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vi 

Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP), funded by First 5 LA, sought to make voluntary, 
high-quality preschool available to every 4-year-old in Los Angeles County. To achieve high-quality 
preschools, LAUP provided a number of services, including coaching, to both the center-based and 
family child care (FCC) programs in its network. During the 2010–2011 program year, as part of 
Phase 4 of the Universal Preschool Child Outcomes Study (UPCOS-4), Mathematica worked in 
close collaboration with First 5 LA and LAUP to learn more about the quality support coaching 
provided by LAUP. Quality support coaches worked with LAUP providers in centers and FCC 
programs in its network to review and discuss the results of the 5-Star Quality rating assessment and 
to jointly develop and then pursue a quality improvement plan for the year. This study addressed 
how the coaching model was interpreted and implemented during the 2010-2011 program year and 
served as a pilot for a year-long study occurring during the 2011–2012 program year, as part of 
UPCOS, Phase 5 (UPCOS-5). 

Between January and June 2011, Mathematica worked with LAUP to conduct a pilot study of 
quality support coaching. Among the key aims of the study were to document how coaching was 
enacted in LAUP programs, how various stakeholders perceived the coaching process, and the 
common and unique elements in the LAUP coaching experience across different contexts. To 
achieve these aims, we engaged in four key activities:  

 Interviewing 15 key informants (LAUP leadership and staff)  

 Conducting focus groups with coaches (two with center coaches and one with FCC 
coaches) and providers (seven with center teachers, three with FCC providers, and three 
with center directors)  

 Reviewing coaching records  

 Conducting case studies of specific LAUP providers participating in quality support 
coaching (three with center-based programs and two with FCC programs), including 
three months of regular observations of the classrooms and of coaching sessions, 
discussions with teachers and coaches, and review of associated coaching 
documentation. 

The quality support coaches were experienced early childhood professionals who worked 
directly with classroom teachers to set and achieve goals focused on enhancing classroom quality. 
They also supported providers by working with them to identify strategies for achieving goals, 
modeling techniques that could be used in the classroom/with children, and providing additional 
resources. According to the model, each LAUP classroom was to have one coaching visit per 
month. The coach was to provide written documentation (an ―activity log‖) of the substance of the 
visit (including goals, progress, and next steps) at the close of the visit. Coaches were to provide 
additional support as needed.  
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In order to achieve the primary aim of quality support coaching—enhancing the quality of 
LAUP classrooms—LAUP trained its coaches in the use of process consultation (Schein 1999), 
which focuses on the psychological and social processes at play in a helping relationship. According 
to Schein, an effective helping relationship must focus on process rather than on outcomes. In the 
case of LAUP coaching, the focus was on how to achieve goals rather than on a specific goal. 

According to the process consultation model, the consultant-client (coach-provider) 
relationship is central to achieving the aims of the helping relationship. To build the relationship, the 
coach must engage in active inquiry; the coach listens and learns by asking questions about the 
provider‘s situation. Initially, questions might focus on a situation itself (pure inquiry) and then 
extend to the providers‘ feelings and thoughts about why the situation is as it is (diagnostic inquiry). 
With this approach, the coach could help the provider identify her own vision for her classroom and 
possible areas for growth. Eventually, the coach could begin inserting her own ideas into the 
questions (confrontive inquiry) as a tool for helping the provider develop her own strategies for 
addressing issues of concern. Throughout, the coach must also engage in appreciative inquiry: the 
coach‘s questioning should highlight what works, rather than the problems, in order to support the 
provider in building on existing strengths.  

Definitions of quality were individualized to providers. Study participants did not express a 
unified or shared vision of quality. Both coaches and providers identified varied aspects of quality as 
important. Some focused on one element, and others had multifaceted definitions. Aspects of 
quality cited include children being encouraged to explore and express, teachers asking open-ended 
questions, parents being engaged, an emphasis on process (for example, interactions) rather than on 
product (for example, artwork), a safe environment, use of research-based curricula, use of a proper 
assessment tool, and teacher credentials, among other things. Providers perceived that coaches 
shared their definitions. 

In their work with providers, some coaches focused on teaching interactions (including 
parent engagement), while others spent a considerable amount of time focusing on the 
environment, particularly health and safety. Some coaches appeared to keep a broader emphasis 
with their providers on instructional interactions and quality support, even with pressures to focus in 
a narrower way on item-level results for the Environment Ratings Scales (ERS): Early Childhood 
Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) (Harms et al. 1998) and the Family Child Care 
Environment Rating Scale-Revised (FCCERS-R) (Harms et al. 2007). ERS scores were used in the 
calculation of providers‘ scores on LAUP‘s 5-Star Quality rating system, which had implications for 
program funding.  

There was an apparent tension between coaching focused on the environment and coaching for 
quality support broadly. Preparation for ERS often drove goals and ongoing work. Providers said 
they appreciated the support in preparing for ERS and in addressing other environmental issues, but 
some wanted more or different types of supports. Some providers indicated that they experienced 
intensive coaching with stronger direction from their coach as they prepared for their ERS review, 
followed by ―mellow‖ coaching after review. However, it was unclear from focus groups and case 
studies whether coaching was actually more mellow following ERS or whether some providers 
perceived it as such once the stress of the ERS review had passed.  

With the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) (Pianta et al. 2008) being integrated 
into the 5-Star Quality rating system in the 2011–2012 program year, several coaches and providers 
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saw an opportunity to focus more on instructional interactions, with the CLASS providing the tool. 
Some providers, however, were anxious about its introduction (they were aware that it would be tied 
to their star rating and, consequently, to their funding). Most providers seemed to value coaches‘ 
emphasis on instructional interactions, and some specifically mentioned this in their focus group 
comments. Providers noted coaches‘ expertise with curricula and said they valued their work with 
them to educate parents and to expand engagement. 

Trusting relationships were an important part of LAUP coaching. Coaches considered the 
relationship to be a necessary precondition for effective coaching. Building the relationship could 
take time (depending on the provider or the context), but there were many ways to do so. Providers 
indicated that the relationship was important for improving quality and distinguishing coaching from 
supervision. They particularly appreciated attentive, responsive coaches, and focus groups and case 
studies indicated that many had strong relationships with their coaches. 

A focus on process consultation (use of active and appreciative inquiry) was evident and 
valued by many coaches and providers, but many also preferred and/or used more directive 
approaches. Coaches valued coaching around process (for example, ―teaching to fish‖—giving 
providers the tools to address their own challenges and to work toward their own vision—rather 
than ―giving a fish‖—telling providers what to do), but they also talked about the need to ―coach 
heavy,‖ especially if safety was at issue. The use of the model varied across coaches and providers. 
Providers gave a mix of comments about the value of the process approach (for example, coaches 
providing new perspectives on the classroom or posing questions) and more directive approaches 
(coaches just telling them specifically what to do). Providers often indicated that they valued 
coaches‘ expertise and knowledge, and some indicated a desire for more directive communication. 
This was particularly true in preparation for the ERS review; ERS incentives (the fact that it was part 
of the 5-Star Quality rating) seemed to work against process consultation and appreciative inquiry. 
In general, providers desired—and experienced—both the process consultation approach and 
directive communication, depending on the focus of their work. 

Consistent, timely communication (verbal, in-person, and written) was valued by 
providers and facilitated coaching. Coaches often communicated successfully in very different 
programs, with providers indicating that their communication with their coach was strong. Effective 
methods cited included consistent visits that were planned in advance; timely email or telephone 
response and general information sharing; prompt feedback and distribution of activity logs; 
meetings with all teachers, supervisors, and the director; and attentive visits undistracted by phone 
calls or texting. Providers who received coach visits monthly generally valued this frequency, 
indicating that the regularity of visits helped them pursue goals and supported their relationship with 
the coach. Some providers indicated that coaches did not visit them consistently or frequently (they 
did not know whether the coach would come or not), and that they were frustrated by the 
inconsistency. However, the provider‘s perception in some cases may have been shaped by their 
program structure and how it determined or limited with whom the coach worked. 

Program structure and scheduling posed challenges to implementing coaching and to 
communicating. Coaches may have been hampered in their attempts to build relationships or work 
directly with teachers, depending on a program‘s structure or the presence of gatekeepers. Staff 
schedules and turnover contributed to this problem. Larger centers with more complex 
communication channels could limit coaches‘ ability to work with teachers. Coaches and providers 
often appeared to face difficulties finding ―kid-free‖ time, particularly in FCCs, where it was less 
likely that a substitute or additional assistant could step into the classroom. Activity logs were not 
always shared among teachers and other key staff in a timely fashion (lack of working printers 
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sometimes made immediate distribution difficult). In some sites, coaches were limited to 
communicating with the director and/or lead teacher or supervisory staff, but providers valued 
direct coaching with teachers.   

Providers valued many aspects of coaching and generally wanted more of it. Providers 
identified many aspects of coaching as valuable, including: 

 Consistency and reliability from the coach 

 Coach‘s ability to provide perspective on classroom interactions and environment 

 Coach‘s supportive presence (the sense that the coach understood their situation and 
was in their corner) 

 Coach‘s expertise and knowledge in the field 

 Assistance with the ERS 

 Inside line to LAUP (information and logistical assistance) 

 Coaches acting as advocates/mediators with own program director 

 Coaches providing additional resources 

In general, providers’ descriptions of what more they wanted from LAUP mirrored what 
they already received. Providers indicated they would like more: 

 Frequent visits (monthly or twice monthly, especially for new teachers) 

 Time for feedback for classroom teachers 

 Communication with all staff (teachers, supervisors, and directors) 

 Responsiveness, timeliness, and reliability 

 Help with parent engagement (e.g., talking to parents monthly)  

 Support for working with children with special needs 

 Information, research, and additional resources 

 Support for CLASS and ERS preparation 

Quality coaching was one of the ways that LAUP supported the providers in its network. As 
prescribed by the process consultation model, coaches were to support providers in identifying and 
pursuing their own goals for quality improvement by building a strong relationship in which the 
coach listened, learned, and helped the provider build on her strengths. Providers and coaches 
agreed that the relationship is central. Although there was variation in the implementation of the 
model (with some coaches deviating from process consultation or prescribed elements) and 
challenges to enacting coaching in some programs, the overall response to coaching appeared to be 
positive. Programs liked what coaching offered.  



1 

Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP), funded by First 5 LA, seeks to make voluntary, high-
quality preschool available to every 4-year-old in Los Angeles County. To achieve high-quality 
preschools, LAUP provided a number of services, including coaching, to both the center-based and 
family child care (FCC) programs in its network. During the 2010–2011 program year, as part of 
Phase 4 of the Universal Preschool Child Outcomes Study (UPCOS-4), Mathematica worked in 
close collaboration with First 5 LA and LAUP to learn more about the quality support coaching1 
provided by LAUP. The study addressed how the coaching model was being interpreted and 
implemented and served as a pilot for a year-long study to take place during the 2011–2012 program 
year. In the pilot, we aimed to answer the following research questions:  

1. What was the theory of action for the LAUP coaching program from the perspective of 
LAUP administration and staff? 

2. How was coaching enacted in LAUP?  

3. How did the various stakeholders perceive the coaching process? 

4. What were the common and unique elements in the LAUP coaching experience across 
different contexts? 

5. How was the LAUP coaching model similar to and/or different from coaching models 
identified as effective in the literature? 

In the sections that follow, we describe the methods used to gather data on coaching in LAUP, 
LAUP‘s formal coaching model (Chapter II), and the themes observed in the study data  
(Chapter III). We then discuss the LAUP coaching model and the enactment of the model in the 
context of the coaching literature (Chapter IV). Findings based on coaching notes in LAUP‘s 
administrative data are included in the appendix. Due to concerns about the reliability and 
completeness of the administrative data, these findings are presented separately. We conclude with a 
summary of findings, framed within our five research questions.  

To provide a comprehensive summary of LAUP‘s current coaching model, we used a grounded 
theory approach.2 Grounded theory is a methodology that systematically generates theory from data, 
enabling researchers to identify and articulate underlying concepts through an iterative process. 
Using grounded theory as the methodology, we undertook a number of information-gathering 
activities, including (1) interviews with key informants, (2) focus groups with coaches and with 
teachers, providers, and directors, (3) review of coaching records, and (4) case studies of specific 

                                                 
1 In the 2010-2011 program year, LAUP provided three different kinds of coaching: (1) quality support, (2) fiscal, 

and (3) starting points. This study focused only on quality support coaches. These coaches worked with LAUP providers 
to process the results of the 5-Star Quality rating system and to jointly develop their quality improvement plan for the 
year.  

2 This framing draws from the seminal work of Glaser and Strauss (1967). 
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LAUP providers participating in quality support coaching. In addition, Mathematica conducted a 
systematic review of literature on coaching models and key aspects of coaching in early childhood 
settings (Aikens and Akers 2011).  

Data collection began in February 2011 with a weeklong visit to LAUP, where we conducted 15 
key informant interviews,3 three focus groups with coaches, and an initial review of administrative 
materials on coaching and coaching records that are stored in the LAUP Enterprise Operations 
(LEO) database. Table 1 summarizes our data collection methods. The key informants included 
LAUP professional development staff, program and research/evaluation staff, and coaching 
managers. Using information gathered during these interviews, we refined the preliminary protocols 
for the coach and provider focus groups. All but one of the quality support coaches participated in 
one of the three coach focus groups (two of these focus groups included center-based coaches and 
one included FCC coaches). To ensure maximum participation, the coach focus groups took place 
on the same day as the monthly LAUP operations staff meeting. Coaches were at the LAUP central 
offices for the monthly staff meeting rather than in the field with programs. Coaches were advised 
that their participation was voluntary, and coach supervisors were not present for the focus groups, 
nor were they informed about who participated.4  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
3 One interview was conducted by phone after our initial visit in February. 

4 All study informants were provided a range of confidentiality assurances. Participants in all focus groups, 
interviews, and case studies gave permission, either in writing or verbally, and acknowledged the need to respect the 
confidentiality of others in the group. All participants were notified that we would not use their names in reports or 
presentations, and we would seek to maintain their confidentiality throughout the study. We asked focus group 
participants not to use names in the discussion, and all participants were asked to agree to keep the identities of all other 
participants confidential. We took notes and/or audiotaped all interviews and focus group discussions (case study 
discussions were not audiotaped) to ensure that the themes and issues that arose were captured. We did not transcribe or 
code these discussions in a way that systematically attributed particular comments to specific respondents. This approach 
was designed both to protect confidentiality and because focus group tapes did not always allow us to identify each 
speaker with certainty. Further, because our protocols evolved over the course of the study, all questions were not asked 
of all respondents—our focus was predominantly on identifying prevalent or otherwise noteworthy themes. 
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After completing the focus groups with coaches, we used the data to further refine our 
protocols for use in subsequent focus groups with center-based teachers, FCC providers, and 
program directors. For the teacher and FCC provider focus groups, we worked with LAUP staff to 
identify groups of providers in different geographic areas across Los Angeles County. Center-based 
providers were selected to represent a variety of auspices, including Head Start, state pre-
kindergarten, school districts, and private schools. Between March 2011 and May 2011, we 
conducted 13 focus groups with a total of 74 LAUP participants. Seven focus groups included 
teachers from center-based programs, three included FCC providers, and three included directors 
from center-based programs. Note that director focus groups occurred by phone. All participants 
received a $25 gift card as a thank-you for participating.  

From April 2011 through June 2011, we conducted five case studies using protocols based on 
the themes identified in the key informant interviews; records reviews; and focus groups with 
coaches, teachers/providers, and directors. As Table 2 indicates, the case study sites were selected to 
provide examples of the varied types of programs that are part of the LAUP network. We worked 
with LAUP staff to recruit five teachers/providers (three in center-based programs and two in FCC 
programs) and their coaches. Four of the case study sites participated in weekly observations of one 
classroom and at least two observations of a quality support coaching session with the 
teacher/provider in that classroom; one site only participated in one coaching observation. We 
conducted a total of 32 classroom observations, which included nine observations of coaching 
sessions. We also reviewed the documentation that coaches provided to teachers/providers 
delineating their goals, activities underway, and next steps for each monthly visit in the 2010–2011 
program year (the documentation is referred to as an activity log). Each case study program received 
$200 and a children‘s book for the classroom as a thank-you for participating.5  

The case study findings served to confirm and deepen our understanding of the quality support 
coaching process gained from other data sources (ultimately the evidence they contributed did not 
disconfirm the findings from other sources). Because only five coaches and programs participated in 
the case studies, we have sought throughout this report to protect their confidentiality. Therefore 
case study data have often been integrated with findings from the focus groups and other sources, 
rather than identified separately. Where findings from individual case studies could be highlighted 
without compromising respondent confidentiality, this has been done as well. 

     

     

     

     

     

                                                 
5 In case studies, the programs rather than teachers received the incentives to ensure that we respected program 

rules regarding additional compensation. 
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As a final step, we conducted member checks with select LAUP key informants, coaches, and a 
sample of providers following the analysis to validate our interpretation of the data. During member 
checks, we presented research participants with an overview of key findings and asked them to 
comment on whether the findings resonated with them or were illustrative of their experiences with 
coaching (and why or why not). All quality support coaches participated in member checks following 
a presentation of key findings. Coaches who participated in case studies were asked to reflect further 
on the findings during one-on-one interviews. Focus group participants and case study providers 
also reviewed findings and provided comments.  

Analysis was ongoing and iterative. The tapes and field notes from key informant interviews, 
case studies, and focus groups were coded and analyzed for activities, processes, strategies, and 
perspectives described by the participants (Bogdan and Biklen 1992). We used a domain and 
taxonomic analysis to clarify categories (Miles and Huberman 1994; Spradley 1979). A domain and 
taxonomic analysis looks at the relationships among dimensions within and across categories. With 
all data sources, we searched for distinctive features of activities, strategies, or perceptions. Once 
these were determined, we identified the smallest group of defining features to identify the structure 
of each category and the similarities and differences among the domains. At least two researchers 
read and confirmed the coding. As new codes were added, previous notes were revisited to look for 
both confirming and disconfirming evidence related to that category.6  

We also examined administrative data from the LEO database. The findings related specifically 
to LEO, along with a description of the limitations of the data, are included in the appendix. 
However, LEO was examined also in relation to the categories and themes found in other data 
sources to look for confirming or disconfirming evidence for those themes and to try to understand 
providers‘ comments.  

 

 

                                                 
6 Ultimately the iterative coding process led to 20 main codes, including topics such as coach-provider 

relationships, coach roles, provider goals, provider definitions of quality, tools and activities of coaching, accountability 
systems, provider structures and environments, and coaching successes and challenges. These main codes also had 
second and/or third order subcodes that categorized the data with greater detail. 
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Coaching can be defined as ―an adult learning strategy that is used to build the capacity of a 
parent or colleague to improve existing abilities, develop new skills, and gain a deeper understanding 
of his or her practices for use in current and future situations‖ (Rush and Shelden 2005). LAUP 
differentiated between ―starting points‖ coaching and ―quality support‖ coaching, the latter being 
the focus of this study.  

Starting points coaches worked with programs new to the LAUP network to ensure that they 
met the standards laid out in LAUP‘s 5-Star Quality rating system. In order to maintain a position in 
the network (and to receive direct funding from LAUP), programs were required to achieve a three-
star rating but could reach up to a five-star rating. The 5-Star Quality rating system addressed 
teacher qualifications, class size and adult/child ratios, the quality of the learning and developmental 
environment, and the level of parent engagement.7 Starting points coaches typically worked weekly 
with new programs over a period of several months to ensure that their administrative structures 
were in place and to set and work toward goals that would help them meet the minimum quality 
standards set by LAUP.  

Once a program achieved a three-star rating, it transitioned to a quality support coach in 
LAUP‘s Operating Division. Quality support coaches were experienced early childhood 
professionals. Their aim was to work directly with classroom teachers to set and then work to 
achieve goals focused on enhancing classroom quality. In some instances, coaches worked with 
directors or education coordinators (we generally refer to the group of potential recipients of 
coaching as ―providers‖ in this report). Quality support coaches supported providers by working 
together to identify strategies for achieving goals (building on provider strengths), modeling 
techniques that could be used in the classroom/with children, and providing additional resources. 
According to LAUP guidelines, each classroom was required to have one coaching visit per month, 
and coaches were expected to provide written documentation of the substance of the visit (goals, 
progress, next steps, etc.) at the close of the visit (activity log). Coaches were expected to provide 
additional support as needed. Typically, all teachers at a particular center worked with the same 
coach; however, this was not always the case, particularly in larger centers. 

In order to achieve the primary aim of quality support coaching—enhancing the quality of 
LAUP classrooms—LAUP trained its quality support coaches in the use of process consultation 
(Schein 1999). Process consultation focuses on the psychological and social processes at play in a 
helping relationship. According to Schein, an effective helping relationship must focus on process 
rather than outcomes; in the case of LAUP coaching, the focus was on how to achieve goals rather 

                                                 
7 LAUP‘s 5-Star Quality rating system addressed, among other things, the quality of the learning and 

developmental environment. Through the 2010–2011 fiscal year, quality ratings were based only on the Environment 
Ratings Scales (ERS): the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) (Harms et al. 1998) and the 
Family Child Care Environment Rating Scale-Revised (FCCERS-R) (Harms et al. 2007). The seven ERS subscales are 
Space and Furnishings, Personal Care Routines, Language (called Language-Reasoning in the ECERS-R and Listening 
and Talking in the FCCERS-R), Activities, Interaction, Program Structure, and Parents and Staff/Providers. In 2011–
2012, LAUP will also integrate the CLASS (Pianta et al. 2008) into the 5-Star rating system. Although this rating system 
is not directly linked to coaching—coaching is non-evaluative—the pressures of the 5-Star rating reviews influence the 
coaching process.  
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than on a specific goal. A key assumption of process consultation is that one can only help an 
organization help itself; from the perspective of LAUP, if quality in preschool programs was to 
improve, providers needed to learn the process of identifying and making quality improvements for 
themselves.  

According to the process consultation model, the consultant/client (coach/provider) 
relationship is central to achieving the aims of the helping relationship. In particular, the relationship 
must provide a context in which the client (provider) feels comfortable with her own role and able 
to do the work necessary to achieve her goals. Ultimately, the relationship should help the provider 
feel affirmed and motivated.  

To build the relationship using a process consultation model, the coach must engage in active 
inquiry; the coach listens and learns by asking questions about the provider‘s situation. Initially, 
questions might focus on the situation itself (pure inquiry) and then extend to the provider‘s feelings 
and thoughts about why the situation is as it is (diagnostic inquiry). With this approach, the coach 
can help the provider identify her own vision for her classroom and possible areas for growth. 
Eventually, the coach can begin inserting her own ideas into the questions (confrontive inquiry) as a 
tool for helping the provider develop her own strategies for addressing issues of concern. 
Throughout, the coach must also engage in appreciative inquiry: the coach‘s questioning should 
highlight what is working, rather than the problems, to support the provider in building on the 
existing strengths. In theory, this approach will provide the affirmation and motivation necessary for 
the provider ultimately to improve quality without the coach‘s guidance.  



7 

In this chapter, we report on the overarching themes apparent in the data and present 
supporting evidence. Any theme included in this section was, unless otherwise noted, reported by or 
identified in at least two types of data (interviews, coach focus groups, teacher/provider focus 
groups, director focus groups, case studies, analysis of administrative data) and typically by three or 
more informants or other sources. Throughout the text, we present quotes as examples of what we 
heard. These examples are simply meant to elucidate the accompanying theme; they do not 
necessarily indicate that all participants framed their views in the same way.  

As previously described, we used a grounded theory approach to the study. Thus, data 
collection protocols evolved to reflect what we learned from the data along the way. Not every study 
participant responded to the same set of questions, and conversations differed across focus groups. 
As a consequence, we cannot provide specific counts of coaches or providers who endorsed 
particular themes. In an effort to convey the prevalence of themes, we use the following 
terminology:  

 ―Most‖ and ―many‖ indicate that we heard something from a large proportion of 
respondents; ―many‖ denotes about half or more of comments on a given topic, while 
―most‖ denotes a substantial majority of comments.  

 ―Some‖ indicates that, although a theme was not rare, it was reported by less than half 
of respondents. 

 ―Few‖ and ―several‖ refer to groups of three to five respondents. 

 ―Couple‖ refers to two respondents.  

Note that we often compare what was reported to the process consultation model. When we 
report deviations from the model, it should not be interpreted as judgment or evaluation. There may 
have been instances when it made sense to deviate for the purpose of best supporting providers.  

Seven major themes were identified in the analysis of the data: 

1. Definitions of quality were individualized to providers, and the focus of quality 
coaching differed across coaches and providers.  

2. Some coaches focused on teaching interactions; others focused on environment, 
especially health and safety. 

3. Trusting relationships were a key component of LAUP coaching. 

4. A focus on process consultation (with the use of active and appreciative inquiry) was 
evident and valued by many coaches and providers, but many also preferred or used 
more explicit and directive approaches (for example, putting a heavier emphasis on 
confrontive aspects of process consultation). 

5. Consistent, timely communication (verbal and written) was important. 

6. Program structure and scheduling posed challenges to implementing coaching and 
communicating, especially with teachers.  

7. Providers valued many aspects of coaching and generally wanted more of it.  
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The sections that follow describe each theme in more detail and provide exemplary quotes to 
illustrate the perspectives represented, including discussion of any conflicting evidence. Each section 
concludes with further recommendations or things to consider. 

The LAUP quality coaching model drew on process consultation and ―servant leadership‖ 
approaches to helping others. Servant leadership emphasizes leaders‘ responsibility to guide those 
they work with in a way that respects and empowers them and nurtures their goals and needs  
(Autry 2001). Assumptions underlying these approaches included a belief that the programs 
themselves had the capability of finding solutions to their problems. One of the goals of the coaches 
(or other helping professionals) was to guide those being helped to find their own solutions. More 
than once, we heard the analogy ―teach them to fish‖ used to describe coaching. The coaches were 
designated as ―quality support‖ coaches, and so an obvious expected outcome of the model was 
maintenance of, or increases in, quality. But how was quality defined, and what did it entail in this 
model? Our first section will address this question and describe the content of coaching as reported 
by participants. Further discussion of the quality improvement goals is included in the section on 
LEO (see the appendix). Due to concerns about the reliability and completeness of the data in LEO, 
findings that rely principally on that administrative data source are discussed separately. 

The LAUP model envisioned coaches working with providers on improving program quality by 
continuously co-creating goals and supporting providers‘ progress in reaching them. One way of 
approaching this would be for goal setting and attainment to be an iterative process, with new goals 
building on accomplished ones in pursuit of higher quality over the course of the school year and 
beyond. Alternatively, goals could be set in different areas of quality, broadening its dimensions. The 
model did not explicitly define priorities or quality expectations around specific dimensions. Rather, 
it reflected the assumption that the coaching process would reveal and accommodate individual 
providers‘ beliefs about and principles of child development, early childhood education, and school 
readiness, as coaches supported programs in attaining higher quality. Coaches, according to LAUP, 
were ―the backbone of LAUP‘s commitment to maintaining and increasing quality in all funded 
preschool centers and family child care homes‖ (Los Angeles Universal Preschool n.d.).  

Definitions of preschool quality for purposes of quality support coaching appeared 
individualized to providers. Providers and coaches reflected varied perspectives on what preschool 
quality means, identifying differing aspects as important. Broadly, both providers and coaches 
identified an array of characteristics of high-quality child care. These included:  

 Happy children encouraged to explore and express themselves  

 Teachers asking open-ended questions  

 Engaged parents  

 Emphasis on process rather than product  

 Safe and healthy environment 

 Use of research-based curricula 

 Proper assessment tools  

 Teacher credentials  



III. The LAUP Coaching Model as Implemented  Mathematica Policy Research 

 9 

When asked, some providers offered multifaceted definitions that seemed to reflect 
considerable thought given to the characteristics of high quality:   

―There is a lot that goes into a quality preschool, from the teachers, to their education, to 
all the things that are required, to parental presence, to the curriculum, to interactions 
between children and parents and teachers. I think we could be here a very long time 
describing quality preschool. From my personal view, I would say the qualifications of the 
teachers, quality interactions, child assessments, and the curriculum are most important.‖ 

―When you walk in, do you see an environment that reflects the children, do you see 
happy children, encouraged to explore, express themselves? How do the teachers talk to 
them? Do they ask open-ended questions? Are kids encouraged to problem solve? Are 
the parents involved, not just sweeping floors, but are they in with kids, and not just their 
own, with the teachers? Is there an emphasis on process, not just product? Do I see an 
environment that reflects the cultures in there? Activities, are they displayed at eye level, 
are there lessons plans, is there intentional teaching going on? Most important, is it 
welcoming and warm? Do I hear children, not just teachers? Do I see child-initiated 
activities, focused on their development and interests?‖  

―I used to think the perfect pre-K had pretty colors, and I spent lots of money on so 
many things. I have since changed, and though we don‘t have the bells and whistles, it is 
about how to present it to [the children]. More kid-friendly and not so intimidating. We 
are doing geometry right now. I used to show them on paper; now I have actual spheres 
and cubes. Before, I spent all this money, and now it‘s more hands on. In a perfect pre-K, 
a child can see what it is. I wish I would have known that a long time ago.‖ 

―To me, a quality preschool adds value to the gifts and strengths the child and family 
already bring to the program. So that when [the child and family] leave us, they are 
prepared not only for kindergarten but also have joy for learning that leads all the way to 
college.... Quality is paying attention to the whole child, social-emotional, linguistic, etc. 
As we support children and families, we‘re empowering them so they can change the 
world. So quality looks at the environment and what we are doing inside and outside the 
classroom to support the family and find out what strengths parents bring. [It also 
includes] a continual loop and planning based on the data in front of us, looking at our 
strengths and areas and needs, and how to increase the number of kids meeting 
benchmarks. It‘s a constant reflection and using analysis to improve upon what we are 
already offering.‖  

Other providers reflected less elaborate and more basic visions, often with an emphasis on 
safety and the environment: 

 ―A safe environment with age-appropriate—and a variety of—toys.‖ 

―A safe space for both the children and parents. When they arrive, do you greet them? 
Prepare all the areas where the children are going to be?‖ 

―I would say good communication between staff, between assistants and teachers, and 
between teachers and families. And having enough materials!‖ 
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―Stimulating. A place with things that they would not see at home so that, in turn, they 
have a good world view.‖ 

―I think the environment matters.‖ 

In the context of a discussion of preschool quality, two provider comments reflected what they 
saw as the reality of their situations:  

―I don‘t know about you guys, but we only have three and a half hours, and they eat most 
of the time. In our program, we eat most of the time and wash our hands. I can‘t even 
wear my wedding ring anymore; my skin is falling off.‖ 

―We are only three hours. Three hours. I‘m in the afternoon, and it includes lunch, 
washing hands, taking a nap, and going outside a little bit. There is not enough time. I‘m 
always watching the clock.‖ 

Coaches‘ comments also reflected somewhat varying concepts of quality. For example, several 
comments focused on children‘s positive attitudes toward school and learning and their overall 
social-emotional development. One coach observed: 

―My hopes for my programs‘ children, I want them to walk away from the program and 
feel happy about their experience in preschool. For some, it‘s their first experience with 
routines, other kids, teachers. The social and emotional are important. ‗I got to play, made 
friends, love my teacher.‘ When they transition, that was their first experience with 
education.‖ 

Other comments tended to emphasize aspects of the environment such as the availability of 
open-ended materials, the presence of children‘s work, as well as the safety of the environment. One 
coach reflected this:  

―I find with certain safety issues, I coach a little heavy, I do not co-create. If there‘s 
constantly sand on the sidewalk, kids might slip, they need a goal to have a plan with the 
staff. You sweep, [do] custodial things, for safety. I try to get buy in, but with those types 
of things, I don‘t waver about health and safety.‖ 

Despite these differing perspectives, most providers perceived their coaches as sharing their 
own vision of quality, even in one case when the provider said that they had not discussed program 
quality: ―I don‘t think we really know their vision, or asked her what her idea of a quality preschool 
is, but her advice shows we are hand in hand with her values.‖ 

The co-creation and selection of goals, and the coach‘s subsequent support of them, suggested 
to providers that the selected areas were the important dimensions of quality. In some cases, the 
goals were developed based on the areas of the ERS that received the lowest scores. In addition to 
the financial incentives associated with the ERS, the selection of goals based on the ERS suggested 
to programs that it embodied LAUP‘s definition of quality. With the inclusion of the CLASS  
(Pianta et al. 2008) into the 5-Star Quality rating system in the 2011–2012 program year, providers‘ 
view of quality may be shaped in new and different ways as their coaches guide them in selecting 
areas for growth and in formulating goals. The CLASS is more focused than the ERS on teacher-
child interactions and measures emotional support, classroom organization, and instructional 
support. 
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Further Considerations/Recommendations 

 Consider ways to develop a shared vision or principles of quality for LAUP providers 
that can be shared and discussed with providers across a range of contexts and type 
(Senge et al. 1994).  

 Think about how the inclusion of the CLASS in the 5-Star Quality rating will influence 
providers‘ views about quality and the selection of goals. Consider whether coaches may 
need additional resources should the focus of goals shift. 

Some coaches seemed to emphasize teaching interactions (including parent engagement), while 
others spent considerable time on issues related to the environment, in particular health and safety 
(including hand washing and table washing).  

Some coaching priorities, such as preparation for and feedback on ERS, were prescribed by the 
5-Star Quality rating system and by LAUP requirements.8 Other coaching priorities were tied to the 
specific curricula or philosophies that programs adopted, or were selected after teachers‘ 
participation in the LAUP Teacher Institute, a professional development institute held periodically 
for providers in the network. Still others arose from providers‘ (and/or their coaches‘) sense of what 
was needed to support greater program quality. In some cases, it appeared that coaches and 
providers were also required by program administrators to take on agency goals in addition to those 
created collaboratively.  

Coaches and providers worked on a range of issues and topics over the course of the year. In 
some cases, study data across sources indicated that these topics were clearly formal goals. In others, 
the focus seemed less clearly defined, possibly reflecting an approach that emphasized a more 
disparate set of activities identified monthly or every few months in response to short-term provider 
needs or interests. At times, it was unclear whether the data were reflecting formal goals or these 
more ad hoc activities. Coaching activities were often responsive to current concerns rather than 
focused on longer-term progress toward quality goals.9 For example, one case study coach 
responded to a question about how she decided what to work on during her visits by saying, ―It 
depends on the day of the visit.... Sometimes I will interact with kids, and other times I will not, so I 
can have an objective view,‖ implying that the focus of the coaching depended upon the observation 
for that day.  

Some coaches balanced a focus on overall quality and the environment-focused items 
from the ERS. Some coaches appeared to keep a broader emphasis on instructional interactions 
and quality support with their providers, even with pressures to focus in a narrower way on the ERS 

                                                 
8 As noted above, in the absence of explicit LAUP quality principles, ERS may also have served as a de facto 

quality standard, leading coaches and providers to place greater emphasis on it. 

9 Our sample of focus group participants and case studies were not necessarily representative of the full network of 
providers and their coaching interactions; therefore, it is possible these generalizations did not accurately reflect the 
―typical‖ interaction. Our review of the administrative data did not indicate consistent attention to goals across 
programs, but we also noted that some coaches were more lax about data entry (see the appendix). 
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environment-focused items. For example, during one case study observation, the teacher asked the 
coach for help in improving ECERS-R scores. The coach not only identified an easy way to address 
a safety issue (by using battery-powered CD players rather than one with an electrical cord) but also 
discussed ways to use transition time more productively: 

―You can do songs...read to them while they are waiting, games...ask them questions, 
prediction questions, come up with questions they find interesting. ‗Who has seen a 
dinosaur? What do they eat? Do they still live?‘ Things that will keep them excited and 
engaged.‖  

Most providers seemed to value coaches‘ emphasis on instructional interactions, and some 
specifically mentioned this in focus group comments. A provider reflected the coach‘s level of 
activity and balanced approach, saying, ―Our coach … is at each of the sites every month. She does 
talk about ERS, but she talks about interactions and offers positive suggestions.‖ 

Several providers noted improvements in their own interactions with the children and 
approaches to early learning as a result of working with their coach. ―As a trained professional,‖ one 
provider observed, ―the coach is examining how you speak to the child and whether you are asking 
open-ended questions. Are you allowing the child to really think and expand their vocabulary? She‘s 
showed me that that‘s quality preschool—helping kids think outside the box and reach the next 
level. Her vision is coming along with my vision—they‘re going hand in hand.‖ 

Another described her coach‘s help with children‘s language development: 

―[Our coach] is very helpful with our language. She will put things in a different way, and 
she models. She is not just telling us ‗Do this, do that.‘ She will get down on the kids‘ 
level and introduce words into a sentence and explain to children. One of her suggestions 
that helped was putting up a word wall where kids have gotten used to asking, ‗Teacher, 
what do you mean?‘ Then, I put it back on them and say, ‗What do you think it means?‘ 
They come up with an answer by looking in the dictionary and they tell me. Maybe [their 
answer] was different, but they‘ve learned because now they know how to use [the word]. 
So, we‘ve been putting words up on the wall as we learn them. It‘s really neat because 
parents will ask, ‗How did my child come up with this?‘ and it‘s just through conversation. 
[Our coach] helped a lot with this. Children love it.‖ 

ERS often drove goal identification and ongoing work. The ERS results often motivated 
the goals and activities on which coaches and sites collaborated, and there appeared to be some 
tension between ERS coaching and coaching for quality support beyond the environment. A strong 
focus was reflected in some programs on selecting goals that involved changing the environment in 
ways that would quickly affect scores, rather than focusing on the more difficult-to-change teaching 
interactions.  

Several providers suggested that the central purpose of their coach was to prepare them for the 
ERS. ―Tell me if I‘m wrong!‖ said one, ―She‘s there to help us get a high score, right?‖ ERS reviews 
often seemed to motivate the substance of coaching, with a disproportionate emphasis on sanitation 
(particularly hand washing) and other aspects of the environment. Another provider commented, ―It 
seems we are always working to get better; we never relax. [We are] always pushing on hand 
washing.‖ In some cases, program directors, attentive to the impact of ERS scores on their 5-Star 
Quality ratings and payment, were said to push ERS-focused goals and activities. Teacher turnover 
also appeared to spur an emphasis on ERS as new staff attempted to come up to speed.  
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The study data, both focus groups and case studies, suggested that the period around ERS 
review was particularly intense, often reflecting a high degree of direction by the coach during 
preparation. Several providers suggested that the intensity was followed by a less focused period, 
with one provider describing post-ERS coaching as ―mellow.‖ Given the limited time coaches and 
providers had, and the incentives inherent in the ERS and 5-Star Quality rating system, the 
dominance of the ERS may have had the effect of crowding out a greater emphasis on instructional 
interactions and broader quality support. 

Many providers valued ERS guidance, and some wanted more. Many coaches appeared to 
work hard to help providers with ERS preparation and feedback, and providers appreciated coaches‘ 
assistance. They were aware it was a high-stakes process and seemed to highly value the concrete 
help a coach could provide. Describing a recent preparation session with her coach, one provider 
said: 

―Last week, she told us she was training us to get that 7. She was observing us, listening to 
our conversations, and in the report she had our strengths and what we could‘ve added.  
... When she comes to visit, she is clear and honest. It was one of the best sessions we‘ve 
had.‖ 

―I do know they are trying to help,‖ commented another. ―That‘s why we did well with our scores. 
She tells me I am good and I don‘t have to worry.‖ 

A few providers said their coach focused too much on the ERS, however, and in particular on 
hand washing. ―Robots, they want to see robots—especially with the hand washing,‖ one teacher 
complained. Some providers wanted more or different support. In particular, they suggested that as 
the time for their review approached, they needed more visits, including walkthroughs of their 
programs with concrete and specific feedback on what they needed to change to get a high ERS 
score. Several suggested that their coach had been inattentive during the time leading up to their 
review, with one saying: ―I haven‘t seen my coach since September. I don‘t know if I‘m the one that 
has to make the time to call her. We‘re getting coaches so that they can work with us, but they‘re not 
in all areas that we need. Before ERS came out, I didn‘t see her.‖ 

A few providers indicated that what their coach stressed was not always consistent with what 
was emphasized by the outside reviewer who conducted the ERS, and said they wanted guidance 
more closely aligned with the actual review. Some requested more modeling. 

Coaches and providers suggested both opportunity in and anxiety about the CLASS. 
Providers were clearly aware that the CLASS was soon to be added to the 5-Star Quality rating 
system, supplementing the ERS, and had already been working with their coaches on the 
instructional interaction it emphasizes. Some coaches and providers suggested that they viewed the 
CLASS as providing a valuable opportunity to focus more on instructional interactions. One coach 
described improvements one teacher had already made in her interactions with children, spurred by 
work around the CLASS: 

―One of my providers has a teacher—she‘s been very hands-off, not connected with the 
kids. Now that we‘ve been talking about CLASS, I see her talking with them at eye level. 
 ... I can‘t believe all the language she‘s involved with the children.... Now she‘s on the 
floor, on the carpet, talking with them.‖ 



III. The LAUP Coaching Model as Implemented  Mathematica Policy Research 

 14 

A director talking about the CLASS suggested that it would motivate greater attention to essential 
aspects of early learning: 

 ―If we are doing what we should be doing, [the CLASS] should capture our strengths and 
bring in guided acquisition, focusing on higher-level thinking and interactions to make 
sure we are really working on one-on-one conversations and building on [the children‘s] 
knowledge base. I think it is really going to help us.‖  

Some providers, however, were concerned about how and if they would be adequately prepared for 
the assessment. They were very aware that the CLASS would soon affect their 5-Star Quality rating 
and payment. A couple providers cited the usefulness of the CLASS video training they had already 
received from their coach. But several suggested that the overview training so far, while helpful, was 
not sufficient to prepare for the higher-stakes assessment next year. They said they wanted more 
and, in particular, more detailed training, with modeling, role playing, and video (a few wished their 
center would be provided with the CLASS video). A few said they felt ill-prepared for their initial 
CLASS review. One teacher remarked: ―In a way, I‘m kind of nervous about that CLASS stuff. I 
think we did fairly well on that, but it‘s just one more thing for them to assess.‖   

Providers also valued coaching around curricula and parent engagement. Providers and 
coaches indicated that they also focused on curricula and parent engagement in their goals and 
ongoing work. Some providers described the value of their coaches‘ expertise with curricula 
generally and with the curriculum they had selected in particular (though a few indicated concerns 
that their coach lacked an understanding of a specific curriculum). Some also said that they valued 
the efforts their coaches had made to connect them to training, provide useful resources, and to help 
them visit other classrooms using the same curriculum to illustrate a range of models. One 
commented on her coach‘s help getting additional training: ―There are some [goals], like getting 
more training on the Creative Curriculum, which we were successful with.‖ 

Many providers said that they appreciated their coaches‘ work with them to educate parents 
and to expand engagement. Assistance providers cited as especially important included:  

 Educating parents about learning strategies for home and school 

 Informing parents about kindergarten transition  

 Developing ways to improve relations between the program and the parents 

 Connecting them with specialists and other resources10 

 Getting involved in and understanding the community and its culture  

One provider described the important role her coach played in educating the parents about the 
approach she has taken to early learning and the ways they could support their children outside of 
the program: 

                                                 
10 In addition to quality support coaches, fiscal coaches, and starting points coaches, LAUP employed a staff of 

―specialists‖ who brought expertise to providers in areas such as curriculum, parent engagement, and English-language 
learners. 
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―My coach is helping me convey to parents that their child is still learning. It might appear 
to be at a slower pace, but it‘s not really a slower pace; it‘s just learning a different way. 
So, for homework, instead of giving them a packet...I give the parents an assignment to 
do with their child. For example, let them cook with you in the kitchen, and ask the child 
to show you something shaped like a cylinder. Or, at the grocery [store], ask them to find 
a certain letter.‖  

Another provider noted her coach‘s willingness to help her with kindergarten-transition 
meetings with parents:  

―For the transition to kindergarten, she set up three different meetings for meeting the 
needs of parents. The type[s] of parents we have are early morning, late afternoon, and 
she was able to schedule group sessions. They knew nearby schools, they knew the 
enrollment deadline dates, so she got all the information together, and I thought that was 
really nice of her to just be there on three different occasions—three very odd times.‖ 

Yet another praised her coach‘s assistance getting additional resources for parents in the context of 
their community: 

―The coach we were working with realized we were doing a lot with parents and asked 
how she could help, and she brought in different people so someone else could do the 
presentations who had the breadth and depth and also the cultural understanding of the 
parents.‖ 

Further Considerations/Recommendations: 

 Consider how to take advantage of the window of opportunity presented by the 
inclusion of the CLASS in the 5-Star Quality rating system, perhaps by discussing as a 
staff the dimensions and areas of the CLASS that appear to be more critical to 
improving quality in LAUP and planning strategies that support those areas.  

 The research suggests that coaching that is more focused is more beneficial (Aikens and 
Akers 2011; Shidler 2009). How can coaches support providers in developing and 
continuing to work on goals that are focused or SMART (―Specific, Measurable, 
Attainable, Relevant, and Timely‖)? 11  

 Consider the optimal ways to support programs in selecting and implementing the 
various curricula and in engaging parents (particularly given the availability of LAUP‘s 
additional staff of specialists in these areas). What are the best ways to leverage the 
expertise of specialists and to use coaching time optimally? 

The formal coaching model presented the coach/provider relationship as a necessary 
precondition for effective outcomes from the coaching process. LAUP coaches mirrored this view, 
indicating that the quality of their relationship with providers was central to the ability to work 

                                                 
11 The SMART goals approach is described in Meyer (2011).  
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together productively. This centrality of the relationship was also echoed by providers. They 
suggested that it facilitated the coaching process and was an important element in helping them 
move forward in improving the quality of their programs; it was also an important part of what 
made coaching different from supervision or monitoring. 

Developing a positive, trusting relationship could be complex, however. Sometimes differences 
in styles and personalities, challenges created by program structures with many layers of teaching and 
supervisory staff, and/or other program issues—as well as scheduling challenges and other demands 
on coaches‘ time—could inhibit or slow the process. One coach referred to establishing and 
maintaining a coaching relationship as ―a dance,‖ and coaches indicated that it developed over time. 
But there appeared to be general agreement among respondents that if the relationship was there, 
the other key aspects of the coaching process could follow. Both focus groups and observational 
data from the case studies indicated that relationships that became stronger and more trusting over 
time could, in fact, facilitate the coaching process. One case study teacher said, ―Once I got it into 
my head that the coach is not here to criticize but to help, it was great. Now I‘m trying to pass that 
on to my assistant teachers, who might feel like I used to.‖ This view seemed evident in the 
responses of program staff as well.  

Many providers and coaches described positive relationships. Providers and coaches 
reflected a range of types of relationships, but many stressed their strength and positive nature. 
Terms used by providers to describe their coach included friendly, supportive, respectful, 
understanding, positive, and knowledgeable. One provider commented on her coach and their 
relationship, saying: ―She has so much respect for what we do and, in turn, it makes us respect her 
more.‖ Another commented, ―She has been wonderful. We have come very far with her. It‘s not like 
having a stranger come over; it‘s like having our friend. We talk all the time!‖ Yet another said, ―She 
approaches me with respect, and I think that‘s very good because then I feel comfortable talking to 
her and being with her.‖ 

Many coaches also said they found their relationships with providers satisfying and suggested 
that, in general, this was a positive aspect of the job. One described the job, saying: ―We‘ve all been 
teachers, directors, supervisors, have had different roles. Having that experience, we enjoy what we 
do. I love what I do, the flexibility, meeting different people. The teachers respect us.‖  

Some providers, however, indicated that they have had a less positive experience. Some felt that 
they were not getting enough support, and several suggested that personality or philosophical 
differences intruded. One observed, ―The one bad experience I had with a coach, she was not a bad 
coach, we just couldn‘t relate to one another.‖ A few providers indicated actual mistrust in their 
coach, with one saying, ―I feel that a coach should be friendly, and that has not been the case. I feel 
that she is watching us all the time, perhaps even intimidates us at times. She is also texting all the 
time, so I am worried if it‘s about us.‖ 

Finally, some providers reflected an essentially neutral experience with their coach, with limited 
contact and engagement, lacking either strong positive or negative feelings. 

Coaches‘ perspectives on the quality of their relationship with their providers tended to be 
positive, although coaches also reflected some of the challenges that establishing close and 
productive relationships could entail. Most providers were positive or neutral (those with negative 
views of their coach were in the minority), and the notion of mistrust in the context of coaching, 
when it arose, was nuanced. In some cases, it could mean that the provider didn‘t trust the coach to 
understand his or her approach (such as a particular curriculum or philosophy). In others, there 
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appeared to be actual mistrust, perhaps for reasons such as an assertive, supervisory ―gatekeeper‖ in 
the program who required the coach to work through him or her, limiting access to teachers, as 
discussed further below. The few cases in which providers noted the feeling of being watched and 
judged by their coach may have reflected these types of situations. 

Coaches and providers indicated that building the relationship took time. Establishing 
trust and a sense of connection between coaches and providers often took time. The individual 
coach, the provider, and the context all affected the process and speed. One coach observed, ―With 
some people, it takes time. Some people you click [with] right away.‖ Some coaches also stressed 
that building a good relationship required pacing, with the need to think carefully about what to 
expect of providers at different stages. ―I know well enough I can‘t take everything on right away,‖ 
one remarked, ―But instead, plant a seed. Maybe we‘ll come back to it...as a goal later.‖ 

External factors could also affect the pace, such as where the program was in its ERS review 
cycle, the provider‘s desire for coach assistance with ERS preparation, or other professional or 
personal concerns confronting the provider. ―Sometimes the relationship opportunity gets 
accelerated if there‘s an ECERS review coming up,‖ one coach noted, ―Or [if] the results are coming 
back, there‘s lots of discussion after.‖ 

Coaches and providers identified multiple avenues to establishing relationships and 
trust. These included:  

 Preparation for and discussion after ERS reviews, which could establish the coach‘s 
helpfulness to the provider 

 Coaches delivering on what they say they would do  

 Through the coaches‘ backgrounds as teachers, supervisors, and directors, which gave 
them empathy, expertise, and understanding of the issues and circumstances providers 
faced 

 Coaches and providers sharing mutual interest in their personal lives (asking after family, 
going to events, etc.) 

Approaches to establishing boundaries between personal and professional relationships 
varied across coaches and providers. Coaches and providers differed in how and where they set 
the boundaries between their personal and professional lives in their interactions. Some coaches said 
they actively support providers during their personal challenges so that providers can again focus on 
the professional aspects of their teaching. One coach observed: 

―The dance varies. [It is] very intimate. If they have personal things going on, they‘re in a 
different space than you might want them to be professionally. Just giving them the 
opportunity to get something out may help them move beyond, support them, maybe in 
suggesting other services to help...keep it at that professional level...primarily so they can 
get on to the next thing.‖ 

Comments from both coaches and providers suggested that the intimate context of coaching 
with FCCs may lead to more blurring of personal and professional boundaries. However, personal 
relationships of varying degrees were also noted with center providers. Some providers and coaches 
indicated that they appreciated more personal relationships and found them to be a rewarding and 
useful aspect of coaching. ―Something as simple as breaking bread together, sharing stories, 
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connecting on a human level, getting to know each other beyond the coaching,‖ said a director. ―I 
think it helps make the give-and-take of the relationship more human. And the level of respect and 
the accessibility is really coming together and saying we are in this together to make a difference and 
the mutual groundedness.... It‘s being people centered and oriented, knowing when to ask the 
question and say ‗Do you need help or just venting?‘‖ 

Overall, providers and coaches indicated several key coaching components that 
contributed to positive relationships, in particular reliability, attentiveness, and 
responsiveness. Many coaches and providers indicated that reliability (including the consistency 
and timing of visits), as well as responsiveness, facilitated trust and a stronger relationship. One 
provider said: ―I do know our coach will meet whenever we can. She always communicates well 
through email, memos, leaves her comments, gives them to everyone, so it‘s not a mystery.‖ A coach 
cited the importance of coming through for new sites where she was building a relationship: ―Some 
of my sites had four coaches before me. I needed—when I promised something—I needed to do it 
immediately to build trust. If I said I‘d fax something, I faxed it. I kept appointments.‖ 

When coaches were seen as unreliable, sporadic in their attention, uncommunicative, and/or 
unresponsive, providers indicated that they wondered why. Such inconsistency and lack of 
responsiveness appeared to weaken the potential for a strong coaching relationship. Several 
providers stressed that they understood how busy the coach is but still wished for more interaction, 
one saying: 

―The coach was always so busy that sometimes I wouldn‘t get a chance to talk to her after 
class—like, ‗Where is the coach?‘ ‗She left.‘ So sometimes I would like to know if I did 
well today because she observed us, and there was no real feedback until the last minute 
or too late.‖  

Several providers speculated about why visits to their program were sporadic, wondering if the 
coach saw them as more advanced than others in their caseload and therefore not needing as much 
help. 

Coaches offered multiple reasons why contact with a provider might be limited, including 
gatekeeping by administrative staff, scheduling and caseload, imbalance of morning and afternoon 
programs, and their need to balance differing program priority needs. Challenges to consistent 
communication are discussed in more detail below. 

Further Considerations/Recommendations: 

 As suggested by process consultation theory, the relationship is a key motivator and 
enabler of change. Continue to support LAUP staff in ways that establish and maintain 
positive, consistent relationships with providers.  

 Boundaries are an issue with many helping professionals. Consider the implications of 
personal/professional boundaries and how to support staff in maintaining healthy 
boundaries when needed. 
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Many aspects of process consultation (and servant leadership) were evident in the study data 
and valued by respondents, although coaching as implemented reflected a range of approaches for 
various reasons. 

The formal coaching model stressed empowering providers: ―teaching them to fish‖ versus 
―giving them a fish.‖ Coaches indicated that they valued coaching around process and helping 
providers solve their own problems. Between the formal model and the approach as implemented, 
however, there was a tension between empowerment (supporting providers in reflecting on where 
and how to improve practice) and direct help (identifying providers‘ needs in order to improve 
quality and telling or showing them what to do). Study findings suggested that direct help was often 
more dominant. This may have been because providers and coaches were most accustomed to this 
model (essentially an expert model) and because it seemed more immediately useful to providers 
focused on raising their ERS scores, 5-Star Quality ratings, and ultimately their payment levels. In 
addition, the change in approach from starting points coach to quality support coach appeared not 
to have been understood by some programs, and they may have continued to look for familiar types 
of interactions with coaches. 

After the goal-setting process, it appeared—with some exceptions—that coaches often 
switched to confrontive inquiry approaches, making suggestions or recommendations and offering 
answers to providers, rather than asking questions and guiding the process. We heard from the 
majority of providers that active and direct help was highly valued, in particular the provision of 
information and modeling. This appeared to make consistent implementation of the process 
consultation model (which suggests limiting the use of confrontive inquiry) more challenging, even 
in areas that may have lent themselves more obviously to it, such as around broad quality support 
goals rather than around ERS preparation or safety issues. 

There was evidence of process consultation and appreciative inquiry in coach and 
provider comments and case studies. Despite these tensions, respondent comments and case 
studies did reflect the positive use of process consultation in the manner by which coaches and 
providers developed and pursued goals. One provider said: 

―With my coach, I am very, very happy with her because I set my own goals to work on 
and say, ‗I need help with this.‘ So she comes and says these are my goals for the next 
month.... She tells me when she is going to come back and gives me a paper that repeats 
that, she writes the date when she‘s coming back so I [know when to] expect her....‖ 

Others commented: 

―She makes great suggestions, and she does so as a partner. She doesn‘t come around and 
say, ‗Oh, you need to do this and this and this.‘ She says, ‗What do you think about this? 
How do you think we can do this?‘ She treats us like we treat our kids! It makes us more 
willing to go along with her and think in other ways.‖ 

―She recorded us...and we looked at the movie, and she gave me some questions and she 
asked me to answer my questions while I am looking at myself doing my work. She says, 
‗You are doing really good in lots of areas...what do you think?‘ You can see yourself 
doing your work. It is a cool way to learn. I do like it.‖ 
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Other provider comments reflected the use of appreciative inquiry in goal-setting and coaching 
interactions, and many noted how positive their coaches were, highlighting their strengths and 
accomplishments. Several observed of their coaches:  

―We call her our cheerleader, sometimes—she will say she can‘t wait to share [something about 
our program] with other coaches. It‘s a very affirming process.‖  

―She‘s always giving us feedback. And making us feel like we‘re doing good. Sometimes 
you need that reinforcement.‖ 

―After our observations are done, then she will jump in and say, ‗I like what you did here, 
I like what you did there…if I could suggest,‘ and I like that because she doesn‘t force—
you know, ‗Do this, that‘s not right.‘ [Instead] she says, ‗Let me suggest this‘ or ‗Maybe 
this will help as well,‘ and I appreciate the respect she gives me as a teacher in my 
classroom.‖ 

Case study observations and activity logs also captured examples of process consultation and 
appreciative inquiry. For example, during one case study visit, the coach praised the teacher for 
using classroom labels with pictures and commented on how the children used them. She followed 
up with the question, ―How do you introduce the culture [use of labels, putting things back, etc.] of 
your classroom to your students?‖ After the teacher responded that she did this at the beginning of 
the year during circle and clean-up time, the coach described another observation she made of the 
children‘s use of labels, and the teacher responded, ―I put more pictures up thanks to your 
recommendation.‖ 

In another case study program, the coach commended the teacher‘s growth in her use of 
questioning with the children over the year and praised that day‘s activities as well. She focused, in 
particular, on the calendar activity and the teacher‘s use of her own experiences as a child in drawing 
out the children during discussion.  

Overall, providers responded favorably to appreciative inquiry and process consultation when 
experienced. Some providers indicated particular appreciation for their coach‘s work to make them 
feel confident and empowered. While we did not explicitly ask providers about their coach‘s use of 
appreciative inquiry and affirmative feedback during focus groups, when it came up in discussion, 
providers‘ comments about it were positive. 

Other forms of active inquiry were also prevalent, with confrontive inquiry apparently 
most commonly used. Coaches reported using active inquiry for building relationships, and this 
appeared to be the case, but confrontive inquiry was most common in the study data. The use of the 
different types of inquiry also varied across coaches and, apparently, at times across providers with 
the same coach. Confrontive inquiry was particularly evident around ERS-related environmental, 
hand washing, and safety goals. Diagnostic inquiry was used less often. Many providers said coaches 
made helpful suggestions and guided them to new or different perspectives; these suggestions 
generally appeared to be highly valued. One provider commented:  

―We get used to how things are and don‘t notice what we need to change. When a coach 
comes, they can tell you, ‗I think you could change something this way; it will look better.‘ 
They don‘t impose their perspective, but now you can see it from a different perspective.‖  

Other providers said of their coaches: 
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―When she observes something, she won‘t say that it‘s wrong, but she‘ll give suggestions. 
For example, she saw that [an English-language learner] child had difficulty 
communicating with us, so she raised the topic and offered resources and ideas on how to 
deal with it. She brought a lady to teach us how to communicate with children like that, 
and she brought handouts that taught communication techniques.‖ 

―The open-ended questions…[the] coach taught me that the lesson plan is important, but 
for the children it is the process of learning, and it is okay to change the subject 
depending on what the children want to learn. Make it a learning experience. The 
artwork—it is the process, not the end product.‖ 

In some cases, however, case study observations and provider comments reflected a 
particular lack of process consultation or active inquiry. The study data indicated some cases 
where coaching deviated fairly substantially from the model. One provider reflected this:  

―The first time she came … she walked through one door and out the other. And I said, 
‗That was the coach.‘ Then she came back again a couple months later and sat in the 
room just observing and then typing and typing and typing, and then we dismissed the 
children, and then she was gone. I guessed that was what coaches do … I am the lead 
teacher, and … I need feedback to make sure things are okay, and what needs to be fixed, 
and she hadn‘t left anything.… My experience [was] not negative. But I went to a training 
that said they are supposed to meet with you, go over things with you to help you feel 
more comfortable. She is a really nice lady; I just thought that was it.‖ 

Another indicated limited consultation with her coach: ―She comes in, she watches, she types 
her stuff, and then asks me, ‗Do you want this as your goal?‘ That‘s it.‖  

Both case study observations and activity notes indicated that coaches sometimes took a very 
direct rather than consultative approach, for example, by going through the children‘s books on the 
classroom shelves and removing or recommending removal of books that they thought would not 
meet the ERS review standard.  

Two providers suggested during focus groups that some coaches brought particular preferences 
into their work, rather than seeking to reflect their goals and approaches:  

 ―She tries to put her beliefs into our curriculum, [but] our curriculum is very different….‖  

―Each coach is different.… Some are more stubborn on it being ‗their way,‘ so we really 
need to work together.‖ 

Many providers said they wanted clear direction from their coach. Some coaches saw it 
as necessary around issues such as safety or health but did not endorse it more broadly. 
Many providers indicated that, at times, they preferred a more directive approach from their coaches 
and appreciated explicit, active help. They valued coaches‘ expertise and knowledge in many areas 
and suggested that they wanted to take advantage of it. Reflections of this type of interaction were 
often evident in the study data. In essence, providers seemed to desire both process consultation and 
an approach more grounded in an expert model.  

ERS preparation, in particular, seemed to spur a more directive approach to the work between 
coaches and providers. Some providers indicated they wanted their coaches to be directive in 
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helping them do what was necessary to get as high a score as possible, and expected specific 
suggestions. Further, their typical experience around initial ERS preparation with a starting points 
coach appeared to have been more directive. One provider praised the approach of her starting 
points coach:  

―I remember that [right] off the bat, our ECERS coach was like a soldier (even having us 
move furniture). So I thanked her for that from the beginning because it pays off now. 
Everyone tells me we are good.‖   

Providers often indicated that they valued coaches‘ expertise related to ERS, and the incentives 
inherent in the role of ERS in the 5-Star Quality rating system and LAUP payment structure may 
have spurred both providers and coaches to focus on directive coaching. One provider even 
expressed a sense of frustration when her coach apparently used process consultation in the context 
of ERS preparation: 

―ECERS is very stressful for me. We only have two or three staff members, and [they] 
were new staff. I contacted our coach for help. We sat down and she tried her best, but I 
realized her training method was not going to work. She wanted the new staff, who had 
never worked a day in their life, to come in and ask her questions, and it was not going to 
happen. It was too much…. I needed support from her. It was hard. I‘m still stressed 
out.... She tried, but her method was not conducive with new staff. I kid you not.‖ 

Some coaches also referred to the need to ―coach heavy‖ at times, directing their providers to 
make changes, especially if safety is an issue, and some case study observations provided evidence of 
this. In addition, respondents noted that coaches could be directive when relaying information from 
other LAUP departments in regard to LAUP operating guidelines. In some cases, it also appeared 
that the coach may have had a particular idea or orientation she wanted to transmit to providers, 
such as focusing more on process than product in children‘s learning experiences. Or a coach may 
simply have been more comfortable with and accustomed to an expert approach (possibly 
reinforced by providers who found it familiar). Some providers voiced a preference for learning by 
explicit direction. One noted:  

―My first year … I felt thrown into the whole experience of ECERS, and I … had to 
really rely on my coach. And I forced her [to be directive]: ‗No, you need to tell me, look 
in the library and count the books, help me, how many do we need to have, how many 
race, multicultural books, are we good? Yeah, we‘re good. Okay, let‘s move on to the 
science area. Okay, let‘s move on.‘‖ 

Another provider commented: 

―What I got from my coach this year was just a list of things we needed to have and areas 
where we already know that or we could look that up. It‘s good to have, but you want 
someone to come and do a walkthrough according to what it is that they are looking for. 
‗You have enough science books.‘ So that is what I would like instead of just a list: ‗Well, 
this is what they want from me.‘ … I want to see what results you got from seeing what I 
have out.‖ 

Providers also indicated that they highly valued modeling. Providers said they valued 
when their coach modeled positive behaviors or interactions. This arose in the context of 
discussions about ERS and CLASS review preparation and also in reference to improving 
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instructional interactions more generally. At least one provider also saw the ability to model as 
evidence of the coach‘s credibility and expertise. (Several also cited role-playing as useful.) ―I think 
modeling is important,‖ a director noted, ―because it lets the teacher see the coach is not only talking 
the talk but also walking the walk.‖ 

A teacher said:   

―I am a visual learner. Model with me. ‗Did you see what you did? Did you see your 
gestures? Did you see your face?‘ Oh, I got it because it has been modeled for me, and I 
think it would help for a lot of us if they would model, role-play some of the stuff we are 
going to encounter, especially with CLASS because I haven‘t had the CLASS.‖ 

Some coaches appeared to vary the approach and consistency in how they worked with 
providers in developing and pursuing goals. In some cases, the approach to goal creation varied 
over the year in terms of topics and pacing; for others, it appeared to vary from one year to the next. 
It was not always clear why.  

Providers suggested that many, but not all, coaches helped to identify, pursue, and follow up on 
goals consistently across the year. Some described a relatively methodical goal-setting process that 
began at the start of the school year and continued systematically to the end. Several said their 
coaches worked in particular to make their goals manageable and attainable. Two providers 
observed: 

―At my site, we are consistently revisiting and re-doing our goals and creating goals on top 
of goals. We are always progressing through feedback. We go over goals and create new 
goals and have something to always work on. If we have nothing to work on, we don‘t 
expect anything more; we won‘t have anything to show progress. And it is not just based 
on the current session but also what we discussed in a previous session. I go over the 
activity log she gives me with all my teachers so we are all on the same page.‖ 

―She makes the goals attainable. She makes them easy. They are things we can work on. 
You know, they are not out of reach. They are things that just need a little bit of 
improvement so then the next time she is there, in a month or two, we have been able to 
meet our goals.‖ 

It was unclear from the data, however, how frequently coaches and providers tried to think 
systematically about overarching or longer-term goals for the year (or multiple years) and how the 
more discrete and attainable goals they pursued over the shorter term fit under them. While some 
respondents and programs reflected a relatively systematic process, others indicated a more ad hoc 
approach to setting and pursuing goals, apparently in a more piecemeal fashion in reaction to a 
coach‘s observations of a single day.  

Coaches and providers seemed at times to undertake shifting activities, depending on the issues 
of the moment. In some cases, it appeared that goals were not revisited regularly, making it 
challenging for providers to even keep track of their goals. Commenting during a provider focus 
group discussion of goal-setting, one respondent said, ―I personally would be happy to know [what 
the] goals [are] and what is going on.‖ 

For some providers, the pace of co-creation also varied over time. In some cases, it changed 
over the course of a single year, with greater intensity surrounding their ERS review, often in the 
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first months of the year, followed by a less intense period. The pace of co-creation may also have 
varied over multiple years. Some factors affecting this appeared to be:  

 The newness of the relationship (some respondents suggested coaches may have taken 
coaching a little slower with new providers to let the relationship develop)  

 The provider‘s experience (coaches may have worked with more experienced providers 
in a less intense way)  

 Time for the coach and provider to meet (several providers suggested that their coach 
had more time for them—with presumably lighter caseloads—in years past). 

Further Considerations/Recommendations: 

 Existing incentives rewarded direct instruction as well as a focus on ―low-hanging fruit‖ 
in the ERS (such as the selection of books on the shelf, the height of children‘s art, or 
the inclusion of some science materials), rather than more complex goals such as 
teachers‘ interactions with children. These latter goals may be more challenging for both 
coaches and providers, if ultimately more rewarding. With the addition of the CLASS, 
coaches may need other resources to help teachers in attaining more complex goals. For 
example, even very complicated systems have been improved by the use of simple 
checklists that break down complex tasks into manageable components (Dinnebeil et al. 
2011; Gawande 2009). LAUP could consider developing similar tools for use in 
coaching, focused on different instructional strategies. 

 The interpretation of SMART goals by some coaches seemed to lead to a collection of 
small, attainable (usually environmental) changes not particularly related to each other, 
rather than a focus on a broad interaction goal broken into attainable steps that can be 
completed within a given time frame. An example of this might be a broad goal of asking 
open-ended questions of children, broken into attainable steps such as asking more than 
four open-ended questions during book-sharing, then during snack time, and so on. 

Teachers and directors across program types indicated that they valued when their coach 
communicated regularly and responsively with them through a variety of means, and when their 
coach‘s behavior signaled to them that they were fully engaged in coaching.  

Consistent, timely communication (verbal, in-person, or written) was important, and 
coaches often communicated successfully in very different programs. Overall, many quality 
support coaches seemed to communicate effectively within the range of LAUP-funded program 
types. Providers in different types of programs—from small FCCs to large programs with multiple 
layers of administrative and teaching staff—said that their communication with their coaches was 
strong. This arose in both focus group comments and some of the case studies. Methods that 
providers cited as effective included: 

 Consistent visits, planned in advance  

 Timely email or telephone responses as well as sharing of information that was both 
general and of interest to specific programs 
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 Prompt feedback and distribution of activity logs, particularly to teaching staff and 
administrators 

 Meetings that included teachers (ideally both lead teachers and assistants), supervisors, 
and directors 

 Relaying of information between the provider and LAUP  

 Attentive visits undistracted by phone calls or texting 

Providers emphasized their appreciation of coaches who were consistent and sought to 
communicate directly with classroom teachers at all levels, including administration. One teacher 
observed: 

 ―My coach makes sure to come as scheduled and has met several times with all of us 
teachers, not just the lead teachers—she brings everyone on board.‖ 

A director commented: 

―At the start of the year, we plan what is expected for the year. She meets with teachers, 
and she gives me back a report. We have very good communication with her—open. 
Once a year we meet, just me and her, to plan for the future, for the next year.‖ 

Another teacher noted: 

―She is prompt with her reports. To my supervisor and myself, she sends a visiting log 
which details and explains what she observed and some suggestions for the program. The 
log primarily includes information on visits she has conducted and sometimes [on] 
follow-up issues.‖ 

Providers generally saw consistency and frequency of visits and communication as key. 
Providers by and large indicated that they valued regular visits and communication as well as 
consistency in their coach‘s interactions with them. Among the elements many providers seemed to 
value were pre-planning visits and alerting them in advance if visit changes were necessary. (Several 
providers indicated, however, that they have had difficulty scheduling in advance because of the 
unpredictability of their own work.) Providers suggested that some coaches were attentive to 
establishing and following consistent routines. Two said: 

―We have a schedule at the start of the school year; the coach leaves it with us. So we 
know or expect what will happen. She calls us with a reminder, or emails, ‗I‘ll go to your 
site on this date.‘ She emails everybody, emails the teachers.‖ 

―I see her every month, and if I need to talk to her, we communicate on the phone or via 
email.‖  

Providers whose coaches visited monthly generally valued this frequency, with several indicating 
that regular visits and timely communication helped them to keep their goals in sight and work in a 
more consistent fashion toward them. Some providers said that they appreciated immediate 
feedback from a coach after their observation. One teacher stressed the usefulness of timely 
distribution of activity logs to help her keep coaching priorities in sight: ―The best time to get 
feedback is right away. Like with the activity log: I will remember today, not tomorrow. I am not 
going to remember what happened today tomorrow.‖ Among the focus groups, it appeared that 
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those respondents who described consistent coach visits and collaboration on goals were also those 
who made the most positive comments about the quality of their coaching relationship more 
broadly. 

Responsive, attentive coaches were perceived as helpful to providers’ progress and as 
communicating their engagement in the coaching process. Providers highly valued coaches 
who were responsive to their requests and needs, communicating with them responsively and 
directly. They cited: 

 Quick, responsive feedback by phone or email  

 The willingness of a coach to come for additional visits when the provider needed extra 
help  

 Flexibility in communication and contact—the sense that a coach would visit on a 
schedule that suited the provider‘s circumstances or for special events (for example, a 
coach willing to come early, late, or on weekends and/or attend parent events or other 
center activities)  

 Additional unsolicited emails or other contact from a coach with potentially useful 
information or resources  

―If we send an email or make a call,‖ commented one provider, ―we instantly have an answer. 
… Even after hours, she will respond every time!‖ Another said, ―I‘m satisfied with my coach. [She] 
always responds to emails within 24 hours.‖ Some providers and coaches noted that some programs 
might need additional visits at certain times or more communication than others.  

Providers also indicated that their coaches‘ ability to be attentive and observant on site was 
particularly useful in helping them identify their strengths, potential goals and areas to work on, and 
their progress toward their goals. Further, it communicated to them that their coach was fully 
engaged in the coaching process and interested in their classroom. A coach who paid close attention 
during visits (creating the feeling that she was fully there for them) seemed to be appreciated by 
most providers. One provider observed: ―She‘s wonderful, our coach is wonderful. She is really 
observant, she‘s very positive, has a lot of positive suggestions, and gives positive feedback.‖  

Some providers, however, saw their coach as inconsistent, unresponsive, or inattentive. 
Some providers indicated that their coaches did not visit them consistently or frequently. Some said 
they didn‘t know whether their coach would come, suggesting that the visit schedule was set at the 
coach‘s convenience or indicating that, at times, they did not know when their coach was sick or on 
leave (although several coaches and providers noted that it could also be providers who cancelled 
visits on short notice). Some providers suggested that they were frustrated by coach inconsistency, 
with one provider commenting: 

―Last year, she came every month…and I would make changes and then make goals, and 
slowly I was improving a lot. But this year, I have hardly seen her; maybe I‘ve seen her 
three or four times at the most…. I would like to see her more often now…. With the 
new CLASS that they are going to observe, I would like her to coach me a little bit more 
because she was really helpful, and now I want to improve in CLASS.‖ 

Another said that while she appreciated her coach, inconsistency was an issue:  
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―Our coach is wonderful…. The only thing I would like to see is more consistency. I feel 
like there isn‘t enough. What I understood is that the coach is supposed to be there once 
a month, kind of consistently throughout the year…. I noticed now, even going on in my 
third year of LAUP, I have had my coach visit my site two to three times the entire year, 
and [I would like her] kind of sticking to some sort of schedule. They pop in here and 
there, and it‘s nice to see them, but…I just kind of feel that…it is not a consistent visit.‖  

In several cases, providers mentioned coaches who did not respond at all or responded too late 
for it to be really useful. Some providers noted that they wished for more immediate feedback after 
coaching observations.  

Immediate, responsive communication to one provider may in fact have communicated to 
other providers—if the coach was in the middle of a visit—a lack of interest. The coach noted 
above, who responded ―instantly‖ to her provider, may inadvertently have sent a message of 
inattention to a provider she was visiting. Some providers said that when on site, their coach has 
been inattentive, leaving the room for phone calls, texting, or otherwise being distracted during 
visits. The providers who said they experienced this with their coaches were strongly negative, even 
when they otherwise appreciated their coach. One provider commented: 

―I know they are busy, I really do…but I feel like in the classroom, they should give us 
their individual attention even if they are observing…. But they tend to text a lot, send 
each other messages a lot…. There are times when we have questions and they don‘t have 
answers, so they will text their co-workers, but there are times when they are constantly 
on their Blackberry…. If you came for those 3.5 hours, you need to give those 3.5 hours 
to us, especially if you are only with me once a month or whenever you come back.‖  

It is also important to keep in mind that, in some cases, focus group respondents may have 
been teachers or other staff at programs where the coach worked primarily with the director, 
supervisor, and other classroom teachers or staff. One coach mentioned that the staff she worked 
with in a multi-classroom site could vary, depending on who within the program had the most 
urgent need of coaching. The other teachers on site may not have been aware of this and could have 
felt they were being ignored or even have been unaware that the coach was visiting the program. A 
strong gatekeeper, such as a program director or supervisor, may also have limited the coach‘s ability 
to work directly with teachers. Again, in this case, the teachers may not even have known when the 
coach was visiting. As the section below on LEO indicates, coaches frequently appeared to 
communicate with directors only. 

Finally, a few providers suggested that they would actually have preferred shorter and/or less 
frequent visits from their coach. They appeared to view the coaching visit as intrusive in their 
schedule. It is possible that this indicated a positive relationship had not yet been established with 
these providers or that the providers were resistant to coaching, but we can only speculate on the 
reasons.  

Further Considerations/Recommendations: 

 In some cases, a lack of attention on site may have been due to a coach‘s especially 
timely responsiveness to another program. If this was the case, coaches may not have 
been fully aware of what their speedy responses to others communicated to the 
providers whose programs they were visiting, and this should be made clear to them. It 
is worth noting that providers did not seem to expect instantaneous responses but rather 
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assurance that their coach would get back to them in a reasonably timely fashion (they 
complained about very delayed or no responses, not about responses later the same day 
or the following day). 

 The actions of a coach during a visit can also communicate messages to providers. 
Consider the implication of different approaches to site visits and what those may mean 
to providers. For example, some coaches interacted directly with children at times, while 
other coaches observed and took notes without interacting with children. When taking 
notes, clear communication of the purpose and sharing of the content may be important 
for establishing trusting relationships. Coaches may need to be more attentive to how the 
providers interpret their actions. 

LAUP serves programs of differing sizes and complexity, from small FCCs to large centers. 
Some programs have multiple sources of funding and a large managerial and support staff, while an 
FCC provider may wear many hats. These different contexts had implications for how coaching was 
implemented. 

It appeared to be more difficult for coaches to build relationships and/or work directly 
with teachers in some program structures or circumstances. In some programs, coaches 
appeared to be hampered in their attempts to establish strong relationships with teachers or to work 
directly with them. There appeared to be a range of variables affecting this situation.12 Particular 
challenges for building a strong relationship and ongoing coaching included: 

 Gatekeepers: At some sites, coaches were limited to communicating with directors, 
supervisors, education coordinators, and/or lead teachers. 

 Organizational complexity: Multilayered organizational structures and/or multiple 
funders and sponsoring agencies could make it difficult for coaches to establish strong 
and consistent relationships with classroom teachers. 

 Schedules: Providers‘ or coaches‘ schedules could make it difficult to find time to 
observe and meet in person without excessive distractions. 

 Turnover: Provider turnover (among directors, teachers at all levels, and/or supervisors) 
as well as changes in coaches could require coaches and providers to go back to square 
one in establishing a relationship and familiarizing each other with their work.  

Developing effective lines of communication and sharing information with the appropriate 
people was essential to the coaching process, but it could be more difficult under these 
circumstances. Many teachers (and some directors) indicated that they would prefer that the coach 
have discussions with the full teaching team, but making this happen could be tricky. In lieu of that, 
more specific and detailed written feedback was appreciated, although it was not a sufficient 
replacement because it did not allow for the back-and-forth questioning that supports fuller 
understanding. 

                                                 
12 This study addressed several issues, but greater exploration could be warranted. 
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Gatekeepers may have regularly interceded between coaches and their programs’ 
classroom teachers, for a range of reasons. This appeared more likely in larger centers, although 
it may not have been limited to them. Some directors or supervisors appeared to be concerned 
about teacher turnover and the potential loss to the program of the information the coach provided, 
spurring them to make themselves the conduit between the coach and teachers. Programs under 
different auspices (such as the Los Angeles Unified School District [LAUSD]; Head Start; or private 
agencies, including faith or cultural entities) may have been answering to ―multiple masters,‖ 
operating under different regulatory or funding requirements, integrating LAUP coaching into their 
own staffing structures, and/or reflecting various philosophies or orientations. A gatekeeper may 
have been trying to reconcile other sponsors‘ requirements with those of LAUP. She might have 
sought to buffer teachers from potentially conflicting guidance from internal staff, such as 
supervisors or education coordinators who also acted as instructional coaches. A gatekeeper may 
also have been trying to protect the program‘s philosophy or orientation from what she viewed as 
incompatible guidance from an outside entity or advisor. Some directors and supervisors may simply 
have preferred to play a gatekeeper role to ensure that they knew and could influence what the 
teachers were working on with their coaches; in some cases, this appeared to extend to setting the 
goals for the teacher and coach, rather than leaving them to be co-created. 

Providers and coaches alike reflected on some of the challenges entailed in programs with a 
strong gatekeeper, with one teacher commenting: ―I heard that sometimes my coach does meet with 
the site supervisor but not with us. There is no communication.‖ A coach said that she tread lightly 
at one site, adding, ―Sometimes I work directly with the teacher, but mostly I filter through the 
director.‖ It is also possible that gatekeepers who insisted that the coach work through and report 
back to them had the effect of turning the coach into an extension of their supervisory or 
monitoring function. If this was the case, it seems unsurprising that some teachers might have felt 
watched or judged. 

Complex program structures and schedules could also pose a challenge to coaching and 
communication. LAUP programs varied widely in their structures and organizational complexity, 
and different types of programs could pose additional demands on coaching and communication. As 
indicated above, multilayered centers with large staffs, and those in which administrators and 
teachers answer to multiple funders and sponsoring agencies, could lead to gatekeeping and to other 
communication and coaching challenges. One coach reflected this, saying: ―It‘s tricky with big 
agencies. It‘s hard to keep everyone in the loop, especially with turnover. I‘m emailing activity logs 
to everyone. This is provider specific.‖ 

It also appeared that larger agencies in which the coach juggled the needs of the teaching and 
administrative staff could make it more difficult to build strong relationships with teachers and to 
help them develop and progress toward quality goals.  

Scheduling visits that allowed the coach time to observe and talk with teachers in a relatively 
uninterrupted way could also be difficult. ―Kid-free‖ time was particularly in short supply. Children 
attended morning or afternoon sessions, and teachers might have little time available between 
sessions, while the coach also needed time to travel between sites. Providers may have lacked staff to 
substitute for teachers while they talked with their coach. Assistant teachers may only have worked 
part time, making it harder for the coach to find time to observe and sit down with both lead and 
assistant teachers. A lead teacher commented: ―Sometimes, for example in my case, I got to work 
early but my assistant came in later, so the coach talked to me about details or resources, [and] then I 
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had to talk to my assistant. It‘s better if she talks to us as a group. I would like it if she discussed it 
with our group.‖ 

Another teacher also expressed some frustration about the approach taken in her site: ―I‘ve only 
seen [the coach] in my classroom once…. I don‘t know if I am supposed to call her to come to my 
classroom…. She wanted to have time for just she and I to talk. It‘s hard. I don‘t see her much.‖  

Finally, most providers noted difficulties in finding time without children to schedule 
discussions after they observe or otherwise work with the provider. This seemed to be particularly 
the case in smaller FCCs.  

It appeared that scheduling regular visits could also be challenging from the coaches‘ 
perspective. One coach suggested that having a disproportionate number of programs in their 
caseload with either morning or afternoon sessions could make it harder to schedule visits because it 
cut the effective time they had available to visit sites. For example, if they were trying to visit two-
thirds of their programs within a half-day window, it may have been more difficult to schedule 
consistent monthly visits. Further, LAUP coaches carried average caseloads of 20 providers and up 
to 26 in some cases.  

The people with whom coaches spent their time varied, but providers—both teachers 
and some directors—valued direct coaching with teachers, and many providers and coaches 
found ways to work successfully around the challenges. The person with whom coaches spent 
time and communicated when on site varied by program structure, individual provider needs, 
gatekeeping, and scheduling challenges. One coach noted that she initially assessed who needed the 
greatest attention and worked with that person, but she shifted her focus as needs on site shifted. 
Most providers, including directors and teachers, placed a high value on coaches working directly 
with teachers in the classroom. Some stressed the need for direct coaching with both lead and 
assistant teachers, and they appreciated the LAUP model‘s emphasis on classroom teachers. 
Teachers in particular, but also some directors, stressed the value they placed on direct teacher 
interactions with LAUP coaches and generally sought more of it, with some requesting work with 
assistant teachers as well as with leads. One director commented: ―When the coaches go to the sites, 
they sit with the teachers, talk about their goals, and follow up with them after observation. It‘s really 
helped them.... I agree with the way they do it, direct coaching with the teachers.‖  

The need for directors, supervisors, and lead teachers to relay coaching information to others 
was also cited as a problem, as one lead teacher commented: ―I‘d like it to be not just me but all the 
teachers, so we don‘t have to translate it to each other. I‘m not sure how it would work. Her work 
performance is fine; I would just like separate time for the teacher group without the kids.‖  

Many coaches and their providers seemed to have developed ways—even in more complex 
organizations—to work with classroom teachers while also coordinating with supervisors and 
directors. One teacher described the process at her site: ―She spends some time with the director, 
but then she‘s in the classroom and we set goals.... ‖ A director observed: 

―Our coach ... will meet with teachers during naptime, talk about the observation with 
them, and give suggestions. She touches base with me first, then talks to the teacher, and 
then tries to follow up with me. On site, she tries to do both.... We are not walking 
around together. She does her observation, and I do mine.‖ 
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Coaches and providers have also developed methods for addressing challenging schedules. 
Describing how she and her coach found time to talk, one teacher said: ―...last time, [my coach] 
actually sat down and ate with my kids and everything. These brief times I sneak in questions to her. 
Also, snack and music time is a good time to meet. It‘s even better during quiet time.‖ 

Similarly, a director said:  

―Our teachers work in half sessions, so that‘s two back-to-back half sessions. So, we have 
done it different ways. We have provided a substitute, and the lead teacher steps out and 
meets with the coach. Or since this is for LAUP, we pay the teachers to stay longer that 
day so they are compensated for the additional time, so it doesn‘t take away from 
planning or other tasks they have to complete before the day is out.‖ 

Coaching reporting systems—in particular, activity logs and LEO—may also have been 
less conducive to effective coaching and communication than they otherwise could have 
been. Providers indicated that activity logs could be a valuable means of communication between 
them and their coach, helping them stay focused on their primary goals and documenting their work 
and progress. In particular, timely distribution of the logs to teachers and others as necessary was 
noted as helpful.  

But sometimes the use of logs may have been be less effective than it could have been. Study 
data indicate that the logs were not always shared among teachers and other key staff, and when they 
were shared, it was not always in a timely fashion. Some coaches appeared to lack working printers, 
making immediate distribution difficult (this was the case in at least one case study site). Several 
providers and coaches said that activity logs were emailed to them after visits, although it appeared 
that sometimes this did not happen the same day (providers voiced a need for getting them quickly 
so that they could better understand what was indicated in the log). Further, some teachers lacked 
easy access to email, according to focus group and case study comments. As noted below, the level 
of detail in many logs was also limited. 

Further, in the activity logs used with the centers, attendance and quality assurance compliance 
items were placed at the top of the form. This predetermined format seemed to emphasize 
accountability elements (for example, whether the program met attendance requirements) rather 
than provider goals and progress. In this case, the ―medium may be the message‖—by giving 
primacy to accountability, the format appeared to signal to coaches and providers that compliance 
supervision was a major part of the coaches‘ role. The FCC logs for the case study sites had the 
quality assurance checklist placed at the end. 

One of the principles of process consultation is that ―everything you do is intervention,‖ and 
this certainly would include the activity logs as a representation of the coaching visit for the 
provider. While some coaches appeared to spend time ensuring that they represented the coaching 
model in their written documentation (for example, including reinforcement of strengths on the 
form as well as documenting areas discussed for improvement), many log documents did not follow 
this format. In addition, the LAUP supervisory guiding questions about the activity logs did not 
emphasize the model. The guiding questions about the log for coach supervisors were: 

 Are goals pre-populated? And progress documented? 

 Are new goals added? 

 Has coach appropriately summarized discussion on log? 
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 Is attendance/enrollment/teacher data documented? 

 Was the document reviewed with the provider? 

 Did the provider sign and receive a copy? 

Unlike the activity logs, the coach feedback form by which LAUP supervisors communicated 
with coaches after their supervisory (coach shadowing) visits seemed more consistent with the 
process consultation approach, beginning with discussion of strengths.  

Finally, the level of specificity among the items and issues coaches recorded in the activity logs 
differed widely. Some coaches appeared to outline broad goals with limited detail, while others 
included very concrete specifics but may not have clarified how these specifics fit into the broad 
goals. In some cases, the language used to describe goals in activity logs was highly prescriptive, 
while in others it was not clear exactly what was discussed. Coaches sometimes reinforced strengths 
by documenting many specific examples of observed positive practices, followed by the discussion 
of areas for growth.  

The LEO database, a computer-based information management system for coaching, also 
posed challenges to coaches as well as to those who would use the data for analysis, planning, or 
decision making. It was reportedly cumbersome to input data, and coaches varied in how much they 
entered and how it was entered. LEO showed large variability across providers and coaches in the 
number of goals set per year and the number of coaching contacts recorded. It was unclear if this 
was due to the manner and extent of data input or to actual differences in coaching practices with 
providers. LEO also apparently lacked flexibility to allow coaches to amend goals when there was a 
change in a providers‘ focus. It was difficult to analyze the LEO data and the amount of time spent 
on different goals over time because the same time period might have three goals listed. It also 
appeared to be challenging to generate reports that would allow easy examination of progress on 
goals across time. 

Juggling accountability demands both for coaches and for different types of providers 
could also make coaching challenging. Both coaches and providers juggled accountability 
demands. Coaches were required to address both their own accountability expectations and those of 
their providers. Expectations of coaches included consistent monthly visits and feedback; timely 
recording in activity logs and in LEO; and keeping up to date on LAUP requirements and how they 
needed to be integrated into their coaching. Coaches also had to be attentive to the implications for 
their coaching of the accountability requirements that providers might face in a range of program 
contexts.  

Providers were attuned to the incentives in and impact of their ERS and CLASS reviews and 
their 5-Star Quality ratings (determined in part by their reviews). Directors may have stressed to 
teachers the importance of their ERS scores. Teachers also needed to be responsive to their 
program directors, supervisors, and possibly internal or other coaches or education coordinators. 
Finally, providers were accountable to parents and often needed to support them in understanding 
what quality means in early education, how programs foster positive development, and readiness for 
a lifetime of learning. 
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Further Considerations/Recommendations:  

 For coaches‘ use of activity logs, further guidance on ways to summarize their 
discussions with providers that align with process consultation models of 
communication may be helpful in supporting the coaching relationship. 

 Consider the format of the logs and what this may communicate to providers. 

 Consider what coaches need to document and whether there are more efficient means of 
documentation. 

In our focus groups, we specifically asked providers to describe their coaching experience, what 
they liked most, and what else they wanted from coaching and from LAUP. Providers reiterated 
many of the areas that they had touched on in earlier discussions, typically asking for more of what 
they (or others in their group) already received.  

Providers and coaches reflected a range of perceptions about the coaches’ role. 
Providers‘ comments illustrated varying perspectives on what coaches do. Many suggested that their 
coach was there to be a supportive friend and ally, encouraging them to improve; a valuable link to 
LAUP; an advocate; and a useful source of guidance and training for the ERS review. Some 
indicated that their coach‘s role was fairly limited in their program, a relatively distant presence 
providing intermittent but valuable advice and information. As noted above, several saw their 
coach‘s role more negatively, as a potential monitor or judge of their work.  

Finally, some providers suggested that they did not understand the coaches‘ role and would 
have liked more clarity. One director, who had been with LAUP for multiple years, said:  

―When they send a coach to us, we don‘t know their job description. We understood they 
work directly with teachers. But with [another program], they work with management. 
But we didn‘t know they do that. At starting points, we understood they work with 
teachers only. There should be defined roles.‖  

She later commented, ―It goes back to job description. I have not seen a written description [of]  
what I can expect to be happening in my classroom.‖  

Providers indicated that they valued many aspects of coaching. Providers—both center-
based and at FCCs—overall were very positive about LAUP coaching. As indicated above, the 
central elements of coaching that many identified as especially valuable included: 

 Consistency and reliability  

 Providing a useful and fresh perspective on classroom interactions and the environment  

 Coaches‘ supportive presence, a sense that she understood their situation and was 
supportive (―our cheerleader‖) 

 Expertise in and knowledge of the field 

 Assistance with ERS preparation and feedback 
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 An inside line to LAUP, providing both information on requirements and priorities as 
well as logistical assistance with required paperwork and connections to other LAUP 
staff. 

Some providers also said their coaches provided additional resources or acted as advocate/mediator 
with their program director. One provider described such additional assistance: ―A community 
helper was brought by our coach, and she started getting involved. She was very good [at] helping 
me get parents involved…. The coach was the one who introduced her to us and told us that there 
are people to help us from LAUP.‖  

Some tools of the job were identified as especially important to the relationship and to 
coaching effectiveness. As discussed above, providers said they particularly valued: 

 Regular visits 

 Modeling by the coach of positive approaches with children  

 Discussions that included classroom teachers, ideally on site, shortly after the coaching 
observation 

 Activity logs, distributed as quickly as possible (preferably while the coach was still on 
site), so that teachers and others in the program could refer to them to reinforce goals 
and to keep their aims and progress in sight 

 Resources provided by the coach, such as:  

- Trainings, materials, information, and research  

- Specialists and other experts 

- Insights and coordination with LAUP  

- Visits to other programs that used a similar curriculum or philosophy, or had 
achieved a 5-Star Quality rating 

Many providers said they would like more. Providers noted, with some exceptions, that they 
especially wanted more of certain aspects of coaching:  

 Frequent visits (monthly or bimonthly, especially for new teachers) 

 Time for feedback for assistant and lead teachers (―kid-free‖ if possible) 

 Communication with all staff  

 Responsiveness, timeliness, and reliability 

 Help with parent engagement (e.g., talking to parents monthly)  

 Support for working with children with special needs 

 Information from LAUP or other sources, useful research findings, and access to other 
resources such as specialists or other experts 

 Support for CLASS and ERS preparation 
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Further Considerations/Recommendations:  

 The fact that teachers and directors may not have fully understood the coach‘s role 
suggested room for greater communication between LAUP and providers about roles 
and responsibilities. Further, a few providers suggested that they would have liked more 
information on services or resources LAUP can provide. Several respondents 
recommended distribution of a brochure or job description clearly communicating the 
coaches‘ approach, roles, and responsibilities.  
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As part of the qualitative study on quality support coaching, we conducted a literature review to 
(1) identify aspects of coaching important for positive outcomes for children and providers and to 
(2) consider how the LAUP coaching model relates. We systematically addressed literature on 
coaching in early childhood settings by conducting a research review and by seeking expert input. A 
detailed overview of our approach is available in Aikens et al. (2011), and the complete literature 
review findings are available in Aikens and Akers (2011).  

A direct comparison of coaching in LAUP to effective models identified in the literature is 
difficult, due to both variations in coaching models and the difficulty of isolating which elements of 
a professional development model are actually causing a change in practice (or child outcomes). 
Turning first to the issue of variation, there are many approaches to the provision of coaching. For 
example, it can be provided one-on-one or in small groups, it can be face-to-face or technologically 
mediated, it can occur in one intensive session or over a series of sessions, it can be designed to 
support new practices or support improvements in working with existing curricula or practices, and 
it can draw on an expert model or take a more collaborative approach. Because these variations 
characterize the literature, there is no specific bar to which a coaching model can be compared.  

Second, regarding the difficulty of isolating which aspect of professional development 
influences outcomes, studies often involve coaching done in conjunction with pre-service or in-
service training activities, although there are exceptions. In addition, among the most rigorous 
studies—those with experimental designs and, thus, the capacity to say whether coaching actually 
causes a change in outcomes—many were not randomized according to receipt of coaching but 
were typically randomized by other factors such as curriculum (for example, Assel et al. 2007; 
Clements and Sarama 2008). This design makes it difficult to identify whether the findings are due to 
the use of coaching or other factors.  

With these complications in mind, elements of LAUP coaching can be compared to elements 
characteristic of most coaching models, as well as to elements identified as important for successful 
coaching. Here, we begin by comparing the LAUP coaching model to practices characteristic of 
coaching models in general and discuss whether the model included critical components of coaching 
from the literature. We then turn to a discussion of the degree to which factors known to affect the 
efficacy of coaching were present or an issue for LAUP coaching as it was implemented. 

We begin with the elements characteristic of coaching as it is described in the literature. 
Coaching is typically ongoing and individualized, builds on the strengths and newly attained skills of 
teachers and providers, is reciprocal between teachers and coaches, and is non-evaluative (American 
Institutes for Research and Head Start Bureau 2001). In addition, coaching usually is goal focused, 
with one or multiple goals collaboratively selected and followed until achieved (National Association 
for the Education of Young Children 2011). All of these elements of a typical coaching model were 
also characteristic of the LAUP quality support coaching model.  

In terms of implementation characteristics, LAUP coaching was ongoing; coaches and 
providers met multiple times over the year, and relationships extended across program years. 
However, there was variation in how often coaches and providers interacted, and providers could be 
assigned a new coach. LAUP coaching was also individualized to providers. Coaches worked with 
providers to set their own goals for their programs and had flexibility in how they used the elements 
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of their toolkit—observation, discussion, modeling, activity logs, trainings, additional resources—to 
support providers. The degree to which LAUP coaches aimed to build on strengths was less clear. 
As previously described, building on strengths was central to the coaching model, but the use of the 
model varied across coaches and providers. LAUP coaching was intended to be reciprocal in the 
sense that coaches listened and learned about the provider‘s experience through the use of active 
inquiry; this inquiry might influence the coaches‘ own practice. However, the present study could 
not address whether this was the case.  

In terms of whether the relationship was non-evaluative, quality support coaches did not 
directly evaluate providers. However, LAUP (using its 5-Star Quality rating system) evaluated 
providers annually, and this monitoring process had implications for funding. Our findings indicated 
consequences for the focus of providers‘ work with their coaches: preparation for ERS often drove 
goals and ongoing work. Finally, LAUP coaching was goal focused. Coaches reported goals for all 
providers in LEO, although the number of goals, the degree to which goals carried across the year, 
and the way in which goals evolved varied across coaches and providers.  

Hanft et al. (2004) described five critical components of coaching: (1) initiation or joint 
planning, (2) observation, (3) action/practice, (4) reflection, and (5) evaluation or feedback. In these 
steps, the goals of coaching are determined, and teachers are given opportunities to observe, practice 
skills, reflect on those activities, and receive feedback on their progress toward planned goals. Each 
step is intended to support the achievement of specific outcomes and goals. The LAUP model 
aimed to include each component, although the degree to which each occurred and the approach to 
its implementation varied across coaches and providers. Again, this related to the flexibility inherent 
in the model—different coaches planned and used different approaches to working with different 
providers.  

Researchers have also attempted to highlight factors that may affect the efficacy of coaching 
efforts. As discussed in greater detail below, a number of these factors were evident in LAUP 
coaching, although the degree varied across coaches and providers. We discuss research in five areas. 

First, multiple studies have indicated that time is a critical challenge for coaches, who often face 
a number of challenges associated with completing their visits (for example, holidays, vacations, 
classroom activities, and other commitments, such as attending trainings and conferences)  
(Boller et al. 2010). In their review of data about coaches in Reading First schools in five western 
states, Deussen et al. (2007) found that, although coaches dedicated long hours to their jobs, they 
spent on average only 28 percent of their time working with teachers. This was markedly lower than 
the 60 to 80 percent of time explicitly requested of coaches in three of the five states. These findings 
suggest that coaches may face a number of challenges in implementing coaching efforts as intended, 
and this appeared to be true in LAUP as well. For a few LAUP coaches, caseloads reached 25 (the 
average was 20), and the coaches were expected to be on site with each teaching group in their 
caseload once per month. Coaches did report that finding enough time for all of their teaching 
groups was difficult, and comments from the member checks indicated that the coach‘s mix of 
morning and afternoon programs had implications for scheduling visits (for example, if a coach 
worked with primarily afternoon programs, it was more difficult to see every program in a month). 
Similarly, providers typically desired more time from their coaches, and consistency of visits was 
noted by providers as important for the success of their work together. Several studies highlight the 
importance of coaching duration and intensity for adoption of instructional practices and 
influencing child outcomes (for example, Dunst and Raab 2010; Mashburn et al. 2010; Trivette et al. 
2009).  
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Second, the literature identifies variability in how coaching is implemented. Across coaches, 
there is inconsistency in how they spend their time and in their expectations about their duties. An 
important finding comes from work by Downer et al. (2009). They found that implementation of a 
curriculum focused on children‘s language, literacy, and social-emotional development varied as a 
function of the consultant assigned to teachers. These authors suggested that having greater 
consistency across consultants may be an important feature of approaches. Although the LAUP 
model had certain expectations for all coaches (monthly on-site visits; completion of activity logs at 
the end of the visit; use of process consultation, active inquiry, and appreciative inquiry to build 
relationships and to co-create goals; and provision of additional resources and support as needed), 
process consultation by definition allowed the coach a great deal of flexibility in the approach to 
working with a provider. There could be advantages to this flexibility, but it had implications for 
how providers perceived coaching and, potentially, for the success of coaching. For example, some 
providers indicated that coaches did not visit them consistently or frequently (they did not know 
when the coach would visit) and that they were frustrated by this inconsistency. 

Third, research has also highlighted the importance of the relationship between coaches and 
providers, with findings underscoring the importance of coaches being respectful and having the 
ability to build positive, collaborative relationships with teachers and providers (for example, Boller 
et al. 2010; Ackerman 2008). As previously described, the LAUP coaching model embodied this 
idea; the coach-provider relationship was viewed as the foundation for all other work together. 
Although we did not systematically address relationship quality with all research participants, 
coaches and providers typically spoke positively of their relationships with one another. They also 
indicated that they saw it as a necessary precondition for their work together. Some coaches noted 
that relationship building could take time, and it was easier to ―click‖ with some providers than with 
others. Some providers described their relationship in a more neutral manner, and a few indicated a 
lack of trust.  

Fourth, a critical element of the coaching dynamic is the active engagement and involvement of 
providers. In Trivette and colleagues‘ synthesis of more than 79 studies (2009), methods and 
practices that involved the adult learners more actively in acquiring, using, and evaluating new 
knowledge and practices were associated with the most positive outcomes. Active engagement is 
characteristic of process consultation. Findings on the implementation of LAUP coaching indicated 
that the focus on process consultation (use of active and appreciative inquiry) was evident and 
valued by many coaches and providers. However, many also preferred or used more directive 
approaches. Coaches valued coaching around process (―teaching to fish‖—giving providers the 
tools to address their own challenges and to work toward their own vision—rather than ―giving a 
fish‖—telling providers what to do), but they also talked about the need to ―coach heavy,‖ especially 
if safety was at issue.  

Finally, despite limited research evidence, a growing consensus exists regarding the importance 
of the specificity of coaching elements. It seems likely that specific and targeted efforts are most 
effective. For example, in year one of a study of coaching with Head Start teachers, the model 
focused on instructional efficacy in specific content and teaching methods, while the second- and 
third-year models lacked a specific content focus (Shidler 2009). Results indicated a significant 
correlation between the time coaches spent in the classroom and students‘ alphabet recognition 
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scores in year one, but no significant correlation in years two and three. Thus, a more focused 
approach in coaching teachers to enhance specific child outcomes was more effective. Information 
obtained from queries of authors and researchers further highlighted the importance of the 
specificity of coaching elements.13 Pianta (personal communication, May 3, 2011) indicated that his 
work reveals no evidence that generic coaching is helpful. Instead, he said  that it seems crucial to 
have coaching that is ―aligned and targeted to a standardized lens, language, and metric for 
classroom practice.‖ LAUP‘s approach did not dictate a specific coaching focus; the definition of 
quality seemed individualized to providers. The mission of a coach was to work with providers so 
that they could identify their own vision and set their own goals for their classroom or program. 
Further, coaches had the flexibility to design their own approach to supporting the provider in 
pursuit of goals, depending on what they thought worked best for that provider (for example, a 
specific mix of discussion, reflection, modeling, and observation).  

Five key characteristics of coaching were found in the literature—time for coaching, variability 
in implementation, the coach-provider relationship, active engagement of providers, and specificity 
and focus in coaching. Among these factors, two were found to be prominent in the implementation 
of LAUP quality support coaching: a strong emphasis on the coach-provider relationship and the 
active engagement of providers in developing their own knowledge and practice. For the remaining 
three factors—sufficient time for coaching, consistency in implementation of the approach, and 
specificity in coaching—the degree to which they were evident in quality support coaching was more 
limited due to the approaches to implementing the model and constraints coaches faced in their 
work.  

 

 

                                                 
13 As noted in our literature review framework document (Aikens et al. 2011), we contacted several authors and 
researchers to obtain additional details about aspects of their coaching models. 
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This coaching pilot study documented (1) how quality support coaching was enacted in LAUP 
programs; (2) how various stakeholders perceived the process; (3) aspects of the LAUP coaching 
experienced across different contexts; and (4) how the LAUP model compared with coaching 
models identified as effective in the literature. The purpose of the study was to provide formative 
feedback to LAUP that could inform its efforts to enhance quality in its network of preschool 
programs.  

Five basic research questions shaped our data collection and analysis. Here, we summarize the 
overarching conclusions related to each of these questions. In addition, the 2011–2012 coaching 
study will delve further into additional aspects of these topics.  

The integration of data from multiple sources (interview and focus group respondents, case 
studies, and program documents and materials) indicated several elements that seemed to constitute 
an implicit theory of action for LAUP coaching. Our preliminary understanding of it is summarized 
here.  

The LAUP coaching model drew on process consultation theory grounded in the assumption 
that individuals already have the answers and the capacity to help themselves. More specifically, this 
model assumed that providers already had within them, even if latent, the capacity for and a vision 
of high-quality early childhood education that could be revealed and refined through work with their 
LAUP coach and other staff. Related assumptions were that (1) change could occur only by helping 
people within the programs help themselves (central to process consultation) and (2) building strong 
relationships is fundamental for organizational improvement. 

LAUP providers operated within a range of contexts, influenced by LAUP policy, and by 
program, teacher, child/family, and community characteristics. ―Inputs‖ included LAUP coaches 
and other staff, resources, and rating systems, and they enabled providers to undertake key activities 
such as monthly coaching visits and the reflective co-creation of and progress toward quality 
improvement goals. These activities led to ―outputs,‖ including positive relationships and the 
identification and attainment of goals. Coaches also participated in activities such as meetings, 
trainings, and supervision aimed at helping them achieve outputs intended to support providers‘ 
progress. These provider and coach outputs, in turn, led to longer term outcomes essential to the 
LAUP mission, including further development of providers‘ ability to help themselves, improved 
program quality, safe and supportive classroom environments and interactions, and ultimately the 
school readiness of children served by LAUP programs. 

We should stress that our interpretation of the LAUP coaching model‘s theory of action is 
preliminary. We expect that it will evolve further in the coming year, particularly in light of LAUP‘s 
continuing efforts at improvement. We will explore and refine it further in the subsequent coaching 
study in UPCOS-5.  
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This study identified several essential characteristics of the coaching model as implemented.  

Definitions of quality were individualized to providers. Coaches and providers identified 
varied aspects of quality as important; study participants did not express a unified or shared vision of 
quality. Some focused more on one element, while others had multifaceted definitions. Some 
seemed to place a greater emphasis on environment, while others indicated that they viewed 
instructional interactions as more important. By and large, providers perceived that coaches shared 
their definitions. 

While some coaches focused on teaching interactions in their work with providers, 
others spent a considerable amount of time focusing on the environment, particularly on 
health and safety. Preparation for ERS often drove the creation of goals and providers‘ and 
coaches‘ ongoing work. Providers appreciated coaches‘ support in preparing for ERS and in 
addressing other environmental issues, but some indicated that they would like more or different 
types of supports in their preparation. 

Trusting relationships were an essential part of LAUP coaching. Coaches‘ comments 
suggested that they all agreed that the relationship was a necessary precondition for effective 
coaching. Building the relationship might take time (depending on the individual provider and the 
context), but there were many ways to do so. Providers also indicated that the relationship was 
important for improving quality and distinguishing coaching from supervision. They particularly 
appreciated attentive, responsive coaches. Not all providers experienced trusting and collaborative 
relationships with their coaches, however, and coaches recognized that relationships sometimes took 
longer or did not ―gel‖ easily. Complex program structures with gatekeepers, for example, could 
make it more difficult for coaches and providers to develop strong relationships. 

A focus on process consultation (the use of active and appreciative inquiry) was evident 
and valued by many coaches and providers, but many also preferred and/or used more 
directive approaches. Coaches valued coaching around process (―teaching to fish‖ rather than 
―giving a fish‖), but they also talked about the need to ―coach heavy,‖ especially if safety was at 
issue. Providers had mixed views about the value of the process consultation approach. While many 
providers commented positively about coaches providing new perspectives on the classroom and 
posing questions, others wanted coaches to tell them specifically what to do. Often, providers 
seemed to desire a blend of approaches, depending on the issue or topic.  

Consistent, timely communication—verbal, in-person, and written—was important. 
Providers valued consistent and timely communication with their coaches, and such interactions 
appeared to be significant in establishing and maintaining a strong and trusting relationship.  

Program structure and scheduling posed challenges to implementing coaching and to 
communicating. Coaches‘ attempts to build relationships or to work directly with teachers were 
sometimes hampered by program structure or the presence of gatekeepers. Providers, both teachers 
and some directors, valued direct coaching with teachers. 

Providers valued many aspects of coaching and generally wanted more. Overall, 
providers were very positive about what LAUP could offer them and generally wanted more 
supports from their coach and from LAUP as a whole.  
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Stakeholders were primarily positive about the coaching process and the resources LAUP 
brought to providers. As a rule, providers reported liking their coaches and appreciated the process 
by which they worked with them on quality improvement. Most valued the knowledge and expertise 
coaches offered as well as the supportive relationships. Some described a strong sense of trust and 
the view that their coach routinely went ―above and beyond‖ to help them progress. Some providers 
had more distant relationships with their coaches and indicated that they participated in a more 
irregular coaching process. A few indicated that they mistrusted their coaches, seeing them as 
monitors. Gatekeeping by program administrators or supervisors appeared to contribute to this in 
some cases. The majority of provider comments indicated that, if anything, they wanted more, not 
less, from the LAUP coaching process. 

Coaches also reported valuing the coaching process and the model‘s emphasis on process 
consultation and appreciative inquiry—in this regard, it made their role distinctly different from that 
of a supervisor. They generally said that they enjoyed their work, and some articulated the 
satisfaction they felt when the coaching process led to higher quality for providers.  

LAUP coaching took place in programs that operated in a wide variety of contexts. Some were 
centers of different (and sometimes overlapping) types: LAUSD, Head Start, and private, some with 
particular faith or cultural orientations. Some centers were large, with multiple layers of 
administration and supervision, multiple levels of teachers, and differing and potentially competing 
requirements and regulations. Other providers were FCCs that might vary from quite small to 
somewhat larger and were distinguished by a setting that was more intimate in nature (that is, the 
provider‘s home).  

Coaches and providers in a range of contexts appeared to have succeeded in establishing strong 
relationships, although the structural complexity and apparent gatekeeping at some larger centers 
seemed to make this more challenging in some cases. FCCs shared many of the same challenges to 
coaching found in some center-based programs, such as time and space constraints for meeting and 
the need for negotiation of personal and professional boundaries. 

Generally, providers across different contexts indicated that they valued coaching and other 
resources LAUP offered and would like additional interactions and supports. 

The 2011–2012 coaching study will explore more systematically how the context of different 
programs—particularly their administrative and organizational structures—influence the coaching 
process.  

The LAUP coaching model shared many key characteristics with coaching models identified in 
the literature (see Aikens and Akers 2011), including those associated with positive outcomes. In 
some cases, the literature identified coaching features that LAUP‘s approach reflected but did not 
fully share.  
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Several fundamental characteristics of coaching are emphasized in the literature as typical and 
were clearly apparent in the LAUP model. These include collaborative work that was: 

 Ongoing 

 Individualized 

 Strength based 

 Reciprocal between teachers and coaches 

 Non-evaluative  

 Goal focused 

Similarly, five practice components that the literature identifies as key were also shared by 
LAUP‘s model. These were (1) joint planning or initiation, (2) observation, (3) action/practice,  
(4) reflection, and (5) feedback.  

The LAUP coaching study found some factors identified in the literature as associated with 
positive outcomes that were prominent in the LAUP model. These were a strong emphasis on the 
coach-provider relationship and the engagement of adult learners in developing their own 
knowledge and practice.  

Aspects of the LAUP approach appeared to differ in some ways, however, from other factors 
associated with positive outcomes. While these factors existed to some extent in the model as 
implemented, their presence was partial or incomplete: 

 Sufficient time for coaching—both duration and intensity—appears to matter for 
adoption of instructional practices (as opposed to environmental changes). Some 
providers may require more support, while others may be able to move forward with less 
support. However, providers often indicated a desire for more coaching. 

 Consistency across coaches in implementation of the approach and in expectations of 
their duties 

 The ability to define the coaching role for providers  

 Specificity and targeted efforts in coaching  

Quality coaching was one of the ways in which LAUP provided support to its network of 
providers. The coaching model has evolved over time and was sometimes challenged by the diverse 
contexts in which it operated. This study presented preliminary information on the theory of action, 
the strengths and challenges of implementing the coaching model, and ways to improve practice in 
the LAUP programs. 

Despite challenges to the model and to the implementation of coaching in some programs, the 
overall response to coaching appeared to be positive. Programs liked what coaching offered. During 
member checks, one provider responded to a question about whether our summary of LAUP 
coaching missed any critical components by writing: 
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―The LAUP coaching component is essential when an educational organization wants 
quality and improvement.... I worked as a teacher at a preschool for eight years with 
a supervisor on my back, which is definitely NOT the same as the coaching 
support. The past four years, I have grown more in my teaching,14 increased the 
quality of my program...[coaching] helped me in all the above-mentioned areas [such as] 
community outreach and resources, parent engagement, and even with the enrollment 
and the health and wellness of my children, their families, and the overall community.‖  

 

                                                 
14 Emphasis from provider. 
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The LEO database15 was a tool provided to LAUP quality support coaches for documenting 
work related to quality improvement plans (QIPs) and progress toward meeting quality 
improvement goals. We conducted an analysis of data regarding goals and activities completed 
during coach-provider interactions. LAUP outputted data from the system for delivery to 
Mathematica. Data files (spreadsheets) included basic information about programs and information 
relevant to goals, including a description of the goal itself and data on work the coaches and 
providers do together to pursue goals. Due to restrictions on system use and programmer time, we 
did not observe coaches entering data or review LEO directly for information not included in the 
spreadsheets. It is thus possible that some of our questions related to the database could be resolved 
with a more direct investigation of LEO. All analyses reported here reflect only the data delivered to 
Mathematica by LAUP. 

To determine the best approach to analysis, we began with an investigation of what information 
was available to us from LEO, how comprehensive the information appeared to be, and whether we 
could determine the level of coaches‘ consistency in documenting information. This review 
identified a number of issues. Thus, our analysis of LEO data should be interpreted with the 
following caveats in mind: 

 Duplicated records: We determined that the data file we received included multiple 
records for a single visit between a coach and a classroom or program; the file included a 
record for each goal (rather than each visit), and providers typically have multiple goals. 
Thus, we de-duplicated the records of visits but retained information about different 
goals. To de-duplicate, we assumed that different entries for a coach/provider pair with 
the same date and duration (but a different goal) were duplicates. This could result in an 
undercount of visits if a coach/provider pair had two visits of the same length on a 
single day but in different time periods.  

 Under- and over-reporting: We found evidence of both under- and over-reporting in 
LEO. For example, some coaches documented and counted a single email sent to all of 
the providers with whom they work as separate and distinct coach/provider interactions. 
In other instances, reports of the frequency and duration of coaching visits is of lower 
incidence than seems plausible. For example, we found multiple instances in which the 
coach reported no visits to providers, including for sites still in operation. Thus, we 
caution against over-interpretation of the current findings, particularly those that may be 
inconsistent with those obtained from other sources. 

 Inconsistent reporting across coaches: Related to under- and over-reporting, it 
appeared that different coaches had different approaches to using the LEO database. 
Some coaches may only have entered what they considered to be the critical interactions 

                                                 
15 LEO had been used by LAUP since early 2007 and was accessed through the LAUP intranet site. It was updated 

in 2008. An update was also planned for July 2011. 
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(for example, visits to programs), while others may have noted every email or phone call. 
There were also differences in the level of detail included.  

Once we de-duplicated the data, we moved forward to answer the following research questions: 

1. What type of interactions did the coaches have with providers (on site, email, etc.)? 

2. How much time did coaches spend with each classroom/program (total duration)? 

3. With whom did the coach interact (director only, director and teacher, etc.)? 

4. How much variation was there in what the coaches discussed with providers 
(goal/subgoal combinations)? 

Note that the original file that included duplicate records for visits but separate records for each goal 
was used to answer the final research question. 

As a reminder, the analysis of LEO data was based solely on the data contained in the system as 
of March 15, 2011. Thus, analyses reflected a six- to seven-month period of coaching in each 
program (August 2010 to March 2011). If coaches did not enter full information on a visit, it was 
not included in our analysis. 

Number of Coaching Visits 

LEO data indicated that coaches conducted an average of 3.1 visits to programs between  
August 2010 and March 2011; that was the equivalent of about 4 visits per year if the rate were to 
continue to the end of the program year. However, the number of visits conducted varied widely— 
from 0 to 16 in the six to seven month period. During this period, coaches visited FCCs close to 
three times and center-based programs a bit more than three times. Note that the visit averages 
included stopping by to drop off or pick up materials as well as regular coaching visits of longer 
duration. Keep in mind also that some centers had multiple classrooms, and a coach might have 
stopped in and visited briefly with other classrooms when conducting a coach visit for one of the 
classrooms. There was less variability in the number of coaching visits made to FCCs (from 0 to 10) 
than those made to centers (from 0 to 16).  

Duration of Coaching Interactions 

According to LEO data, on average, coaches made contact with providers for approximately 
17.4 hours between August 2010 and March 2011. This represented about 3 hours per month, 
calculated across six to seven months of the program year.  

Types of Coaching Interactions 

For slightly more than two-thirds of interactions, the contact was on site (in-person), and an 
additional 14 percent were email contacts. Fifteen percent of interactions were some ―other‖ form 
of contact, including faxes, training, and unidentified encounters. When interacting with programs, 
LEO data suggested that coaches more commonly used email contact with FCC providers than with 
center-based providers (17 versus 13 percent, respectively) and phone (8 versus 3 percent, 
respectively). ―Other‖ forms of contact were less common with FCCs than with centers (7 versus 19 
percent, respectively).  
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Analysis of LEO data suggested that coaches interacted overwhelmingly with directors, and in 
some instances the director and teacher interacted together. In centers, 56 percent of interactions 
noted in LEO were with the director only, and 26 percent were with the director and teacher 
together. (Note that in FCC programs, the director and teacher were typically the same person.) 

Number of Goals 

According to LEO data, on average, coaches and providers identified about 3 goals in the initial 
six to seven months of the school year. More goals were identified among providers in FCC 
programs than among those in centers (3.7 versus 2.7 goals, respectively).  

Types of Goals 

 Goals across providers most commonly focused on the ERS, ECERS-R (Harms et al. 1998), 
and FCCERS-R (Harms et al. 2007). In fact, 44 percent of the goals identified in LEO were in this 
area.16 Table 4 shows the distribution of the ERS-related goals by ERS areas. Other goals were less 
common, with fewer than one goal per year selected on average in each of the other categories we 
identified.17 Of those goals, nonspecific or generic (0.57), curricular (0.41), and training goals (0.34) 
were most common.  

 
ERS-focused goals were the most common type of goals for both FCC programs and centers, 

but they were identified more often among FCC programs than among centers. Within the ERS, it 
appeared that the FCCs had the greatest percentage of goals in the area of Space and Furnishings, 
while centers had the greatest percentage of goals in the area of Language and Listening (Table 4). 
However, this pattern was not consistent with findings from qualitative sources; in focus groups and 
case studies, center-based providers were more likely to discuss goals related to the environment, 
and FCC providers were more likely to discuss goals related to listening and talking with children. 
However, the discussion in response to certain probes (―Tell me about some of your goals‖ and 
―Give me some examples of goals that you have‖) may have highlighted only those that a provider 

                                                 
16 Some goals were characterized as belonging to more than one area. 

17 We identified goals in 10 broad areas: ERS, CLASS, children with disabilities, English-language learners, parent 
and family engagement, professional development, curriculum, training, compliance, and other.  
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found more challenging to implement and may not have been representative of all the goals 
established.  

Progress Toward Goals 

Analysis of LEO data suggested that few identified goals were completed by the early spring of 
the program year; 22 percent were identified as ―completed‖ by March 15, 2011. This low incidence 
may be linked to under-reporting in LEO. It is also possible that coaches demonstrated flexibility in 
their approach to identifying goals and progress toward them. Specifically, coaches might have 
moved on to new goals based on ongoing provider needs, without completing goals that were 
previously identified. Some goals that were not completed may have been more difficult to reach 
during a single program year or during the window in which we explored the LEO data. Most often, 
completed goals were identified in LEO as generic (0.21 goals, on average) or as focused on 
professional development (0.18), the ERS (0.19), or parent/family engagement (0.16). 

Our interactions with coaches as well as the process of working with the LEO data raised 
questions about how LAUP uses LEO. Depending on the primary purposes of LEO, there may be 
ways to collect and retrieve data more efficiently, both for coaches and for other staff. We have 
outlined some ideas to consider below. Note that because we did not work directly with the LEO 
database, it is possible that we are unaware of functions that already exist in the LEO interface along 
the lines of what is suggested below. 

What questions does LAUP want LEO to answer? What information would LAUP want to 
have to inform coaching or administrative decisions?  

During our review, we noticed that LEO could be a useful tool to determine what happens 
during a coaching visit—whether the coach talked just with the director or also met with the teacher, 
how much time was spent on site, and the steps taken toward achieving a goal, among other things. 
However, in the files we reviewed, it was difficult to identify this information. For example, it was 
challenging to discern how much time coaches and providers spent on one goal during the school 
year. A goal entered early in the year might have no other related entries in the database. It was 
unclear if the provider had not worked on the goal, if the goal had been achieved, if progress was 
being made but not discussed in the visits (or recorded in LEO), or if the goal had been dropped.  

If LAUP is interested in tracking the amount of time spent with directors versus teachers and 
the amount of time spent on supporting teachers around specific goals, the database would need to 
be designed to collect information at a level that allows this analysis. In addition, linking the activity 
log (in which incremental steps are recorded) to LEO would allow these data to be easily accessed 
from one database. 

What kind of reports would be most useful for LEO to produce? Are these reports different 
for coaches and supervisors?  

LEO‘s structure at the time of the study made it difficult to determine the number of unique 
contacts or types of contacts for each program. For example, a coach might send an email to a 
teacher, but if the teacher had no email address, it instead was sent to the director. It was unclear if 
this contact was entered as ―director‖ contact or ―teacher‖ contact. Providing more detailed options 
in LEO could help a coach better specify the point of contact at the program for each interaction. In 
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addition, having more details on progress toward goals (the options were ―not started,‖ ―in 
progress,‖ and ―completed‖) would allow coaches and supervisors to examine which goals are 
hardest to achieve and the roadblocks to meeting those goals. Supervisors could determine if the 
program is making progress and brainstorm with the coach to provide more tailored program 
support. Similarly, a monthly report that included information on the number of goals not started, 
completed, and in progress as well as the types of goals may be a useful tool for coaching 
supervisors.  

How can LEO be more user-friendly for coaches and meet their need to document steps 
taken to achieve goals?  

We did not observe coaches entering data into LEO, and we did not have an estimate of the 
time required to do so. Nonetheless, efficiency of data entry is an important consideration. No 
matter how valuable data might be, if data entry is too cumbersome and time consuming, it is 
unlikely that complete data will be consistently available. 

The activity log provides a wealth of information on each coaching visit. However, our 
preliminary analysis indicated that, in some instances, there were more activity logs than entries in 
LEO (perhaps an indicator of under-reporting). As noted above, it may be useful for coaches and 
supervisors to be able to upload the activity log and provide a link in the LEO database. If 
structured in this way, entries in LEO could center on the visit, with goals addressed during that visit  
listed with reference to one visit number. This could allow coaches and supervisors to easily track 
the number of steps required to achieve a goal, the effort necessary to achieve different kinds of 
goals, and details of steps taken by programs to reach goals over time. Activity-log data, especially 
the longer text entries, could also be easily retrieved and examined in relation to the goals.  

Does LEO serve multiple goals? If so, which are the primary goals for LAUP?  

As we reviewed the available data, several questions arose about the main goals of the database. 
Was the main purpose to serve as a monitoring tool to allow coach supervisors to review the work 
of the coaches and offer them guidance? Or was it an administrative tool to produce reports related 
to the coaching interactions and programs? If the former, how were coaches able to work with their 
supervisors together in the database to monitor progress? In its current state, could LEO assist 
specialists in working with coaches? Moving forward, it may be helpful to determine LAUP‘s main 
goals for LEO data and then enter only the information needed to track the success of those goals. 
For example, would LAUP like to use LEO primarily as an administrative tool for tracking 
classroom data or as a resource for coaches to track their programs‘ progress over time? These goals 
may require different types of information from the database. 
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