I…
write a persuasive paragraph I always know that my opinion may not be the opinion
of others. But my opinion is the best! So I need to justify or prove what I think by
using facts....
Guided Practice
Discussion using idea web
Let’s try one together…
Show example
Independent Practice (small groups, partners, independent)
Now it’s your turn!

Assessment Results:
Beginning

Developing

Secure
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Planning Template Three
Teacher/: 2nd grade team_Subject_reading
Week of__4/23/12 Lesson____Author’s Purpose_/ Firefighters!__
State Standard:
2.2.6.6 Identify main purpose of a text,
including what the author wants to answer,
explain, or describe.

Level 1: Can do…
identify author’s purpose using one to
two word phrases with scaffolding from a
teacher

Content Objectives:
SWBAT discuss an author’s purpose/reason
for writing a particular text.

Level 2: Can do…
identify author’s purpose using short
phrases with scaffolding from a teacher

Language Objectives:

Level 3: Can do…
identify author’s purpose using lengthier
sentences and be able to talk to a peer

SWBAT identify elements of fact and opinion
in a text (if a statement has more facts, it it
most likely written to inform or teach/ if a
statement has more opinions, it is most
likely written to persuade or entertain)

Level 4: Can do…
Identify author’s purpose by identifying
the elements of fact or opinion in the text
in order to justify to a peer

Assessment:

Level 5: Can do…
Identify author’s purpose by identifying
the elements of fact or opinion in the text
in order to justify to a peer, using
grammatically correct sentence structure

(How will my student prove understanding of the above?)

Discuss with a partner and share findings with
class, informal, journal writing (in some
classes)

WIDA Language Levels in Class:

Adaptations and Modifications:
(Who will not be able to access grade level
content? How can I make the content
comprehensible?)
fact and opinion posters from last week as visual
reference

purpose, reason
razón, el propósito
fact, opinion
un hecho, la verdad, la
opinión

Key Vocabulary:

Language Structures:
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(What words do students need to know to understand the
content?)

(What sentence frames or signal words will they
need to read, write, speak, or listen about the
content?)

fact/ opinion
persuade
inform/teach
entertain

(ex: Firefighters was most likely
written to teach or inform us
about firefighters because there
were a lots of facts about
firefighting in the text)

Vocabulary Strategies:

Real Life Connection:

(How will I ensure understanding?)

(Why should my students care? Where else will
they see this?)

Introduce:review fact/ opinion posters from last week
Review:use same questioning with leveled readers
throughout week
Assess:journaling/ discussion of main selection/
selection test

- helps us choose books to read
- helps us decide if a book is useful for a school
project (inquiry on weather, ex)
- helps us decide if an author is telling the truth!
we can’t beleive everything we read!

Integration of Processes:

Graphic Organizer:

(What essential academic modalities am I addressing with this
lesson?)

(What tools will my students use to be
successful using the language processes
successfully?)

Reading_
Writing___
Listening_X
SpeakingX

Fact/Opinion posters
Poster or Visual for Author’s
Purpose- stating: persuade, inform/
teach, enteratin
Meta-cognitive Strategy:
(What questions will my students ask
themselves in order to use the strategies?)
Why did teh author write this text? What kinds
of things do I need to know before I read this?
What elements of the text tell me this?

Scaffolded Lesson Sequence:
Hook Ideas:
Why did the author write this text? What kinds of things do I need to know before I read this? What elements of
the text tell me this?
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- helps us choose books to read
- helps us decide if a book is useful for a school project (inquiry on weather, ex)
- helps us decide if an author is telling the truth! we can’t beleive everything we read!

Direct Explanation/ Review Objectives
Today we will:
-identify an author’s purpose/reason for writing a particular text.
-discuss an author’s motivation for writing a text: to inform/ teach, to persuade, to
entertain.

-apply knowledge of fact and opinion to identify author’s purpose (if a statement
has more facts, it it most likely written to inform or teach/ if a statement has more
opinions, it is most likely written to persuade or entertain)
Modeling
When I…
Pick out a text I want to know the author’s purpose for writing it. Is she/he trying
to......?Maybe I want to be entertained today...
Guided Practice
Let’s try one together…
Let’s think about some of the books we’ve read this year...
Independent Practice (small groups, partners, independent)
Now it’s your turn!
Assessment Results:
Beginning
Developing
Secure
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESPONSES
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Questionnaire
1) How, if at all, did using the planning template change how you plan for ELs? Did
it help in differentiating for the various levels of ELs in your classroom?

2) How easy was it to follow through with what we planned from planning to
implementation to assessment? Talk about how you used the planning template
for a lesson. Were you able to follow through with what we had planned?
Why or why not?

3) How helpful did you find the template in the co-planning process? Did it keep us
focused? Did it help us use our time more effectively or less effectively than our
planning process before using the template?

4) How likely do you think you would use this template in other subject areas?
Please explain.

5) Please use this space to describe the overall experience and worth of co-planning
with this process. Please be as honest as possible. In my efforts to improve the
collaboration process and be as effective as possible in differentiating for ELs,
your comments are of the utmost importance. Basically, did this template make
co-planning for ELs more effective? Why or why not? Any final comments and
concerns? Remember, you will NOT hurt my feelings!
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Questionnaire One- Clara
1) How, if at all, did using the planning template change how you plan for ELs? Did
it help in differentiating for the various levels of ELs in your classroom?
The planning template made me much aware of all the various components; I had
these ideas in my head as I was planning, but actually writing them down made
me much more purposeful in my planning. I was able to better differentiate
because I was thinking about my specific students in each of the levels. It made
me much more aware of how to best help them learn the content, in addition to
reflect on what content vocabulary I needed to address in order to help my ELs of
various levels better understand.
2) How easy was it to follow through with what we planned from planning to
implementation to assessment. Talk about how you used the planning template
through a lesson. Were you able to follow through with what we had planned.
Why or why not?
The planning template was very easy to use in theory, however time became a
serious issue. I would like to have more time to use it in my planning and reflect
more on how it impacted my teaching.I tried to follow through with the planning
created on the template when I was teaching; flexibility is necessary, however,
with any lesson because of the constant feedback I received from the students
while teaching.
3) How helpful did you find the template in the co-planning process? Did it keep us
focused? Did it help us use our time more effectively or less effectively than our
planning process before using the template?
The template was extremely helpful in planning. It helped our entire team see the
goals, objectives, and steps to achieve those. It unified our planning, but still
allowed for individual flexibility based on the needs of our own students. I see
huge potential for the template as we become more comfortable with how to use it.
It will definitely make planning more efficient and our teaching more consistent.
4) How likely do you think you would use this template in other subject areas?
Please explain.
I will definitely use it as I plan social studies and science lessons, specifically
when content vocabulary and differentiation is critical. I did use portions of it
when planning lessons for our plant study this spring. The thinking about what
background knowledge and vocabulary my students need in order to be successful
with the content, as well as the tiered instruction piece of expectations based on
language development will continue to help me be successful in my planning and
help my students be successful in their content learning.
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5) Please use this space to describe the overall experience and worth of co-planning
with this process. Please be as honest as possible. In my efforts to improve the
collaboration process and be as effective as possible in differentiating for ELs,
your comments are of the utmost importance. Basically, did this template make
co-planning for ELs more effective. Why or why not and any final comments and
concerns. Remember, you will NOT hurt my feelings!
I really liked the template and think co-planning is critical to best meet the needs
of our ELs. I think sometimes it is hard to do this in larger groups (i.e. the whole
grade level) and it is easier to focus specifically on co-planning for one classroom
(i.e. you and me). The concept behind the template is great; I need more time
using it to have it be truly effective with my teaching. I especially like the
differentiation for levels and the content vocabulary sections (giving the kids the
sentence starters, building the knowledge base) to help build the background
needed. I also have learned so much in my time co-planning with you over the
past two years. Your insight into what my EL students need in order to be
successful has helped my instruction in so many ways! It is a true example of
working together and being “experts” in our own areas, but coming together to
provide a seamless model of instruction. I only regret I am stepping away when
we were making so much progress and you have such a wealth of research to
support what you are doing!
Questionnaire Two- Linda
6) How, if at all, did using the planning template change how you plan for ELs? Did
it help in differentiating for the various levels of ELs in your classroom?
It helped me think through how I would make content accessible to my students.
It also made me think of the levels I was teaching and how I could adapt the
lesson to make all students successful.
7) How easy was it to follow through with what we planned from planning to
implementation to assessment. Talk about how you used the planning template
through a lesson. Were you able to follow through with what we had planned.
Why or why not?
I was able to follow through with plans. Having thought it through first made it
easier to implement. Also, doing this as a team allowed me to access more
resources and try new strategies shared during our planning. I used the template
as a reference as I planned small group instruction.
8) How helpful did you find the template in the co-planning process? Did it keep us
focused? Did it help us use our time more effectively or less effectively than our
planning process before using the template?
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I found the template helpful in guiding our discussion and helping us not miss
areas we need to keep in mind when working with ELL students. It was
cumbersome to use for individual lessons but very helpful when planning a unit or
week’s worth of reading/grammar lessons.
9) How likely do you think you would use this template in other subject areas?
Please explain.
I think it would be helpful in science, math, writing, social studies, etc. ELL
students need access to and success in all academic areas!
10) Please use this space to describe the overall experience and worth of co-planning
with this process. Please be as honest as possible. In my efforts to improve the
collaboration process and be as effective as possible in differentiating for ELs,
your comments are of the utmost importance. Basically, did this template make
co-planning for ELs more effective. Why or why not and any final comments and
concerns. Remember, you will NOT hurt my feelings!
• Time is a scarce commodity so being able to focus our discussion and streamline
the process was highly valuable! I found this most helpful when planning units or
chunks of curriculum.
• It was handy to refer to as I made daily plans to keep strategies and adaptions I
needed to make for each group.
• I think we would get better at this the more we use this model.
• Buy in is critical in making this work effectively in a team.
Questionnaire Three- Ted
11) How, if at all, did using the planning template change how you plan for ELs? Did
it help in differentiating for the various levels of ELs in your classroom?
-The planning template allowed the team to have more in depth conversations on
how to specifically target EL students in each classroom. The importance of
academic vocabulary was discussed because of this planning template. I felt
when using this template I was more confident that the delivery of my lessons
where meeting the needs of all students in my classroom, and I was more
intentional with meeting my students at their individual level.
12) How easy was it to follow through with what we planned from planning to
implementation to assessment. Talk about how you used the planning template
through a lesson. Were you able to follow through with what we had planned.
Why or why not?
-Once the planning template was completed with the team, using it in a classroom
setting was “teacher friendly”. The planning template helped me most identify
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the vocabulary that I needed to be intentional with while teaching each lesson.
Yes I was able to follow through with what we had planned but seemed to be
fighting time to fit in all of the required academics in an individualized manner on
a daily basis.
3) How helpful did you find the template in the co-planning process? Did it keep us
focused? Did it help us use our time more effectively or less effectively than our
planning process before using the template?
-I found the template very helpful with the co-planning process. The
template seemed to keep the team on the same page with how lessons were being
taught in each classroom. It helped us start the conversation of common
assessments and the importance of using these assessments on more of a
permanent basis. The template helped our team use our time more effectively but
the amount of team planning time was consumed by this particular template.
Going forward with this and extending it to other subject areas would be difficult
if the template was kept as is.

4) How likely do you think you would use this template in other subject areas?
Please explain.
I am very likely to use this template in other subject areas but it would needed to
be “tweeked” to be more time friendly to realistically fit in the small amount of
team planning time that we have each week. Another option would be to fix our
school wide schedule to allow more time for teams to meet rather than the
increasing amount of committees and after school commitments that are currently
in place.
5) Please use this space to describe the overall experience and worth of co-planning
with this process. Please be as honest as possible. In my efforts to improve the
collaboration process and be as effective as possible in differentiating for ELs,
your comments are of the utmost importance. Basically, did this template make
co-planning for ELs more effective. Why or why not and any final comments and
concerns. Remember, you will NOT hurt my feelings!
The template made co-planning more effective and efficient. It allowed our team
to organize our weekly lesson plans with the idea that all students needs will be
met. This template allows us to plan much needed common assessments so we
can continue to monitor and adjust our teaching strategies. It opened our
conversation about what is going on in our classrooms so we could reflect on our
own teaching style. The only concern I have is the time it takes to effectively use
this template because of the lack of team time we have during the week. This
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problem could possibly be fixed by changing the way we operate as a school and
team to make better use of our time.
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