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Introduction 
Student teaching is the capstone component of the pre-service teacher education program and has been described as one of the most crucial components of the teacher preparation process (Alger & Kopcha, 2009; Edgar, Roberts, & Murphy, 2011; Kasperbauer & Roberts, 2007). Several studies have indicated that the self efficacy of student teachers drops during the middle of the capstone experience, especially in the areas of student engagement and instructional strategies (Roberts, Harlin, & Ricketts, 2006; Harlin, Roberts, Briers, Mowen & Edgar 2007). Faculty members can provide learning opportunities for student teachers that best meet their learning needs. Adults learn better when they participate in activities that are directly related to their work (Knowles, 1990). Student teaching provides a framework for reflective practice that can enhance learning for the pre-service teacher. Fritz and Miller (2003) recommended that student teachers should participate in daily reflection regarding their concerns. One effective way to implement reflection is through discussion with other student teachers. 
The purpose of this innovative idea poster is to explain how the Agricultural Teacher Education program at [University] utilized the tuning protocol (Easton, 1999); a formalized process for providing feedback on lesson implementation. During the 2012 spring and fall semesters, 26 student teachers from [University] participated in a midterm student teacher meeting held on campus during the seventh week of the capstone experience. Student teachers came from twenty cooperating teaching centers throughout [State] while one was located out of state and participated electronically. [University] faculty supervisors and doctoral students assisted in facilitating the tuning protocol groups. 

How It Works
Two weeks prior to the scheduled midterm meeting, student teachers were asked to identify a lesson that had been previously implemented during the capstone student teaching experience to present at the midterm meeting. Student teachers were also asked to bring copies of student work from that lesson. Student teachers were trained in using the tuning protocol as developed by Allen and McDonald (1993) and conceptualized by Easton (1999). The tuning protocol provided a formalized structure for peer lesson sharing and the reviewing of student work. 

Students were divided into groups of three in each meeting. The student teacher from out-of-state participated through SkypeTM and an iPad. One faculty member or graduate student was assigned to each group to help facilitate the process. The protocol session was one hour in length, providing a twenty minute session for each student teacher to present and receive feedback. The tuning protocol began with a five minute presentation by the student teacher. During the presentation, the student teacher explained the context in which the lesson was implemented, how the lesson was implemented, and provided the group members with samples of student work from the lesson. Most importantly, during the presentation, the student teacher posed one or two key questions for the group to consider in framing their feedback. Group members were instructed to remain silent and take notes during this section of the protocol.

Step two of the protocol allowed group members two minutes to ask the presenting student teacher clarifying questions. These questions were asked to clarify anything that was not clear from the presentation, not for providing feedback. After the clarifying questions step, three minutes were given for members of the group to write feedback relative to the presentation and presenter’s key questions. 

Eight minutes were then provided for discussion of the lesson by the members of the group regarding the key questions. Group members provided feedback that was not overly judgmental or sycophantic. During the discussion, the presenter remained silent and took reflective notes. After the discussion stage, the presenter was given two minutes to reflect and share thoughts regarding the discussion. Special attention was given to the critical feedback received pertaining to the key questions. This process was then completed for each of the remaining two student teachers in each group. Following the one hour session, a large group debriefing was completed. This debriefing session concentrated on the process as well as what was learned by the participants regarding reflective practice. 

Results

Student teachers who participated in the tuning protocol session at the midterm student teacher meeting were able to receive critical feedback from their peers regarding lesson design and implementation. Up to this point of time in their capstone experience, student teachers had only received feedback from their cooperating teacher and university supervisors. Several students shared during the debriefing session that it was refreshing to receive feedback from their peers. One student teacher stated, “I was glad to get constructive feedback on my lesson from another student teacher. She understood where I was coming from.”

Future Plans and Recommendations 
Each semester the class of student teachers will participate in a tuning protocol activity at the midterm student teaching meeting. To further enhance the quality of the activity, it is recommended that the tuning protocol be implemented at the pre-student teaching meeting with each student sharing the first lesson the student teacher has planned to teach at the cooperating center. This will provide student teachers with initial training in the tuning protocol process as well as provide them with peer feedback prior to implementing the lesson in their cooperating teaching center. Then during the midterm meeting when student teacher self efficacy has been identified as being the lowest in student engagement and instructional strategies (Roberts, et al., 2006; Harlin et al., 2007) the tuning protocol will have the potential to be even more effective. Faculty will be encouraged to assist student teachers in determining lessons to bring to the meeting for peer feedback through the tuning protocol process.  
Resources Needed 
Tuning protocol forms can be modified by faculty to fit the time frame available for student teacher meetings. These forms can be developed easily on word processing software. Numerous examples are available online and easily accessible. Adequate copies for each student teacher per group should be printed and provided at the time of the meeting. Faculty facilitators for each group are not mandatory to have a successful session, however are helpful when student teachers first learn the process. 
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