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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP), an entity funded by First 5 LA, is a nonprofit 
organization whose mission is to provide access to high quality preschool education to the children 
of Los Angeles County. To achieve high quality preschool educational experiences for the children it 
serves, LAUP provides a number of services to both the center-based and family child care (FCC) 
programs in its network, including Quality Support Coaching. LAUP Quality Support Coaching has 
the potential to transform preschool educational settings by giving providers the skills and resources 
they need to support high quality environments. However, coaching occurs in a complex 
environment, and the resources brought to bear on the coaching process, the context in which it 
takes place, and the complexity of the coaching approach are factors that influence its success. As 
part of Phase 5 of the Universal Preschool Child Outcomes Study (UPCOS-5; taking place during 
the 2011–2012 program year), we are conducting a study of Quality Support Coaching in LAUP to 
provide formative feedback to LAUP on these factors. The study is ongoing; the present report 
includes findings based on the first four months of data collection (October 2011 to January 2012). 
A subsequent report will integrate findings based on data collected through the end of the 2011–
2012 program year. 

Study Goals 

This study builds on a pilot study conducted during Phase 4 of UPCOS in the second half of 
the 2010–2011 program year. The pilot study provided a strong foundation for understanding the 
coaching model. However, LAUP’s coaching approach has continued to evolve over the past year. 
First, LAUP has increased its focus on working with teachers on effective teaching interactions 
through both Quality Support Coaching and other training opportunities. This includes the addition 
of the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; Pianta, La Paro, and Hamre 2008) to 
LAUP’s 5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System. Second, in order to respond to an 
imbalance in the coaching caseload, LAUP reassigned many of its programs to different coaches. 
This change offered the opportunity to study more closely how coaches formed relationships and 
began working with providers. With the pilot study findings and the changes enacted by LAUP as a 
foundation, the UPCOS-5 coaching study has three objectives. The first is largely addressed in the 
present report, while all three will be addressed in the final report. These objectives are:  

1. Document and explain the process of Quality Support Coaching, with a particular 
focus on coaching on the dimensions of the CLASS (Pianta et al. 2008): Classroom 
Organization, Emotional Support, and Instructional Support. The research questions to be 
addressed are grouped around a set of central topics identified as important during the pilot study 
(the final topic—navigating programs’ administrative structures—is not addressed in the baseline 
due to insufficient data, but will be in the final report):  

• Establishing and maintaining relationships 

• Defining quality  

• Identification of, evolution of, and work toward goals 

• The coaches’ toolkit 

• Navigating programs’ administrative structures 

2. Identify successes, challenges, and lessons learned.  
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3. Define the logic model for LAUP Quality Support Coaching.  

Study Activities and Sample 

This study includes three key activities: (1) fall and spring interviews with teachers, (2) 
debriefing calls with coaches and providers (teachers and/or directors/owners) following monthly 
coaching visits to programs, and (3) a self-administered questionnaire for coaches. Note that the 
final activity—the coach questionnaire—was completed in February 2012 and will be addressed in 
the final report.  

Teacher interviews. The main purpose of the teacher interviews was to gather systematic 
information from a representative sample of teachers on key elements of the coaching process; this 
report summarizes results of the fall interview. Lead teachers in 43 classrooms were asked to 
complete the interview, and 42 did so (a response rate of 98 percent). These classrooms represented 
the 40 that also participated in the child progress component of the overall study, as well as three 
others that participated in the coaching study but not the child progress component. The majority of 
interviews occurred between October 10 and November 30, 2011; four additional interviews 
occurred between December 1, 2011, and January 6, 2012.  

Coaching session debriefing calls with coaches and providers. Following monthly on-site 
coaching sessions, we are conducting debriefing conversations with five of the Quality Support 
coaches and the lead teachers with whom they are working in 10 purposively selected programs 
(eight center-based programs and two FCCs, referred to collectively as case study sites). These semi-
structured interviews are central to understanding how coaching is enacted and perceived. The 
specific programs were selected based on three criteria: (1) program type (center versus FCC), (2) 
program auspices (balance among private and public program options), and (3) whether the program 
had a new coach this year or was working with the same coach as in prior years. Sixty-four 
debriefing conversations (23 with teachers, 32 with coaches, and 9 with directors or other 
administrators) are included in this report; they took place between November 2011 and January 
2012.  

As part of the debriefing effort, we are also collecting and analyzing associated “activity logs”—
a coach’s written documentation of the substance of the visit (goals, progress, next steps, and so on) 
given by coaches to providers at the close of the visit. The analysis for this report includes 43 logs 
through January 2012.  

Analysis Methods 

Coding and analysis of qualitative data. A coding scheme developed during the UPCOS-4 
pilot study and revised in preparation for the UPCOS-5 study was applied to all data collected 
during the coaching session debriefing calls, the activity logs, and the open-ended questions asked in 
the teacher interviews. To ensure consistency in the application of codes, initial debriefing sessions 
for each case study (coach, teacher, and/or director) were coded by two researchers, and a senior 
researcher periodically conducted a review of how codes were being applied.  

Coding and analysis of quantitative data. We have summarized the data from the fall 
teacher interview by presenting means, frequencies, and standard deviations, as appropriate. We also 
examined crosstabs of responses to some questions of interest.     
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Drawing together qualitative and quantitative data. Finally, analysis focused on 
triangulating what we learned from each qualitative and/or quantitative source to answer key 
research questions and identify overarching themes. As required by triangulation, we aimed to verify 
all key themes with at least three different respondents and/or sources of data. 

Preliminary Findings 

In this section, we briefly summarize the key themes that emerged thus far around the central 
topics of the study. Note that we use the term “providers” in some instances to reflect that staff 
other than teachers (such as directors or other supervisory staff) participated in the research 
activities addressed in this report. 

Establishing and Maintaining Relationships 

The majority of providers, whether they had an ongoing relationship with their current coach or 
had a new coach this program year, viewed the relationship with the coach positively. Teachers and 
administrators perceived their relationships with their coaches as being professional and respectful 
as well as supportive, and by and large indicated they felt comfortable with their coaches and their 
coaches’ approach. However, as coaches and providers in the pilot had also noted, the time needed 
and other requirements for establishing a new relationship could vary widely. 

Coaches typically began working in some capacity with teaching teams—lead teachers and/or 
assistant teachers—right away. However, coaches did not always work consistently over time with 
the teachers, or with all the teachers. In a few case study sites, the coach’s primary working 
relationship appeared to be with an administrator. 

Coaches used a range of strategies to build and maintain the relationships. Providers and 
coaches both indicated that one major element of their start-up work together was gaining clarity 
about the coach’s role. Identification of goals sometimes occurred in tandem with relationship 
building. Some other coaches, however, indicated a need to devote time to building the relationship 
first.  

As was the case in the pilot study, the case studies reflected a range of approaches to coaching. 
They differed in the extent to which they used a process approach—the use of particular 
questioning and discussion techniques, and a focus on provider strengths in order to help providers 
set and meet their own goals—or instead, reflected something more similar to an expert model or 
directive approach. This appeared to vary somewhat by coach, by provider, and also by content 
(certain topics, such as safety, lent themselves to more directive approaches).  

Defining Quality 

Providers had varied conceptions of what it is to be a quality preschool, and they reported that 
their coaches’ conceptions were equally varied. The definitions that teachers and administrators 
offered overall reflected an increased emphasis on the CLASS dimensions, especially on Emotional 
Support and Instructional Support. In fact, the majority of teachers reported elements related to the 
CLASS as part of their conceptions of quality. In essence, it appeared that the CLASS may have 
become the de facto definition of quality for many providers. While elements related to the CLASS, 
such as creating a positive climate, quality of feedback to children, and language modeling, were 
prominent in teacher and coach conceptions of quality, an emphasis on curriculum/classroom and 
program systems or structure remained (for example, providing a high quality curriculum, safety, 
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strong leadership and staff relationships, and opportunities for staff development). In general, case 
studies showed that providers placed a substantial emphasis on children’s learning and kindergarten 
readiness.  

Case study providers generally indicated they saw their coaches’ visions of quality as consistent 
with their own. Teachers responding to the interview at the start of the year, however, did not 
generally perceive that their coach shared the specific elements of their own definitions of quality. 
The reasons for these differences in perspective by data source were not clear from the baseline 
analysis, but will be explored further in the final report. Possible explanations include timing (teacher 
interviews occurred early in the year while case study data analyzed for this report were collected 
through January) and that the case studies provided the opportunity to ask follow-up questions with 
teachers.  

The sense of being “on the same page” regarding a definition or vision of quality that was 
found in the case studies is noteworthy, given that coaches did not generally have broad discussions 
with teachers or administrators about their own vision of preschool quality at the start of new 
relationships or the new program year (LAUP did not articulate a specific quality definition beyond 
the 5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System and its components). In some cases, the 
case study coaches indicated that they did not bring a vision of quality for the program independent 
of their providers’, since that was not part of their coaching approach. Note that one reason for this 
apparent lack of explicit emphasis on defining quality may have been that teachers, administrators, 
and coaches all saw the CLASS as essentially “operationalizing” LAUP’s—and their own—
definitions of quality. 

Identification of, Evolution of, and Work Toward Goals 

The coaches reflected a range of approaches to working with providers in selecting and 
pursuing goals. Goal setting with old programs tended to pick up from where it left off the previous 
year. Coaches and providers in new relationships generally varied more substantially in how quickly 
they turned to goal setting. The number of goals also varied substantially; in case study sites the 
number ranged from one to five as of January 2012, and most sites had three or four.  

The process for selecting goals also differed somewhat among programs, with a mix of provider 
and coach initiation, and a range of goal sources. Providers generally indicated they experienced 
coach-suggested goals as collaborative or co-created since they arose from ideas suggested but not 
dictated by the coach.  

The CLASS was the source of the majority of goals, either explicitly or implicitly, although 
other factors also influenced goal selection. As of January 2012, almost all case study programs 
selected goals that reflected the CLASS or its domains, and the majority of teacher interview 
respondents who had goals had at least one related to the CLASS. When teachers were explicitly 
asked whether their goals related to increasing CLASS scores, 88 percent of the 25 teachers reported 
this was the case for at least one of their goals. Coaches also drew on CLASS preparation and review 
for assisting programs with goal selection. Other goals also appeared to be motivated by the CLASS, 
if less explicitly, since they addressed aspects of the CLASS domains. But they may also have been 
motivated by a general desire—independent of the CLASS—to improve teaching interactions or 
other areas assessed by the CLASS, such as classroom organization. The specificity and concreteness 
of goals reflected in the case study interviews and activity logs varied substantially. 
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There appeared to be a lack of alignment between some case study providers and their coaches 
about the specific formal goals the programs were working on. Frequently, the teacher’s and coach’s 
descriptions of the formal goals did not entirely match—at only one site did the teacher’s and 
coach’s description of goals completely align. The reasons for these discrepancies were unclear, but 
it appeared that in some cases the line between formal goals and the more general content and focus 
of coaching work may have been fuzzy for some providers. Nonetheless, programs sought and 
received supports directed at working toward both their formal goals and other month-to-month 
activities. Providers with most programs indicated that they wanted their coaches to answer 
questions about, offer guidance on, and help them prepare for the CLASS and, to a lesser degree, 
the Environment Rating Scales (ERS; the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale–Revised 
[ECERS-R; Harms, Clifford, and Cryer 1998] for center-based programs and the Family Child Care 
Environment Rating Scale–Revised [FCCERS-R; Harms, Cryer, and Clifford 2007] for FCC 
programs). 

The Coaches’ Toolkit  

Coaches employed a range of “tools of the trade” in their work with providers. Visits with 
observations, discussion, and sit-down meetings were the heart of the coaching process. The 
frequency with which coaches visited case study programs suggests that by the end of the program 
year, the average number of visits will exceed that found in the pilot study (n = 6) for the 2010–2011 
program year. The consistency of visit scheduling varied both by coach and by program. Some 
coaches set up visits month to month, sometimes a week or two ahead of the visit, while others had 
regular meeting times preestablished. Coaches and providers reported that the length of visits varied, 
with coaches spending anywhere from less than an hour to six hours on site, observing and talking 
with teachers and administrators. The providers indicated that they very much valued coaches’ visits 
and the time coaches spent observing their classrooms, and discussing issues with teachers and 
administrators, both while in the classroom and in separate “kid-free” meetings.  

Differences in approaches to structuring visits generally appeared to be program specific rather 
than coach specific. Visits usually, but not always, included an observation. How coaches and 
providers conducted observations varied, but they were typically seen as important opportunities for 
improvement in classroom practices. The coaches’ differing approaches seemed to be a factor of 
both coaching style and possibly teacher preference. Observations in the case study sites ranged 
from short (about 20 minutes) to several hours in length. 

The opportunity to discuss teaching interactions and the classroom was also seen as an essential 
part of coaching, but sometimes in short supply. Meetings during “kid-free” time were particularly 
valued. Where coaches and teachers were not able to talk directly (without children present and 
requiring attention), the coaching process seemed constrained.  

Activity logs could play a critical role in coaching and in the coaches’ ability to extend the work 
of the visit beyond strictly the time on site; for at least some providers, the logs offered guidance 
they drew upon during the time between visits. The logs helped to keep a range of program staff and 
the coach “on the same page.” The way logs were completed and used differed substantially; some 
essentially provided general documentation of the visit while others contained specific information 
about goals and action steps. As of the baseline reporting period, the use of logs for more general 
documentation appeared to be somewhat more prevalent, though by no means the rule. 
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Training—and in particular, training on the CLASS—was for providers an important coaching 
activity. All teachers responding to the teacher interview indicated receiving at least some 
information about the CLASS, and the vast majority reported in-person trainings. A majority also 
indicated that among the CLASS domains, they desired that their work with coaches focus on 
Instructional Support. Coaches provided teachers, both lead and assistants, with training on the 
CLASS. In addition, many teachers noted the Teacher’s Institute and other training opportunities 
that supported their work in areas related to the CLASS, and a few suggested it was a source of 
valuable training.  

Next Steps 

The preliminary findings presented in this report will be revisited as we analyze additional data 
from ongoing data collection activities in preparation for the spring report. These data collection 
activities include debriefing conversations with coaches, teachers, and administrators at case study 
sites through May 2012 (as well as the collection of monthly activity logs); a spring teacher interview 
conducted in April–May 2012; and the winter 2012 coach self-administered questionnaire. In the 
spring report, we will explore how coaching and providers’ experience of it evolve over the course 
of the year, with a special focus on the dimensions of the CLASS. We will also identify successes, 
challenges, and lessons learned across the year. 

 



 1 

I. INTRODUCTION AND METHODS 

Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP), an entity funded by First 5 LA, is a nonprofit 
organization whose mission is to provide access to high quality preschool education to the children 
of Los Angeles County. To achieve high quality preschool educational experiences for the children it 
serves, LAUP provides a number of services to both the center-based and family child care (FCC) 
programs in its network, including Quality Support Coaching. 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, p. 1). LAUP’s Quality Support coaches are 
typically experienced early childhood professionals whose aim is to work directly with classroom 
teachers to set and then work to achieve goals focused on enhancing classroom quality. This work 
primarily occurs in coaches’ monthly visits to programs and classrooms.  

LAUP Quality Support Coaching has the potential to transform preschool educational settings 
by giving providers the skills and resources they need to support high quality environments. 
However, coaching occurs in a complex environment, and the resources brought to bear on the 
coaching process, the context in which it takes place, and the complexity of the coaching approach 
are factors that influence its success. As part of Phase 5 of the Universal Preschool Child Outcomes 
Study (UPCOS-5; taking place during the 2011–2012 program year), we are conducting a study of 
Quality Support Coaching in LAUP to provide formative feedback to LAUP on these factors. This 
study builds on a pilot study conducted during Phase 4 of UPCOS in the second half of the 2010–
2011 program year. Ultimately, we hope that LAUP can use that feedback to inform its efforts to 
support the center-based and FCC programs in its network. The study is ongoing; the present report 
includes findings based on the first four months of data collection (October 2011 to January 2012). 
A subsequent report will integrate findings based on data collected through the end of the 2011–
2012 program year. 

A. Context of the UPCOS-5 Quality Support Coaching Study 

1. The LAUP Quality Support Coaching Model 

Quality Support coaches are to support providers by working together with them to identify 
strategies for achieving goals, modeling techniques that can be used in the classroom/with children, 
and providing additional resources. Note that while teachers are the intended focus of coaching, in 
some programs coaches work with center directors, FCC owners, or other management staff in 
addition to or in lieu of teachers; thus, we refer to the group of potential recipients of coaching as 
“providers.”1 According to the model, each LAUP classroom is to have one coaching visit per 
month, and coaches are to provide written documentation (an “activity log”) of the substance of the 
visit (goals, progress, next steps, and so on) at the close of the visit. Coaches are to provide 
additional support as needed; for example, responding to a provider’s requests for support or 
information between coaching visits or attending parent meetings to support a provider in working 
with parents.  

                                                           
1 Note that when we describe the results, we typically refer to the sample responding to the teacher interview as 

“teachers” and when referring to the program sample participating in the debriefing conversations, we use “providers.” 
This both helps to differentiate the two samples and also highlights that staff other than teachers (such as directors or 
other supervisory staff) participated in the debriefing conversations presented in this report.  
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In order to achieve the primary aim of Quality Support Coaching—enhancing the quality of 
LAUP classrooms—LAUP trains 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 (1999), an effective helping relationship must focus on 
process rather than outcomes—in the case of LAUP coaching, on how to achieve goals rather than 
on a specific goal. A key assumption of process consultation is that “one can only help a human 
system help itself” (Schein 1999, p. 1); from the perspective of LAUP, if quality in preschool 
programs is to improve, providers must learn the process of 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 in order to 
do the work necessary to achieve her goals. Ultimately, the relationship should help the provider feel 
affirmed and motivated.  

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 particular 
classroom situation (pure inquiry) and then extend to the provider’s feelings and thoughts and 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 his or 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 to get to where they 
want to be. Note that appreciative inquiry is an important part of the LAUP coaching model on its 
own, not just as an element of process consultation. In theory, this approach will provide the 
affirmation and motivation necessary for the provider to improve quality without the coach’s 
guidance. 

2. UPCOS-4 Pilot Study of LAUP Quality Support Coaching 

Between January and June 2011, as part of Phase 4 of UPCOS, Mathematica worked with 
LAUP to conduct a pilot study of Quality Support Coaching. Among the key aims of that study 
were documenting 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 the different contexts. To achieve those aims, we engaged in four activities: (1) 
interviews with key informants, (2) focus groups with coaches and providers, (3) coaching records 
reviews, and (4) case studies of specific LAUP providers participating in Quality Support Coaching. 
Seven key themes emerged from the pilot study:2 

1. Definitions of quality were individualized to providers, and the focus of quality coaching 
differed across coaches and providers. Study participants did not express a unified or shared 
vision of quality; providers perceived that coaches shared their individual definitions. 

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

                                                           
2 Atkins-Burnett et al. (2011) provide a detailed overview of results. 
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3. Trusting relationships were a key component of LAUP coaching. 

4. A process consultation approach was evident and valued by many coaches and providers. 
However, many coaches and providers also preferred or used more explicit and directive 
approaches (for example, coaches directly suggested strategies providers could use to meet 
their goals). 

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

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

7. Providers valued many aspects of coaching and generally wanted more of it.  

3. Ongoing Change at LAUP 

The pilot study provided a strong foundation for understanding the coaching model in LAUP. 
However, LAUP’s coaching approach has continued to evolve over the past year. LAUP avows a 
commitment to continuous improvement; coaching, as well as the context within which LAUP 
coaches work, have changed in several important ways since the time of the pilot study. The current 
study presents the opportunity to understand more deeply—and to offer formative feedback 
about—the coaching model as it is being implemented within this evolving context. 

First, and perhaps most important, LAUP has increased its focus on working with teachers on 
effective teaching interactions (as opposed to focusing on learning environment or other areas) 
through both Quality Support Coaching and other training opportunities. Additions this year to the 
LAUP quality rating system, the 5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System,3 reflect this 
new focus. Among other things, LAUP added criteria focused on instructional interactions to the 
rating system. Through the 2010–2011 fiscal year, the learning environment was assessed with only 
the Environment Rating Scales (ERS). Center-based classrooms were assessed with the Early 
Childhood Environment Rating Scale–Revised (ECERS-R; Harms et al. 1998), and family child care 
programs are assessed with the Family Child Care Environment Rating Scale-Revised (FCCERS-R; 
Harms et al. 2007).4 Beginning in the 2011–2012 program year, the 5-Star rating system also included 
the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; Pianta et al. 2008). CLASS assessments have 
been conducted in addition to ERS assessments.5 The timing of the study provides a unique 

                                                           
3 According to LAUP, the quality rating system serves three purposes: (1) to assist parents and providers in 

understanding differences in quality for programs; (2) to determine the amount of reimbursement for services; and (3) as 
a foundation for identifying training and technical assistance needs a program might have. Additional detail regarding 
LAUP’s 5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System is available at 
http://www.laup.net/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=36&Itemid=30 in LAUP’s operating 
guidelines.  

4 The ERS’s seven subscales include Space and Furnishings, Personal Care Routines, Language-Reasoning (in the 
ECERS) or Listening and Talking (in the FCCERS), Activities, Interaction, Program Structure, and Parents and 
Staff/Provider. Although the subscales for the ECERS-R and FCCERS-R are roughly parallel, items do not exactly 
match. Research on the ECERS-R indicates that typically two factors emerge from the seven subscales: Teaching and 
Interactions primarily addresses the emotional and educational quality of interactions and encouragement of language 
development and Provisions for Learning primarily addresses space and materials available to children in the 
environment (Clifford et al. 2010). 

5 Although there is some overlap in what the two measures address, the CLASS dimensions are defined differently 
than the ERS subscales. The Emotional Support domain reflects classroom climate, teacher sensitivity, and regard for 

(continued) 
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opportunity for LAUP to gather formative feedback on approaches to coaching around the CLASS, 
as the CLASS was relatively new to most LAUP coaches and providers. 

Further, in order to respond to an imbalance in the coaching caseload, LAUP reassigned many 
of its programs to different coaches. Thus, all coaches began working with at least some programs 
that were new to them this year, and coaches who previously coached only family child care 
programs or center-based programs began coaching both types of programs. This change offers the 
opportunity to study more closely how coaches form relationships and begin working with providers 
to set goals.  

B. Study Goals 

With the pilot study findings and the changes enacted by LAUP as a foundation, the UPCOS-5 
coaching study has the following three overall objectives:   

1. Document and explain the process of Quality Support Coaching, with a particular 
focus on coaching on the dimensions of the CLASS (Pianta et al. 2008): Classroom 
Organization, Emotional Support, and Instructional Support. Strengthening an initiative 
(understanding its successes and the challenges it faces) requires a complete understanding of the 
initiative and the resources that key parties bring to bear. Thus, the study team is building on the 
information gathered during the pilot study to document key coaching processes including 
relationship building, establishing roles, setting goals, and working to achieve goals. Although the 
study will aim to document the breadth of LAUP’s coaching, there will be an especially strong focus 
on coaching around the domains of the CLASS. The research questions to be addressed are grouped 
around a set of central topics identified as important during the pilot study. These topics and key 
related questions are:  

• Establishing and maintaining relationships. How do coaches and providers go 
about establishing their relationships? How do the start-of-year activities (for example, 
developing the quality improvement plan, identifying the provider’s vision of quality, or 
developing communication strategies) differ for new and existing relationships? 

• Defining quality. Do coaches and/or providers enter their relationship with existing 
definitions of quality? How do coaches and providers interpret the dimensions of the 
CLASS, and how does the CLASS influence the process of understanding quality? 

• Identification of, evolution of, and work toward goals. How do providers and 
coaches go about selecting/identifying goals at the start of the year? What factors 
influence the selection of goals? What kinds of support do providers want in selecting 
and setting goals? How does the CLASS influence goal setting?  

• The coaches’ “toolkit.” Among the tools available to coaches, which are coaches most 
likely to use, especially when working on aspects of quality related to the CLASS?  

                                                           
(continued) 
student perspectives. Classroom Organization reflects behavior management, the productive use of time, and 
instructional learning formats. Instructional Support reflects support for concept development, the quality of feedback, 
and language modeling (Pianta et al. 2008). 
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• Navigating programs’ administrative structure. With whom are coaches interacting 
in programs, and how is that determined? What do classroom teachers and coaches 
report about the frequency and duration of interaction?  

2. Identify successes, challenges, and lessons learned. Knowledge about successes and 
challenges, coupled with ideas for how to capitalize on successes and address challenges, can inform 
LAUP staff about how to best support preschool providers through coaching. The study is 
particularly focused on addressing the strategies with which coaches and providers are finding 
success in setting, working toward, and achieving goals related to the CLASS, and in effecting 
teaching interactions. 

3. Define a logic model for LAUP Quality Support Coaching. A key task of this study will 
be to work closely with LAUP as we collect and interpret data in order to refine a logic model, or 
“theory of change,” for Quality Support Coaching. The model can ultimately be a tool not only for 
internal planning but also for describing the LAUP coaching approach to external practitioners, 
researchers, and other stakeholders.  

The present baseline report primarily addresses the first objective: documenting and explaining 
the process of Quality Support Coaching, with a particular focus on coaching on the dimensions of 
the CLASS. It reports on interim findings about how coaches and the providers they worked with 
established and maintained relationships; how they defined quality; the identification of, evolution 
of, and work toward goals; and the “toolkit” coaches used in their work with providers. It does not, 
however, address how coaches and teachers navigated programs’ administrative structures, since the 
research team felt the data available at baseline were not yet sufficient to identify clear themes. A 
preliminary logic model based on the LAUP coaching model identified during the pilot study is also 
included in Appendix A of the present baseline report. The final report will address the topics 
covered here in greater depth, as well as navigation of programs’ administrative structures, and 
successes, challenges, and lessons learned. Further, it will define and present a revised logic model 
for LAUP Quality Support Coaching.  

C. Study Activities and Sample 

This study includes three key activities: (1) fall and spring interviews with teachers, (2) 
debriefing calls with coaches and providers (teachers and/or directors/owners) following monthly 
coaching visits to programs, and (3) a self-administered questionnaire for coaches. 

1. Teacher Interviews 

 The main purpose of the teacher interviews is to gather systematic information from a 
representative sample of teachers on key elements of the coaching process in both the fall and 
spring of the program year; this report summarizes results of the fall interview. The fall interview 
included a combination of closed- and open-ended questions on the following topics: background 
information on the teacher and coaching relationship, relationship with the coach, defining quality 
and understanding the CLASS, goals and goal setting, and communication and administrative 
barriers. The majority of interviews occurred between October 10 and November 30, 2011; four 
additional interviews occurred between December 1, 2011, and January 6, 2012.  

UPCOS-5 includes a stratified random sample of center-based programs and FCCs. The total 
number of centers and FCCs in the sample is proportional to their overall numbers in LAUP. We 
randomly selected one classroom from each sampled program (center and FCC). Note that this 
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sample was drawn for the purpose of assessing child progress to inform the performance-based 
contract between First 5 LA and LAUP. Lead teachers in each of those sampled classrooms were 
asked to complete the interview for the coaching study. There were 60 programs in the selected 
sample, of which 40 agreed to participate in the study, representing a response rate of 67 percent at 
the program level. As described below, three additional classrooms were recruited into the coaching 
study (they did not participate in the child assessments). The three lead teachers in these classrooms 
were also asked to complete the interview. Of the 43 teachers asked to complete the interview, 42 
did so (a response rate of 98 percent). However, one teacher who had not yet been assigned a coach 
did not respond to most of the questions in the interview. Two additional teachers had not yet been 
assigned a coach at the time of the interview and responded based on their prior year’s coach. The 
length of time teachers had been at their current program varied widely. Almost 15 percent of 
teachers had been at their current program for less than a year and another 27 percent had been with 
their current program three or fewer years. More than half of the teachers (59 percent) had been 
with their current program four or more years. Because analyses are not weighted and the sample 
includes three teachers from outside the random sample, the results presented in this report should 
not be considered representative of LAUP.  

2. Coaching Session Debriefing Calls with Coaches and Providers  

 Following monthly on-site coaching sessions over the course of the current study, we are 
conducting debriefing conversations with the Quality Support coaches and the lead teachers with 
whom they are working in 10 programs (referred to as case study sites). These discussions—semi-
structured interviews—are central to understanding how coaching is enacted and perceived across 
the LAUP network. They allow for an in-depth exploration of the central topics of the present study 
(establishing and maintaining relationships; defining quality; identification of, evolution of, and work 
toward goals; the coaches’ toolkit; and navigation of programs’ administrative structure) and allow 
for comparison of responses across coaches and teachers. In addition, we held debriefing 
conversations in January with the program directors/owners or supervisory management (if the case 
study teacher was not the director/owner) to provide information on how coaching and 
communication worked within the structure and systems of that particular program; we will hold 
similar conversations again in the spring. Data from the January interviews are included in the 
analysis presented in this report. The 64 debriefing conversations included in this report took place 
between November 2011 and January 2012. Although the conversations typically occurred by 
phone, one set of conversations with coaches—a retrospective look at any coaching sessions that 
occurred prior to the start of the debriefing calls in November 2011—was conducted in person. 
Retrospective questions were also asked of teachers during a regular debriefing call. 

Table I.1 outlines key information regarding the case study sites and the data available from 
each. We purposively selected the 10 programs, picking two programs for each of five coaches; by 
selecting two programs per coach, rather than one, we are able to explore questions related to the 
importance of program context for the approach used by an individual coach in different programs. 
The specific programs were selected based on three criteria: (1) program type (center versus FCC), 
(2) program auspices (we aimed for a balance among private and public program options), and (3) 
whether the program had a new coach this year or was working with the same coach as in prior 
years. For one coach, both programs are new this year. For the remaining coaches, one of the 
programs was a new program and one was the program they worked with last year. Note that 
coaches and programs that participated in the pilot study were not eligible for inclusion. Whenever 
possible (seven of 10 programs), we selected participants from those already taking part in the study 
of child progress.  
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As part of the debriefing effort, we are also collecting and analyzing associated “activity logs”—
written documentation of the substance of the visit (goals, progress, next steps, and so on) given by 
coaches to providers at the close of the visit. The analysis for this report includes logs through 
January 2012. The activity logs provide an indicator of both how goals evolve over the year and how 
coaches communicate with teachers and other individuals at programs. Note that activity logs are 
not available to the researchers conducting the debriefing calls so as to maintain the independence 
of the data sources. 

3. Coach Questionnaire  

In February 2012, all Quality Support coaches completed a self-administered questionnaire. 
Topics included background and experience, the addition of the CLASS to the 5-Star system, 
communication and barriers to communication, information on coaching visits at programs that 
were new to them this year, working with a program that has been hard to work with, and working 
with a program that has been easy to work with (relationships, visits, goals). Those data will be 
included in the final spring report.  

Table I.1. Case Study Sample Characteristics  

Characteristic Total  

Program Type 8 centers 
2 FCC 

Program Auspice 7 private 
2 school district 
1 Head Start 

Length of Relationship 6 established 
4 new 

Number of Debriefs 23 coach visit  
10 coach retrospective  
23 teacher  
8 center director/supervisor 

Number of Activity Logs 46 logs 

 

D. Analysis Methods 

1. Coding and Analysis of Qualitative Data  

 As part of the UPCOS-4 pilot study, we developed a coding scheme for the qualitative data. For 
UPCOS-5, we refined the existing codes where necessary and added new codes relevant to the new 
research questions. That coding scheme was applied to all data collected during the coaching session 
debriefing calls, the activity logs, and the open-ended questions asked in the teacher interviews. To 
ensure consistency in the application of codes, initial debriefing sessions for each case study (coach, 
teacher and/or director) were coded by two researchers, and a senior researcher periodically 
conducted a review of how codes were being applied.  

Because we are gathering a large amount of data over the course of the study, we are using a 
qualitative analysis software package, Atlas.ti (Scientific Software Development 1997), to organize 
and synthesize the data. After the data for the current report were coded, we conducted searches 
using Atlas.ti to “sort and sift” data related to our specific research questions and subquestions. 
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Note that for the spring report we will also be able to examine data based on particular codes across 
time (fall or spring for the teacher interviews, approximate month for the debriefing conversations) 
to examine the evolution of coaches’ and providers’ work together across the year. This analytic 
approach allows us to consider emerging themes and findings as they are reflected in different data 
sources, consider confirming and disconfirming evidence, and ultimately ensure that any conclusions 
we draw are supported by sufficient evidence from multiple respondents and/or sources.  

2. Coding and Analysis of Quantitative Data  

We have summarized the data from the fall teacher interview by presenting means, frequencies, 
and standard deviations as appropriate. We also examined crosstabs of responses to some questions 
of interest. 

3. Drawing Together Qualitative and Quantitative Data 

Finally, analysis focused on triangulating what we learned from each qualitative and/or 
quantitative source to answer key research questions and identify overarching themes. As required 
by triangulation, we aimed to verify all key themes with at least three different respondents and/or 
sources of data.  

E.  Limitations 

The study has two main limitations. First, the programs and providers are not representative of 
LAUP programs. The case study programs and coaches were selected purposively to include a range 
of types of providers and to complement the five case studies explored in the prior pilot study. With 
regard to the teacher interview, because analyses were not weighted and the sample includes three 
teachers from outside the random sample selected for the study of child progress, the results 
presented in this report should not be considered representative of LAUP. Second, data collection 
largely entailed interviews and surveys—participant perceptions—and did not include direct 
observations by the research team. 
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II. RESULTS  

The discussion of results is organized around the evidence for each of the central research 
questions related to the process of Quality Support Coaching: it begins with relationships between 
coaches and providers, followed by definitions of quality, identification of and content of goals, and 
what is known about the toolkit that providers used in the first half of the year. Teacher interview 
findings are discussed in detail in the text, but tables are included primarily in Appendix B; select 
tables are included in the main text. Throughout this discussion, we refer to the sample responding 
to the teacher interview as “teachers” and the program sample participating in the debriefing 
conversations as “providers.” This helps to differentiate the two samples, and also highlights that 
staff other than teachers (such as directors or other supervisory staff) participated in the debriefing 
conversations presented in this report. In some instances, we identify the role of the person (for 
example, supervisory or teaching staff) with whom the coach is working at case study programs, 
rather than just referring to providers, to illustrate how their work occurs.6  

A. Relationships Remained a Key Component of LAUP Coaching  

Similar to our findings in the pilot, the majority of the teachers viewed the relationship with the 
coach positively. In the teacher interview, most teachers (76 percent) reported at least a “good” 
relationship with their coach and half of teachers reported having a very good or excellent 
relationship with their coach (49 percent). Twelve percent reported not interacting enough with their 
coach to have a relationship7 (Table B.1). 

Teachers reported many positive aspects present in the coaching relationship (Table B.1). A 
majority (82 percent or more) indicated it was “usually true” that they felt free to discuss classroom 
challenges, they trusted their coach, their coach wanted to help them, their coach showed them 
respect, and their relationship with their coach motivated them to improve classroom practice. Only 
two teachers (4.9 percent) reported it was “rarely true” that they could discuss classroom challenges 
with their coach, and only one said it was “rarely true” that the coach was someone they could trust.8 

                                                           
6 When describing the magnitude of case study findings, we are sometimes deliberately vague. This is for two 

reasons. First, given the small number of coaches and providers participating in the debrief interviews, we need to 
ensure that respondents’ identities are not revealed either directly or indirectly through our characterizations of findings. 
Second, the debrief interviews used semi-structured protocols and each question was not asked of each provider or 
coach each month or in exactly the same way. To provide more precise magnitudes for some case study findings might 
give the misleading impression that all respondents were asked the same question or about the same topic, that they 
were asked the same way, and that the stated magnitude represents those who responded as indicated (suggesting the 
other responses differed, when in fact respondents may simply not have indicated any perspective on the topic or not 
been asked about it). The teacher and coach questionnaires are intended to complement the case studies and provide 
precision in assessing the magnitude of respondent perspectives that the case studies cannot.   

7 Among the 12 percent (five teachers) who reported not interacting enough to have a relationship, all had been 
visited at least once this year, and two were working with the same coach from the prior year. Three of the five teachers 
reported the coach spent less than 30 minutes speaking with them in a typical visit, and two reported 60 to 90 minutes. 
Only two of the five teachers reported that the coach also spent time speaking with the director or owner of the 
program. 

8 Among the two teachers who reported it was “rarely” true they could discuss classroom challenges with the 
coach, one reported having a “very good” relationship with the coach, and the other reported a “fair” relationship. The 
teacher who reported it was “rarely true” that the coach was someone she could trust also reported not interacting 
enough with the coach to have a relationship. All three of these teachers reported that the coach meets with them in a 
typical visit (for less than 30 minutes or for 30 to 60 minutes), and two reported the coach also meets with the director 
(but neither reported the amount of time).  
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Seventy-three percent of teachers said it was “usually true” that their relationship with their coach 
was strictly professional (this is not necessarily a positive or negative finding).  

Teachers were also asked to rate what they most value in their coach from among three options: 
“the way your coach interacts with you,” “his/her knowledge about teaching,” or “the resources he 
or she provides.” Teachers identified the way the coach interacted with them as one of the most 
important or next most important aspects of coaching in 29 percent and 32 percent of cases, 
respectively (Table B.1). They were most likely to identify the resources the coach provides as the 
most important aspect (51 percent).  

 Background on relationships. As previously noted, LAUP reassigned some programs and 
coaches in order to better balance coaches’ caseload. Thus, 27 percent of the teachers reported 
having a new coach—they had been working together for less than three months. Almost half of the 
teachers (44 percent of all teachers; 60 percent of those who did not have a new coach) had been 
working with the same coach for two years or more. On average, teachers reported working with 2.2 
LAUP coaches while at their current program, with a range of 1 to 5 (Table B.2). 

Transitions to new coach-teacher relationships generally had gone smoothly. Among the 
teachers who had experienced a coach transition, all indicated the new coach had all the information 
needed for working with them. Approximately 70 to 80 percent reported the new coach had 
information on current goals, completed goals, and the provider’s experiences as a teacher (Table 
B.2). 

Providers participating in the case studies also indicated that transitions, when they occurred, by 
and large went smoothly. Six of the 10 case study programs experienced a transition to a new coach 
during the 2011–2012 program year. Generally the case study providers indicated an effective hand-
off between old and new coach. In some cases, the old coach and new coach came together for the 
first visit to facilitate the transition. Some transitions occurred later than others; as of the end of 
January, providers had worked with their new coach for between about four and six months.  

Some transitions appeared to occur very easily, with the coach and providers diving into 
substantive work discussing goals and progress within a visit or two. But as with the respondents in 
the pilot study, some providers and coaches suggested that it could take time and a track record 
together to build a strong relationship, and that the coach and administrator or teacher needed to 
learn more about each others’ personalities, approaches, backgrounds, and priorities. They indicated 
appreciation for each others’ strengths, but also suggested that more time would benefit the 
relationship, which, in turn, would benefit the coaching process. One provider indicated that she 
would like to know more about her new coach’s background, and suggested that while she was 
generally happy with their work together so far, a greater understanding of her coach’s experience 
and expertise would be helpful to her. Overall, there appeared to be a shared assumption of goodwill 
between the coaches and providers undergoing the transition, even when there was also the sense 
that more time and information might be needed to facilitate it.  

Coaches typically began working with teaching teams—lead teachers and/or assistant 
teachers—in some capacity right away. Case study data show that generally coaches started 
working right away with a group of teachers, including both lead and assistant, as well as with the 
director/owner or other administrators. This appeared to have been motivated, at least in part, by 
the new LAUP requirement for the CLASS review, which entailed assessing both lead and assistant 
teachers. In some programs, both in old relationships and new, the coach began the program year 
with an orientation and CLASS overview training for teachers. And in most programs, the coach 
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continued regularly observing and talking with the lead teacher, and sometimes also the assistant 
teachers, over the following months of the program year.  

However, coaches did not always work consistently over time with the case study teachers or 
with all the teachers in the team. In a few case study sites, the coach’s primary working relationship 
appeared to be with an administrator. After observing the classroom, typically with some interaction 
with the lead teacher and sometimes with assistants during the observation, the coach would discuss 
key issues with the director or other administrator who, in turn, would relay the information to the 
lead teacher. This was not always the case over the five months covered by the data—in two sites 
the teacher and coach had a one-on-one visit several months into the program year. This stands in 
contrast to the teacher interview, in which all teachers reported they met with their coach when the 
coach was on site, 84 percent reported the coach also met with assistant teachers, and 80 percent 
noted meetings with their program director or owner. Further discussion of how coaches and 
teachers go about navigating program structures will be included in the spring report.  

Providers and coaches reflected positive relationships for both old and new 
relationships. Consistent with these positive ratings in the teacher interview, the case study teachers 
and administrators perceived their relationships with their coaches as professional and respectful, as 
well as supportive, and by and large indicated they felt comfortable with their coaches and their 
coaches’ approach. The coaches were typically described as attentive and responsive, with one 
provider noting: “[The relationship is] very good. I really like working with [my coach]; s/he’s9 very 
attentive to my needs; if I have questions s/he follows up right away, sometimes with a phone call, 
usually on the same day.” Another said: “[My coach is] very professional…with support in all 
activities.…When we have a question, they are available to answer and guide us.” Yet another 
commented: “For me it’s not only a relationship about information. For me too, it’s about more 
involvement…we are not only talking about the professional. It’s more comfortable when they give 
us support or supportive feedback.”  

A sense of trust was central to many relationships, as the pilot study also found. Those case 
study respondents engaged in longer-term relationships (the “old” programs) all indicated a sense of 
comfort and trust. Respect, trust, and open, consistent communication were considered important 
to both providers and coaches for building and maintaining relationships. One case study teacher 
described the openness of her relationship with her coach:  

“When s/he is there, s/he’s not there as someone who is looking at what you are doing, it 
is more like we’re a team. It’s not someone watching you, it is more easygoing; it opens the 
relationship. I do not feel that I should not ask questions. Whatever I think, I tell [my 
coach]. S/he also gives an opinion.”  

Another case study teacher echoed this perspective: “I think having a relationship, having trust, 
open communication, and availability. Like, for example, if something occurs and I won’t be seeing 
[my coach], being able to reach [my coach] through email when I need to, and also having consistent 
meetings [is helpful].”  

Case studies showed that the time needed for building new relationships varied somewhat. 
Some new relationships appeared to form quickly, or simply did not require the history and time 

                                                           
9 Because there is only one male coach in LAUP, we change pronouns to s/he in all quotes and use gender-neutral 

language in order to protect confidentiality.  
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sometimes necessary to develop trust and comfort. All the providers had a history with LAUP, and 
they generally seemed predisposed to welcome the resources and other benefits coaches could bring 
them. It is possible that for some programs the transition meetings with old and new coaches and 
providers supported a transfer of trust as well. In some cases, coaches quickly provided very 
concrete assistance and the providers immediately responded favorably; they seemed prepared to 
work positively with their coach without a substantial relationship-building period. One director 
described their start-up activities with the new coach: “The first meeting was short.… It was a meet 
and greet. [At the second meeting] s/he brought the results of the ECERS and the CLASS and we 
looked at it together.”  

However, as coaches and providers in the pilot had also noted, the time and other requirements 
for establishing a new relationship can vary widely. One coach in the case studies reflected this view 
and noted that it takes time to build a relationship: “I think our relationship is still forming. I think it 
will be a work in progress because we are new together.” Overall, however, coaches reflected the 
sense that their new relationships were progressing. One coach noted: “I got good feedback from 
them on my support. They say they feel comfortable with me. It shows that the relationship is 
growing. [The provider] said she appreciates what we are doing together.” 

In a few case study sites, both old and new, the teachers suggested they had more distant 
relationships with their program’s coach than did the administrators. These, not surprisingly, were 
those where the coach’s primary interactions were with the director or another administrator. One 
coach noted that “information wasn’t really getting to the teacher before. I kind of figured it out 
because [they’ve had] staff turnaround.… I asked them [the teachers] if they get the activity logs and 
they would say no or maybe ‘it was mentioned.’” 

Coaches used a range of strategies to build and maintain the relationships. In general, 
case study coaches used similar strategies to build and maintain relationships, though some spent 
more time in initial visits on general “get to know you” conversations about the programs and 
providers’ priorities and interests. Coaches provided information about LAUP and coaching, and 
offered resources (both while on site and in between visits). They supported providers in becoming 
familiar with—and training for—the CLASS and, to a lesser extent, the ERS reviews. They observed 
classrooms and provided feedback to teachers and administrators on site and during follow-up visits. 
Coaches generally, though not always, visited classrooms at least once a month. Finally, some 
stressed the importance of being reliable, with one coach saying: “I can’t say that it helps [yet] early 
on, but my intention was to make sure I followed up on what I said I would do because I wanted 
her to know that I was there to help her and I would help her quickly and promptly as I said I 
would.” Section D discusses in greater detail the “tools” coaches used in the first half of the 
program year. 

Identification of goals sometimes occurred in tandem with relationship building. Some 
case study coaches started to work with providers on goals essentially from the beginning of the 
relationship. In these cases, the coach seemed to view the relationship as able to grow out of the 
process of working toward goals. During the pilot study, one coach described helping providers 
prepare for their ERS review as a way to start the relationship. Similarly, some coaches in the case 
studies may have viewed substantive work on goals as a way to accelerate the relationship as they 
worked together to increase quality. Further, the new emphasis on the CLASS appeared for some 
coaches to have given direction and urgency to the timing of goal setting. One coach reflected this 
view: “Our approach before allowed us time to make a connection with the teachers in a different 
way, we were able to move slowly. Now we have more clear expectations with the ERS and the 
CLASS so it is not necessary to move slowly. We have outcomes that are outlined.” 
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Some other coaches, however, indicated a need to devote time to building the relationship first; 
here, the view seemed to be that goal setting would follow better once the relationship was further 
established. One coach commented:  

[It] probably [takes] a couple of visits, a couple of months.…You have to get the person to 
know what you are and what you do, so the first one or two visits they get to see what you 
do and then the next visit you can ask them, “What would you like to work on? What 
would you like training on?”  

Coaches worked to describe their role clearly to providers at the start of the program 
year. Case study providers and coaches both indicated that one major element of their start-up work 
together was gaining clarity about the coach’s role. Some providers in the pilot study had indicated 
that they were unclear about the coach’s role and the process of coaching. In contrast, the case 
studies this year reflected consistent attention among the coaches at the start of the program year to 
defining this role with their providers. Most coaches explained their roles to providers at an 
orientation-like session at the start of the year. They did this both for programs with which they had 
new relationships and for ongoing programs, in particular when there were new teachers on staff. 
One coach described her introductory visit with a new program:  

[The first visit to the program] was mostly introducing myself as her coach, asking her 
questions, just a tour of the classroom, finding out what her plans are…Then, I gave her my 
role. I said, “We’re all coaches, we’re different, have different approaches. I want you to be 
comfortable with me and how can I best support you. What are some of the things you worked 
on with [your old coach]?” and so we moved on from there. 

Providers in the case studies generally seemed to have a clear understanding of the role of their 
coach, and typically viewed coaches as supportive rather than as monitors. One director reflected the 
process in her program of acclimating teachers to the coaching approach:  

Our teachers are still getting used to that whole model. When you have someone coming in and 
observing, they usually think of them as a watchdog. [The coach is] working very hard to 
establish that s/he’s working side-by-side with us like a peer, and to make sure that we don’t see 
[the coach] as a watchdog. 

 One teacher described initial visits with her coach: “S/he was just telling us what the job was as 
a coach, that s/he wasn’t there to judge us or get mad at us for not doing anything, but that s/he’s 
there to guide us and lead us in meeting our educational goals with the children.” A coach stressed 
the importance of “letting [the teacher] know that I am a support.” S/he said: 

So often, as coaches when we go into environments, you know, we’re seen as “here comes the 
coach to catch us doing bad,” so often, we hear “tell me what I did wrong.” I’m really trying to 
turn that around and helping them understand and feel that the coach is there to support, not 
so much to find things that are wrong. 

Finally, a few case study providers also indicated their particular appreciation of the coach as a 
translator of, and conduit to, LAUP. One director noted:  

I have questions about the LAUP system, [the coach] says “I will refer you to different people.” 
S/he has given me a list of the coaches because in LAUP there are a lot of coaches. But I don’t 
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know what services they can provide to us. So [the coach] tells us about resources and gives us 
phone numbers.  

Other activities for beginning the year and building or renewing relationships were 
generally similar for both new and ongoing coaching relationships. While coaches not 
surprisingly spent more time with new programs on introductions, orientation, and general 
relationship building, the other main start-up activities were largely similar for both old and new 
coaching relationships. Case studies showed that the activities included: 

• An overview of the CLASS, or more substantial CLASS training  

• Review of the prior year’s ERS and/or CLASS scores (where a review was done) 

• Review of the previous year’s goals  

• Discussion of concerns or priorities for the upcoming year 

Different coaches, however, tended to take somewhat different approaches. For example, some 
provided a more general overview of the CLASS at the start of the year, with more detailed training 
coming later in the year and closer to the CLASS review itself. Others started with a more 
comprehensive CLASS training at the beginning. In one program that had transitioned from an old 
to a new coach, the two coaches conducted a training jointly, in part to signal stability in coaching. 
“The former coach and I actually partnered together to do the training, which really was great for 
[the teachers], I think, to see the passing of the torch… They were able to observe…the two 
coaches’ relationship, I think that kind of put them at ease with the relationship.” Some coaches new 
to relationships discussed their program’s prior year’s goals during the initial substantive visit. Other 
new coaches held off discussion of goals, and in some cases did not appear to use the prior year’s 
goals as a stepping-off point for the current year’s goal setting.  

Coaches used a range of coaching approaches. As was the case in the pilot study, the case 
studies reflected a range of approaches to coaching and varied in the extent to which they mirrored 
the process consultation model or instead reflected something more similar to an expert model or 
directive approach. This appeared to vary somewhat by coach, by provider, and also by content 
(certain topics, such as safety, lent themselves to more directive approaches).  

Some coaches seemed more focused on reflecting their providers’ preferences and desires. They 
made suggestions, but kept a relatively “light touch” with a focus on “empowering” the program 
staff. One coach remarked: “I really try to let the teacher be in the driving seat. I want to empower 
them but I also want them to take charge of their goals because at the end of the day it’s really their 
goal. They are left to manage the goal, implement the goal and see the benefit of the goal.” Another 
said:  

I try to keep things professional but light. I don’t want them to feel that I am an expert in 
anything; I want them to feel that I am providing additional methods and strategies to continue 
to do what they already know to do. I always tell them that my suggestions are just things to 
consider but I need them to lead the way. 

One case study teacher indicated support for this style: “[The coach] is able to support me 
without saying, ‘No, well you should do this instead.’ [The coach] is for what my ideas are, and helps 
me out with that.” 
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Other coaches emphasized a collaborative process, with one saying:  

I don’t have to be really directive with her. I don’t feel that. Nor really light touch. It’s 
more of a collaboration… Like, I gave her an example…[in] the planning of the goal, [but] 
the goal came from her. I didn’t come in with that goal. She wanted to set the goal around 
more [curriculum] activities. So we co-created the goal and looked at a few actions to meet 
that goal. 

Still other coaches seemed more likely to draw on their own expertise to direct the providers 
where they felt it was necessary. In some cases, this approach was related to the topic; as the pilot 
study also found, coaches tended to be more directive when addressing safety and health issues. The 
degree of direction could also be affected by the needs or capacity of the specific provider. One 
coach who deferred to provider goals and priorities with one program was substantially more 
directive with another that seemed to require more guidance, saying:  

I would say it’s become a bit more directive because I’ve sensed, probably in the last couple 
of visits or interactions with staff, that they needed a little more directive approach. It just 
seemed like we were at an impasse, and had I still continued to follow their pace, we 
probably would still be stuck and not have goals.…I set out clearly at the start of the 
meeting, we were there to set goals and that was the expectation, so let’s focus on that. I’m 
not normally that directive with most of the teachers I’m working with, but in this case I 
think that they benefit from that. It moves them forward, a little faster along than 
otherwise [if I were] a little more passive and following their pace. 

The provider in this case indicated that moving to goal setting was helpful. 

The nature of the CLASS itself, with its stronger emphasis on teaching interactions (in 
comparison with the ERS with its relative emphasis on environment, health, and safety), seemed 
more conducive to responsive approaches that mirror the types of interactions the CLASS asks 
teachers to use—describing what teachers are doing and how children are reacting, asking questions, 
providing specific feedback, and suggesting alternatives. It appeared that more coaches had a 
responsive style of coaching in the current case studies than was found in the pilot. This could have 
been due to the greater emphasis on the CLASS, changes in LAUP’s emphases with coaches, the 
timing of this study compared with the end-of-the-year pilot study, and/or the particular sample of 
coaches in the current study.  

Appreciative inquiry and the LAUP model were much in evidence in the case studies. As was 
true for the pilot study, teachers and administrators indicated that their coaches frequently used 
appreciative inquiry in ways consistent with the LAUP model.10 A director described this approach:  

[The coach] always presents his/her ideas in a way that is like “Here’s an alternative to 
consider…” It’s up to us to absorb it or implement it. S/he does a lot of cognitive 
coaching. S/he asks a question and puts the hard work back on the staff. That is something 
I appreciate from [the coach]. We have been fortunate with the last three coaches we have 
had that they have taken the same approach. S/he is also very effective in making us feel 
confident, capable, and empowering us.…This comes from his/her affirmations, praise. 
S/he works to “empower” the teachers. Ultimately they [the coaches] leave, and it’s on us.  

                                                           
10 For full discussion of the LAUP model, see Atkins-Burnett et al. (2011). 
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A coach commented that “I saw some of these activities being implemented already and gave them 
feedback on it…to let them know they are doing a good job with the activities and to reinforce their 
attempts.” 

Confrontive inquiry (the use of suggestions) was widely used, according to both coach and 
provider respondents in the case studies, with the suggestions offered as choices—things to consider 
or try. One teacher appreciated the suggestions she received: “Typically the first month is 
challenging, but it seemed to be very challenging the first month. [The coach] gave us so many 
suggestions on what to do. We tried them all out and that really improved our class.”  

B. Quality Definitions Were Varied and Likely Influenced by CLASS 

A key finding of the pilot study was that definitions of quality appeared to be individualized to 
providers. In particular, study participants did not express a unified or shared vision of quality (for 
example, a vision coming from LAUP). Coaches and providers identified varied aspects of quality as 
important, but providers perceived that coaches shared their definitions. In this study, we used the 
case studies and teacher interview to explore the content of definitions of quality, whether there is 
systematic work to develop a definition of quality between providers and coaches, and whether the 
CLASS influences the process of understanding quality.  

Providers had varied conceptions of what it is to be a quality preschool, and their 
reports of their coach’s conceptions were equally varied. In the teacher interview we asked 
respondents to report both what they see as the most important components of a quality preschool 
and what they perceive that their coach sees as the most important components of a quality 
preschool. Looking across all the quality elements identified in Table II.1, teachers were most likely 
to include aspects of CLASS Emotional Support and staff development (for example, skills, training, 
and professional development) as important elements of classroom quality (31 percent identified 
each) in their own definitions. Approximately one-quarter of teachers also referred to instructional 
interactions in general (that is, behaviors measured by the CLASS; 26 percent) and aspects of parent 
engagement (for example, working and communicating with parents; 24 percent). About one-fifth of 
teachers identified the classroom environment, the provider environment and structure (for 
example, communication systems, teaming approaches), and support for child development as part 
of their visions of quality. All other potential elements of quality were noted by less than one-fifth of 
teachers.  

Providers in the case studies, like those in the pilot study, reflected somewhat varied definitions 
of preschool quality. Consistent with the teacher interview, the definitions that teachers and 
administrators offered in the case studies overall reflected an increased emphasis on the CLASS 
dimensions, especially on Instructional Support and Emotional Support. As one teacher described 
her view:  

The most important part is to create a positive climate for the children so the children feel 
happy. When the environment is positive, then children can start learning. When we have 
positive expectations, when we do eye contact, when we hug them, we share ideas, and we let 
them be a part of the planning, that is one step towards learning better and being more 
productive during the day and throughout the program here. 

Another teacher stressed:  
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The relationship we establish with the children is very important. We get down to their 
level. It is important that children make their own discoveries and ask their own questions 
throughout the activities we do. Through games and songs we teach them numbers, about 
patterns, number and letter recognition.  

One director observed:  

The big one that we’re working on, on lots of different levels, is the inquiry aspects of the 
CLASS. [Often teachers say,] “Don’t do this, do that,” [instead of] asking “why did you 
choose that?,” redirecting questioning. If they’re in a play environment versus an 
environment where they can think or grow, that’s a completely different environment. 

In general, case study providers placed a substantial emphasis on children’s learning and 
kindergarten readiness. One reflected this, saying: “There is an interest to make sure children enter 
kindergarten ready, but also to be lifelong learners. We want to make sure they are prepared to go on 
to college or enter a career.” Providers also emphasized parent engagement and buy-in as a means to 
higher quality, with one director saying:  

[The parents] want more ABCs, more 123s. Now that I understand what LAUP is about, 
learning is more than 1,2,3, ABCs. Playing is important. The children learn through play. I sent 
the parents an email and a newsletter about how children learn through play, why it is important 
for education. 

Socio-emotional development, language development, and learning through play (rather than 
strictly academic approaches) were also mentioned. Health and safety issues and physical 
environment—emphases of the ERS—were mentioned relatively less frequently than was the case in 
the pilot study.  

Looking at teacher interview responses, there was some overlap in what teachers (as a group) 
considered important elements of quality and what they perceived coaches to think of as important 
elements of quality, although relative rankings did differ. Teachers felt that coaches were most likely 
to consider Classroom Organization and space and materials in general as important elements of 
quality (23 percent of teachers for each). Twenty-one percent of teachers indicated their coaches felt 
instructional interactions were an important element of quality, followed by staff development (18 
percent), the environment (health and safety; 15 percent), and aspects of Emotional Support (15 
percent). Thirteen percent of teachers reported that their coach’s definition of quality was linked to 
accountability. Of these five teachers, two referred to accountability in general, and the other three 



Chapter II: Results  Mathematica Policy Research 

 18  

Table II.1. Components of a Quality Preschool: Teacher Perspectives on Their Own and Their Coach’s 
Definitions 

 Percent of Teachers 

 Teacher Definition 
of Quality 

Coach Definition of 
Quality 

Teacher Reports 
Component for 
Self and Coach  

Intentional Instruction    

CLASS (instructional interactions)a 26.2 20.5 8.8 
Instructional Support 9.5 12.8 2.9 
Emotional Support 31.0 15.4 11.8 
Classroom Organization 16.7 23.1 5.9 
Intentional Teaching 14.3 2.6 0.0 
Any CLASS element  69.0 46.3 41.2 

Curriculum/Classroom and Program 
Systems and Structure 

   

Class size/ratio 7.1 0.0 0.0 
Environment (safety and health) 21.4 15.4 0.0 
Space and materials 16.7 23.1 5.9 
Curriculum 9.5 10.3 2.9 
Child assessments 2.4 2.6 0.0 
Child development (general) 19.0 5.1 0.0 
Getting kids “kindergarten ready” 7.1 2.6 0.0 
Focus on ELLs 2.4 5.1 2.9 
Provider environment and structure 
(systems and support) 

21.4 2.6 2.9 

Provider environment and structure 
(working as a team) 

4.8 10.3 2.9 

Staff development 31.0 17.9 8.8 
Any curriculum/classroom or program 
element 

85.7 56.1 58.8 

Families    

Parent engagement 23.8 7.7 2.9 

Other    

Accountability 0.0 12.8 0.0 
Coach-teacher relationship 0.0 2.6 0.0 
Teacher doesn’t know -- 12.8 -- 
Missingb -- 7.7 -- 
n 42 42 34c 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: Quality elements that were coded as relating to the CLASS are considered to reflect intentional 
instruction. For the other quality elements, the level of intentionality was not always clear in 
teachers’ responses. Thus, this may be an underestimate of the degree to which intentional 
instruction is an element of conceptions of quality.  

a Teachers could receive credit for referencing the CLASS (instructional interaction) in general as well as a 
specific element of the CLASS within the same definition.  

b Of the three respondents reflected in this category, two described their conception of quality coaching 
and one did not yet have a new coach for the current program year and opted to not respond based on a 
prior year’s coach.  

c This total excludes the three teachers who were “missing” a response regarding their coach’s definition of 
quality, and the five who did not know their coach’s definition of quality. 
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identified specific areas (for example, space and materials, curriculum, child assessments, parent 
engagement, and staff development). We will ask these questions again in the spring teacher 
questionnaire since some of these perceptions may have been influenced by the fact that they were 
asked early in the program year when providers and coaches had only begun to work together; thus, 
teacher perceptions may substantially reflect their work with their coach the prior year. 

Questionnaire respondents indicated they and their coaches had somewhat different 
visions of quality, while case study providers generally saw their coach’s vision of quality as 
consistent with their own. In order to examine the correspondence between teacher and coach 
perspectives on quality that were shared by teachers in the interview, we examined the percentage of 
teachers responding to the questionnaire who identified particular elements of quality for both 
themselves and their coach. This analysis focused on the subset of teachers that were able to define 
quality for themselves and their coach. In general, at the start of the year teachers did not perceive 
that their coach shared the specific elements of their definitions of quality. For example, the two 
most commonly identified elements of quality in teachers’ own definitions—Emotional Support and 
staff development—were reported as shared by teachers and coaches in only 12 percent and 9 
percent of cases, respectively. All other elements of quality were shared by teachers and coaches in 9 
percent or fewer cases.  

In the case studies, in contrast, all providers (both teachers and directors) indicated that they felt 
their visions of quality and their coaches’ were essentially similar. Nor did directors and teachers 
express notably different perspectives. Several also noted that they saw this as LAUP’s vision as well. 
In contrast, in the pilot study, providers and coaches at times indicated their views diverged. This 
sense of being “on the same page” found in the current case studies is noteworthy, given that 
coaches did not generally have broad discussions with teachers or administrators about their vision 
of preschool quality at the start of new relationship or the new program year. The reasons for these 
differences among data sources are unclear and will be explored further in the final report. But they 
could be due at least in part to differences in the timing of the questions (the questionnaire was 
administered at the start of the year, while the debrief interviews occurred later in the fall and 
winter), or to the different ways the questions were structured (the debriefing conversations offered 
the opportunity for follow-up and more in-depth conversation, which was not possible with the 
teacher interviews). It could also simply be due to differing approaches among different coach-
provider pairs.  

According to case study respondents’ accounts of their early coaching visits, coaches tended to 
ask providers more concrete questions about goals or other concerns—specific things they wanted 
to work on—rather than broader questions about their vision for their classroom or their 
perceptions of quality. Therefore, they appeared not to have conversations about “shared 
definitions” of quality or visions for the classroom. In some cases, the case study coaches indicated 
that they did not bring a vision of quality for the program independent of their providers’ since that 
was not part of their coaching approach. One coach said of his/her program: “I just feel like they 
want to provide the best practices for the children, so that they can learn and move on to 
kindergarten. That’s my feeling, that’s not what they’ve said, I’ve never asked her that question.” 
Another commented: 

That’s a really hard question, because how we coach is not about us. So my vision is to 
support what her vision is or to support what she would want to do or support how she 
would like to grow. So it’s not my agenda. I kind of get on their agenda and of course there 
are some things because of requirements that we have as an agency where it becomes more 
of a “my agenda” kind of thing. But by and large, it’s not my vision. Does that make sense? 
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So if anything, my vision would be to support anything that they would like to do and to 
ensure that my support is helpful to them in achieving their own vision. 

Elements related to the CLASS are prominent in teacher and coach conceptions of 
quality, but an emphasis on curriculum/classroom and program systems or structure 
remains. In addition to examining quality definitions shared in the teacher interview element-by-
element, we also examined the frequency of the overall constructs represented by a number of these 
elements in two definitions of quality: (1) intentional instruction and (2) curriculum/classroom and 
program systems and structure. The first category includes all quality elements coded as relating to 
the CLASS. The second category includes a number of elements that might potentially relate to 
intentional instruction, but the level of intentionality was not always clear in teachers’ responses. 
Thus, this might be an underestimate of the degree to which intentional instruction is an element of 
conceptions of quality.  

Looking across CLASS elements (instructional interactions in general, Instructional Support, 
Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, and intentional teaching), 69 percent of teachers 
included at least some element of instructional interactions addressed by the CLASS as part of their 
definition of quality. Forty-six percent of teachers reported their coach included CLASS elements in 
their definition of quality. Among teachers who identified a CLASS element in their own definition 
of quality, 41 percent identified at least some aspect of the CLASS in their coach’s definition as well.  

Looking across curriculum/classroom and program elements, 86 percent of teachers included at 
least some element of this construct in their own definitions of quality, and they suggested that 56 
percent of coaches did as well. Among teachers who identified an element in this area in their own 
definition of quality, 59 percent also identified an aspect in this area in their coach’s definition of 
quality. 

Note that one reason for this apparent lack of explicit emphasis on defining quality might have 
been that teachers, administrators, and coaches all saw the CLASS as essentially “operationalizing” 
LAUP’s—and their own—definitions of quality. Case studies found that while there appeared to be 
anxiety about the CLASS review and their readiness for it among some providers, no respondent 
indicated skepticism about the value of what the CLASS emphasizes or unhappiness about focusing 
on it (this question was not asked of questionnaire respondents). In fact, several providers suggested 
the focus would help them do better what they wanted and needed to do. In essence, it appeared 
that the CLASS might have become the de facto definition of quality for many providers. When 
talking about her vision of quality, one director commented: “Now, I’m glad the CLASS is giving us 
some road map. When I look at the CLASS, it’s like a combination of different curricula. To some 
degree, I understand it and I respect it… and we really want to learn about the CLASS and we make 
sure that we shine in our observation.” 

C. Identification of and Progress on Goals Varied Among Providers but 
Typically Reflected a Focus on CLASS 

The coaches reflected a range of approaches to working with providers in selecting and 
pursuing goals. A key part of the coaching process was the selection by providers (with assistance 
from coaches) of formal goals to be pursued over the program year as part of the providers’ Quality 
Improvement Plan (QIP) with LAUP. In the case studies, the coaches’ differing approaches to 
working with providers on their goals appeared to be driven in part, but not only, by whether a 
program was a new or old one for the coach. Goal setting with old programs tended to pick up from 
where it left off the previous year. Coaches and providers discussed performance on past goals, 
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whether or not to carry them over to the current year, and whether and how to create new goals. In 
general for preexisting coach-provider relationships, goal setting tended to start right away, although 
this was not always the case. For a few preexisting relationships, the coaches observed and talked 
with the providers for two or three months before turning to setting goals.  

Case study coaches and providers in new relationships generally varied more substantially in 
how quickly they turned to goal setting. Some started off essentially right away. For example, after a 
short introductory visit, one coach and new provider began setting goals on the first substantive 
visit, building on the goals the provider had been pursuing the prior year. Other coaches took time 
(between two and four months) to build their new relationships before turning to goal setting. One 
coach noted that despite the desire to move to goal setting relatively quickly, with one new site it 
simply required several months to develop the sense of focus and priority necessary to begin setting 
and working toward goals. The coach emphasized the variability among providers: “Every site and 
every person is different; with some it might take a little longer to move along. I don’t know that 
[what is happening with the case study site] is typical but it has happened with other programs and it 
doesn’t happen with others. Everyone is a little different.” 

Based on teacher reports in the interview, as of the time of their interview, 39 percent (16 
teachers) had not yet begun discussing goals this year. Among the 11 teachers who reported having a 
new coach this year, 36 percent (four teachers) reported they had not yet begun discussing goals. 
Among the 30 teachers who reported having the same coach as in a prior year, 17 percent (five 
teachers) reported they had not yet begun discussing goals (Table B.3).  

The number of goals reported in the case studies also varied substantially, ranging from one to 
five as of January 2012. Most sites had three or four, although some that had only recently begun 
goal setting had fewer. As of January, one program had met two goals established since September 
and was setting new goals. This program’s coach noted:  

We came up with two goal areas… These folks moved very quickly. And even now, they have 
since this date met these goals. My next visit, which I think is this week, is to establish 
something new for the remainder of the school year or maybe something that wraps up sooner. 
...[The teachers] really moved quickly and began to implement things very quickly. 

In the teacher interview, among those who had started discussing goals (25 teachers), teachers 
were most likely to report having two goals (44 percent). Twenty percent had only one goal, and the 
remaining 36 percent had three or more goals (Table B.3). 

The process for selecting goals also differed somewhat among programs, with a mix of 
provider and coach initiation and a range of goal sources. Focusing on the case studies, how 
coaches and providers “co-created” goals varied by coach, program, and subject matter. Some goals 
were clearly provider driven—coaches encouraged providers to take the lead, providers identified 
what they would like to work on, and coaches helped them to set goals around it. Others were more 
coach initiated, typically flowing from coaches’ suggestions based on their observations, experience, 
and expertise.  

Providers generally indicated they experienced coach-suggested goals as collaborative or co-
created since they arose from ideas suggested but not dictated by the coach. In at least one set of 
case study conversations, however, a teacher’s comments suggested that she felt the goal had come 
from the coach (although she did not object to it), while the coach seemed to perceive the goals as 
teacher initiated.  
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Coaches often prompted providers to set goals by asking questions that helped the provider 
identify an area for improvement or by taking the provider’s idea of an area for growth and helping 
the teacher or administrator decide how to address that area more specifically through a goal. Some 
coaches helped providers set goals by first reviewing their performance on past goals. 

At most sites, coaches also recommended goals based on their own expertise, with some 
coaches passing on goal ideas from their experience at other sites, some coaches suggesting goals 
based on formal observations, and other coaches simply making suggestions based on their 
substantive expertise, including their work as providers or administrators.  

Providers indicated that they wanted certain types of support during goal selection. Some 
programs solicited coach feedback on areas the teacher or director herself had identified as 
problematic, such as classroom management and children’s behavior, instruction, activities, and/or 
materials. Some teachers and directors, with the CLASS review in the offing (or having recently 
undergone one), solicited help in understanding the CLASS and/or ERS and how to meet standards, 
focusing on goals in these areas. One coach described her provider’s desire for goals related to doing 
well on the CLASS and ERS: 

She wants a five-star program. She wants a high quality program and she was clear to me 
during our conversation about how I can support her on that.…She said to me, “How can 
you guarantee a five-star?” I said, “I’m going to continue working with you on both CLASS 
and ERS11 and give you support and feedback.” 

The approach to co-creation often appeared to be linked to the substance of the goal. For 
example, goals related to classroom structure seemed more likely to be coach driven, while those 
related to parent engagement were more commonly teacher initiated. CLASS-related goals were 
often coach driven; however, at programs where providers explicitly mentioned their desire to 
maintain or achieve a high CLASS rating, these goals appeared more often to be provider driven. 
One director reflected this, saying: “Last year we had CLASS practice. For our star rating, we [did 
well] and we want to maintain it. Because there is a change in the requirements this year, we would 
like [our coach] to support us on it this year.” 

Finally, a few teachers indicated at some point during the baseline data collection period 
(November through January) that they were unsure what, if any, goals had been selected for their 
program, especially in the initial months of the program year. Some teachers who participated in the 
pilot study had reported similar confusion about goal selection. Among the case studies, this was 
linked to programs where teachers, at least for the first few months of the year, had limited 
opportunities to talk directly with the coach.  

Even with these varied approaches, in the interview, teachers indicated that goal setting was a 
collaborative process, with 78 percent reporting it was “usually true” that the coach considered their 
views when working together to set goals. Teachers typically felt that coaches took time to 
understand them, although one teacher (2.5 percent) felt it was never/rarely true that the coach took 
time to understand the goals she wanted to achieve, and three teachers (7.5 percent) said that it was 
never/rarely true that the coach understood their existing knowledge and experience. Only one 

                                                           
11 As a reminder, ratings are based on other factors in addition to CLASS and ERS scores. These include teacher 

qualifications, class size and adult/child ratios, and the level of parent engagement in the program.  
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teacher felt the coach never/rarely identified the good things she did. Eighty-five percent of teachers 
felt their goals were manageable (Table B.3). 

The CLASS was the source of the majority of goals, either explicitly or implicitly, 
although other factors also influenced goal selection. Overall, as of January 2012, almost all case 
study programs selected goals that reflected the CLASS or its domains, and coaches often drew on 
CLASS preparation and review for assisting programs with goal selection. At a minimum, all coaches 
and teachers discussed instructional interactions related to the CLASS in one or more visits. Some 
teachers and/or administrators were explicitly focused on maintaining or achieving a certain score or 
otherwise being prepared to do well on their CLASS review. One teacher noted: “We want to be 
prepared when CLASS comes around.” Another said: “Our goal is to get a really good score on 
CLASS this year.” A coach described the role of the CLASS in one of his/her program’s goals:  

…because LAUP is focused so much on having CLASS assessments this year, let’s look at how 
they did last year and let’s assess where their strengths and weaknesses are and work on that. Of 
course everyone [in the program] wants to work on CLASS.…Getting a high score on the 
CLASS is important to them. 

Another coach described brainstorming with the provider over possible CLASS-related goals: 
“I brought out the CLASS manual to give them ideas and asked them what they wanted to work on. 
At first they were stuck on ideas, so the manual helped them think of things they wanted to work 
on.” 

Other goals also appeared to be motivated by the CLASS, if less explicitly, since they addressed 
aspects of the CLASS domains. But the source of these goals may also have been an independent 
desire of providers to improve teaching interactions or other areas assessed by the CLASS, such as 
classroom organization, rather than necessarily the assessment itself.  

Case study sites also drew goals from multiple areas beyond the CLASS. In addition to the 
CLASS review, selection of goals reflected programs’ goals from the previous year, ERS review 
results or impending ERS reviews, programs’ participation in Project Renew,12 and teachers’ 
attendance at the Teacher Institute (teachers are required to select and pursue one goal from their 
participation in the Institute, an intensive multiday professional development training about effective 
teaching practices held annually by LAUP). Consistent with the pilot study’s findings, some 
programs selected goals based on overarching institutional priorities that applied to each of a 
program’s classrooms, including but not limited to those participating in LAUP. One teacher 
described her program’s institutional emphasis: “We always have a focus, as staff [and] as a 
program—the director, myself, and the staff development officer in the office. We all choose 
something to work on [together].” A coach noted of one of her programs their emphasis on both 
the CLASS and institutional goals: “They went through a trial CLASS last year [and] they have areas 
they want to work on. And the agency is also looking at some things.” 

The CLASS was also prominent in the content of programs’ goals, according to the 
activity logs for the case studies, the case study debriefs, and the fall teacher interviews. 
Activity logs for September through January indicated that 53 percent of the identified goals 
addressed some aspect of CLASS Instructional Support, with an additional 22 percent related to 

                                                           
12 Renew Environments for Nutrition, Exercise, and Wellness: An initiative to reduce obesity by teaching children 

and parents about and encouraging healthy eating and exercise. 
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other aspects of CLASS (for example, behavior management or instructional learning formats). The 
most frequently identified goal across programs and coaches was related to the frequency of asking 
open-ended or high-quality questions. Additional goals related to parent engagement, staff 
professional development, or specific curricular areas, including goals related to the Renew program.  

Keeping in mind that almost all of the fall teacher interviews were conducted in October and 
November, 25 teachers identified goals (Table II.2). Teachers who had at least one goal by the time 
of their interview were most likely to report at least one goal related to Instructional Support (40 
percent) and Classroom Organization (20 percent). Consistent with the case studies, looking across 
all CLASS elements, 80 percent of teachers who had a goal had at least one goal in this area (as 
coded by researchers). When teachers were explicitly asked whether their goals related to increasing 
CLASS scores, 88 percent of the 25 teachers reported this was the case for at least one of their goals. 
Across all 62 reported goals, teachers responded that 80 percent related to increasing CLASS scores.  

Teachers also reported goals in the area of space and materials (16 percent; for example, 
computer center, make materials readily available to children), Emotional Support (12 percent; for 
example, working with children to have positive relationships with each other, giving children more 
responsibility), the provider environment and structure (12 percent; for example, communicating 
with the director or assistant teacher), supporting children with disabilities (12 percent), and parent 
engagement (12 percent). All other goal elements were reported by 8 percent (two teachers) or fewer 
of teachers. Note that 8 percent of teachers explicitly indicated that accountability issues drove their 
goal, and another 8 percent specifically mentioned the CLASS as part of the Star rating (Table II.2).  

For the case study sites, we conducted an analysis of the substance addressed by goals drawing 
on those goals reported on the activity logs completed by coaches after each visit. This analysis was 
completed by goal, rather than by provider. Data on case study goals supported the teacher 
questionnaire’s finding that the CLASS predominated in the substance of programs’ goals, although 
goals addressed other topics as well (Table II.3). Specific goal topics included:  

• “to provide high quality concept development”  

• “the teachers will provide students [with] feedback that expands their learning and 
understanding”  

• “to ask five open-ended questions during circle time every day”  

• “to use the learning bridge to help children turn and talk and encourage communication”  

• “to offer parents resources and strategies to support children’s physical activity levels to 
contribute to the achieved 120 minutes per day”  

• “to provide more multicultural material in the classroom”  

• “to have assistant teacher take on a role of co-teacher.” 
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Table II.2. Elements of Goals Reported in Teacher Interview and Whether Those Elements Were Also 
Reflected in Teacher’s Own Definition of Quality 

 Percent of Teachers 

 
Elements of Goals 

If Goal, Element of 
Teacher’s Own 

Definition of Quality?a 

Intentional Instruction   

CLASS (instructional interactions) 40.0 40.0 
Instructional Support 40.0 0.0 
Emotional Support 12.0 33.3 
Classroom Organization 20.0 20.0 
Intentional teaching 4.0 100.0 
Any CLASS element 80.0 65.0 

Focus on Children   
Literacy 4.0 0.0 
Nutrition and physical activity 8.0 0.0 
Peer interaction 4.0 0.0 
Any child element 16.0 NAb 

Any intentional instruction element 84.0 66.7 

Curriculum/Classroom and Program Systems and 
Structure  

 

Environment (safety and health) 8.0 100.0 
Space and materials 16.0 25.0 
Curriculum 8.0 0.0 
Creative art 4.0 0.0 
Social-emotional (behavior) 8.0 0.0 
ELLs 4.0 0.0 
Children with disabilities 12.0 0.0 
Provider environment and structure 12.0 0.0 
Staff development 8.0 100.0 
Any curriculum/classroom or program element 60.0 86.7 

Focus on Family 0.0  
Parent engagement 12.0 0.0 

Other   
Accountability 8.0 0.0 
CLASS as part of Star rating 8.0 0.0 

N 25 1-21 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: Goals that were coded as relating to the CLASS are considered to reflect intentional 
instruction. Goals related to other elements were considered to reflect intentional instruction 
if a teacher’s response indicated an explicit purpose for the particular actions identified in the 
goal. The level of intentionality was not always clear in teachers’ responses. Thus, this 
analysis may be an underestimate of the number of goals reflecting intentional instruction. 

a For any goal element identified by a teacher, we conducted an analysis to determine whether that element 
was also reflected in the teacher’s own definition of quality. For example, among the 40 percent of 
teachers who identified a goal element related to the CLASS, 40 percent of that group also identified an 
element related to the CLASS as part of their definition of quality.   

b Although teachers referred to child-level elements in their definitions of quality, none could be coded as 
intentional teaching; they were typically broad statements related to general child development or 
readiness for kindergarten. 
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We repeated the analysis of goals reported in the teacher questionnaire using the same approach 
taken with the case study goals: focusing on goals as the unit of analysis, rather than on the teachers 
who had a goal by the time of the interview. As shown in Table II.3, this analysis aligns quite closely 
with the case studies; for both, the substance of slightly more than half of goals related to the 
CLASS, but goals addressed other topics as well.  

As a reminder, the data shown in Tables II.2 and II.3 reflect researcher coding of the substance 
of goals rather than coach or teacher interpretations; we determined that 56 percent of goals 
identified in the teacher interview were related to the CLASS. As stated above, teachers who 
responded to the questionnaire reported that 80 percent of goals were related to increasing CLASS 
scores. This discrepancy likely arises either because teachers provided insufficient information for 
determining that certain goals related to the CLASS, or because teachers misinterpreted whether 
particular goals would relate to CLASS scores. Some examples of goals identified by teachers as 
relating to CLASS scores but not coded as such by the research team include “setting up a computer 
center,” “modify lesson plan (curriculum),” and “classroom arrangement.”    

The specificity and concreteness of goals reflected in the case study interviews and 
activity logs varied substantially. In some cases, the way goals were conceived was multifaceted 
and multistep, including the explicit goals, the broader purposes they were trying to achieve, and 
concrete action steps for achieving them. In others, they were fairly broad descriptions of topics. 
One coach said of the detailed approach to goal-identification:  

That’s my approach for getting teachers to really develop some tangible steps, behaviors, 
actions that they would take in meeting these goals. So that’s how I think I help them and 
try to make sure that it’s just not this gray thing they are trying to reach or arrive at, but to 
really have some specific action steps that they will have and will be able to measure. So 
each goal we were able to come up with, I think, at least three action steps for them to 
begin to do more of these things so they can then meet the goal.  

As is evident from the examples of goals offered earlier, the specificity of the goal itself could vary 
from broad (“to provide high quality concept development”) to highly specified (“to ask five open-
ended questions during circle time every day”). 

 Elements of goals and teachers’ own definitions of quality overlapped in only a limited 
way. To address the question of whether goals aligned with teachers’ conceptions of quality, we 
compared the elements addressed by their goals with the elements included in their definitions of a 
quality preschool. For any teacher responding to the questionnaire who indicated a goal related to a 
particular element, we examined whether their quality definition also included that element. In 
general, there was little overlap between the goals and the definitions of quality. For the majority of 
goal elements there was no overlap at all. Twenty to 40 percent of teachers had overlap in goal and 
quality elements for Classroom Organization, space and materials, Emotional Support, and general 
instructional interaction (CLASS). Note that when looking across all CLASS elements, all those who 
had a goal for one CLASS element also included at least some CLASS element in their definition of 
quality. In two areas—staff development and the environment—the two teachers selecting goals in 
each of those areas also included those elements in their definitions of quality.  
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Table II.3. Elements of Goals Reported in Case Study Activity Logs and Teacher Interviews 

Area of Goal Percent of Goals 

 Case Study Activity Logs Teacher Interview 

CLASS related 52.6 56.4 

Curriculum/instructional 
interactions 

21.2 
16.1 

Health and nutrition 15.8 6.6 

Space and materials 10.5 9.7 

Parent engagement 5.3 6.4 

Other 10.5 16.1 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Case Study Logs and Fall Teacher Interview.  

In addition to examining goals element by element, we also examined the frequency of the 
overall constructs represented by two of these elements: (1) intentional instruction and (2) 
curriculum/classroom and program systems and structure. Goals that were coded as relating to the 
CLASS are considered to reflect intentional instruction. Goals related to other elements were 
considered to reflect intentional instruction if a teacher’s response indicated an explicit instructional 
purpose for the particular actions identified in the goal. The level of intentionality was not always 
clear in teachers’ responses. Thus, this analysis may underestimate the number of goals reflecting 
intentional instruction.  

Looking across elements reflective of intentional instruction, 84 percent of teachers had at least 
one goal in this area, and 67 percent of those with a goal in this area also reflected intentional 
instruction in their definition of a quality preschool. Looking across elements reflective of 
curriculum/classroom and program systems and structure, 60 percent of teachers had at least one 
goal in this area, and 87 percent of those with a goal in this area also reflected these classroom and 
program elements in their definition of a quality preschool.  

There appeared to be a lack of clarity between some providers and their coaches about 
the specific formal goals the programs were working on. Frequently, teachers’, directors’, and 
coaches’ descriptions of the formal goals did not entirely match—at only one site did the teacher 
and coach descriptions of goals completely align. At another program (working with the same 
coach), the coach and teacher descriptions of their goals did not align at all. At most sites, coaches 
identified goals that teachers did not and/or teachers identified goals that coaches did not. The 
teachers at both programs of one coach indicated that specific goals had been determined, although 
their coach said during the same time frame that they had not yet established goals. In another 
program, a coach perceived a goal as having been selected while the teacher indicated that it had not. 
Generally directors or other administrators were less aware of goals than teachers, not surprisingly 
given their relative distance from the classroom. 

The reasons for these discrepancies were unclear, but it appeared that in some cases the line 
between formal goals and the more general content and focus of coaching might have been fuzzy 
for some providers. The work coaches did with teachers and administrators typically extended 
beyond strictly the formal goals identified in programs’ QIP, to issues such as the day-to-day 
running of the classroom or program, or other provider concerns. In addition, activity logs 
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sometimes identified the focus of the discussion or suggestions related to observations in language 
that sounded like a goal even when it appeared not to be a formal goal. These factors may have 
contributed to a lack of clarity between what coaches identified as formal goals and what teachers 
did. For teachers, anything that they worked on with the coach may have been at least a temporary 
goal, and the priority for the teacher on a given day might not have been the longer term QIP goals. 

Programs sought and received supports directed at working toward goals. Some 
providers indicated that they wanted coaches to answer questions and offer suggestions about how 
to implement specific goals. Some providers very clearly indicated that they wanted coach feedback 
based on their observations; as was the case in the pilot study, the coach’s clear and objective eye 
and guiding questions were identified as a primary benefit of coaching. One director commented:  

I would have to say it goes back to the reflective questions. The teachers will actually take 
back the ideas from the discussion and run with it. [The lead teacher] has left her lunch 
meeting with [the coach] and has implemented what they talked about that same day. I 
think this shows there is trust, respect, listening, and the ability to comprehend it and put it 
into practice. It’s an ongoing success. 

Generally the CLASS appeared not to be as conducive as the ERS to direct instruction by coaches. 
But as indicated above, providers with most programs indicated that they wanted their coaches to 
answer questions about, offer guidance on, and help them prepare for the CLASS and, to a lesser 
degree, ERS. Several providers also expressed the desire for coaches to use modeling or in-depth 
discussions to make explicit and concrete the meaning behind their suggestions. A few providers 
said they wanted coaches to follow up on specific items addressed in provider trainings and 
workshops, and a few looked to their coaches as their LAUP liaison or to guide them in navigating 
LAUP and its staff and administrative requirements. 

D. Coaches Drew on a Range of “Tools” 

Visits with observations, discussion, and sit-down meetings were the heart of the 
coaching process. Coaches employed a range of “tools of the trade” in their work with providers. 
The central components of the coaches’ toolkit were visits, observations, discussions in the 
classroom, sit-down (child-free) meetings, activity logs, individual or group training, communication 
with sites between visits, and the provision of resources (such as written or other materials or 
referrals), both from LAUP and other sources. Other approaches included modeling, use of video or 
online training, and arrangement of visits to other programs, in particular 5-Star programs.  

In the teacher interviews, when asked what they value most in their coaches, most teachers (80 
percent) highly valued the resources the coach provided, indicating that these were the most 
important aspect (51 percent) or next most important aspect of the coaching (29 percent) 
(Table B.2). 

Relatively frequent visits were a key part of coaching. As reported in the teacher interview, 
on average, teachers had received 2.5 in-person visits (range of 0 to 10 and median of 2; all but three 
teachers reported 3 or fewer visits) from their coach by the time of their interview (the majority of 
interviews occurred between October 10 and November 30, 2011; four additional interviews 
occurred between December 1, 2011, and January 6, 2012).13 Both similarities and differences were 
                                                           

13 It should be noted that teachers may report as visits such things as coach drop-bys with materials or attendance 
at a school festivity, and therefore their visit counts may vary substantially depending on what they include and how 

(continued) 
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noted in the substance of the visits—who was involved in each visit, how long the visits lasted, and 
what activities took place during the visits (Table B.4).  

All teachers reported they met with their coach when their coach was on site, 84 percent 
reported the coach also met with assistant teachers, and 80 percent noted meetings with their 
program director or owner. When coaches met with both the director and the teacher in a typical 
visit, those meetings were consistently separate in 20 percent of cases and consistently together in 7 
percent of cases. Seventy percent of coach-teacher-director groupings used a combination of 
meeting approaches (Table B.4).  

In a typical coaching visit, coaches spent an average of 2.4 hours at the program (with a range 
of about 20 minutes to 5 hours, and a median of 2 hours). Based on teacher reports, coaches varied 
in the amount of time committed to observing in the classroom, with a median of 60 to 90 minutes 
spent observing, but ranging from less than 30 minutes (15 percent) to more than 90 minutes (29 
percent). One teacher did not yet have a coach. Most teachers (61 percent) reported their coach 
spent 30 to 60 minutes talking with them, and a similar percentage (60 percent) reported the coach 
spent less than 30 minutes talking with the assistant teachers. Fifty-five percent reported the coach 
spent 30 to 60 minutes talking to the director, with most of the rest speaking with the director for 
less time or no time (Table B.4).  

As of January 2012, the coaches in the case studies had been working with their provider for 
between four and six months during the 2011–2012 program year (some began the coaching process 
in August while others started as late as October). In this time, each had between three and six visits 
with their providers (an average of 4.6 visits across the sites). This frequency suggests that by the 
end of the program year, the average number of visits will exceed that found in the pilot study 
(n = 6) for the 2010–2011 program year. Most programs had monthly visits, although case study 
coaches sometimes visited providers more often than monthly, usually with the additional visit 
related to a training session or other special event. Visits were canceled some months due to 
holidays, difficulty rescheduling within the month, and/or concern about burden on programs when 
many activities were scheduled.  

The consistency of visit scheduling varied both by coach and by program. Some coaches set up 
visits month to month, sometimes a week or two ahead of the visit, while others had regular meeting 
times preestablished. Some providers said they very much valued a consistent schedule, with one 
administrator noting: “I just like that [our coach] is being very consistent and focused.…I know 
what to expect. You can expect that when [our coach] makes a schedule, s/he will be there.” But 
other programs appeared to struggle to maintain scheduled visits.   

Similar to what was reported in the teacher interviews, coaches and providers in the case studies 
reported that the length of visits varied, with coaches spending anywhere from less than an hour to 
six hours on site, observing and talking with teachers and administrators. It could be difficult to 
determine the exact length of a visit, however, because the different case study sources sometimes 
included different activities in the times that they reported. For example, teachers might not have 
known how long the coach met with the director after leaving their classroom. Therefore, their 
accounting of their coach’s time on site could be different from the coach’s. The logs also made it 

                                                           
(continued) 
often the coach has been physically present on site. Coaches do not, however, count these informal contacts (absent 
observations or discussion) as visits. 
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difficult to determine length of visit for a particular classroom since, for example, when visiting a 
center in which they worked with multiple classrooms, coaches sometimes appeared to record the 
entire time that they spent in a center, rather than breaking it down for each classroom. However, 
according to the documentation coaches included in their logs, the average visit appeared to be 
about 3.6 hours, and the length of the overall visit and its components were generally dictated by the 
schedule and constraints of the program and the coach. Trainings typically were longer visits. There 
also appeared to be times when coach interactions with providers were not “counted” as formal 
visits, but instead were quick drop-bys, or attendance at special provider events such as holiday 
shows or events with parents. Coaches and providers seemed to see these as a good way to build or 
strengthen relationships. 

The case study providers indicated that they very much valued coaches’ visits and the time 
coaches spent observing their classrooms, and discussing issues with teachers and administrators, 
both while in the classroom and in separate “kid-free” meetings. Even when coaches indicated that 
they only had time for short visits with a relatively brief observation and discussion, providers 
emphasized the benefits of these activities.  

Generally, case study providers seemed to break visits into three components: observations, 
discussions, and sit-down meetings, though how these components were used and combined varied 
by program. Delivery and/or discussion of the activity log followed visits, either toward the end of 
the visit or sent and/or discussed as a follow-up. Often coaches observed a classroom and then held 
meetings with teachers and/or administrators directly after the observation was completed. The 
coach sometimes but not always checked in with the administrator at the visit’s start and prior to 
beginning the observation. In some programs and at some visits, coaches talked with the director or 
administrator before and after the observation. Sometimes the only time coaches talked with the 
teachers was during the observation. The extent to which coaches worked with lead teachers, or 
with assistants as well, also varied, although it appeared that with the greater emphasis during the 
current program year on training for the CLASS, greater emphasis was also being placed on 
coaching with the full classroom team. Nonetheless, this seemed to vary by program and the 
preferences of the administrators and lead teacher. 

Visits usually, but not always, included an observation. At other times, coaches returned shortly 
after the visit at which the observation had occurred to discuss it with providers; in some cases 
scheduling conflicts or an inability to print and therefore discuss the log on the spot limited their 
ability to talk in depth after the observation. At times, coaches visited after the children had left in 
order to have uninterrupted meeting time with providers, and sometimes visits were reserved for 
formal training sessions on days children would not be present.  

Case studies showed that differences in approaches to structuring visits generally appeared to be 
program specific rather than coach specific, and program administrators emphasized that while they 
had general practices with their coaches, these also could vary month to month, depending on the 
schedule of the program and its staff. As the year progresses, we will be able to see whether there are 
clear patterns in the decisions about how visits are structured. Describing a relatively typical visit, 
one provider said: 

Usually when [the coach] comes, s/he observes us first and then for maybe one or two 
hours we talk. We recollect what s/he observes, what needs to be implemented; [the coach] 
never tells us how to run the program but gives us ideas—“What do you think will work 
for you? What do you want me to do for you?” So usually it’s just giving us support on 
anything that we are doing.  
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Another, an administrator, described her program’s visits: “There is always a goal and when [the 
coach] comes to visit, s/he observes, and afterwards we meet for one or two hours depending 
on the teachers’ concerns. S/he meets with teachers and me together and the assistant teachers 
also. It’s the four of us and [the coach]. It is better because we are on one page.”  

How coaches and providers conducted them varied, but observations were typically 
seen as important opportunities for improvement in classroom practices. The approaches that 
coaches took toward observing seemed to vary, with some coaches observing, talking and modeling 
with the teachers on the spot, interacting with the children, and taking notes actively, and others 
apparently seeking to be more unobtrusive, holding discussions with providers largely after the 
observation. Teachers and administrators generally indicated that they were comfortable with their 
coach’s style. 

One administrator described her coach’s active approach to observation:  

[The coach] will sit in a quiet area and just observe… As they get to activities, s/he’ll roam 
the classroom going from activity to activity and interacting with the children. At the same 
time, s/he’s nonchalantly observing the interactions between the teachers and the 
children…[and] observing how the teachers set up and communicate with each other; all 
the while parents are dropping off children and s/he tries to help them ease that transition, 
as well, on that particular day, which makes it a little bit easier for the teachers. [The coach] 
is very interactive. 

Another director said:  

[The coach] jumps right in. It’s great because I’ve worked with other coordinators who just 
sit in a corner and then give us feedback and [our coach] doesn’t just observe and take 
notes. S/he does a lot of interacting…with the staff, but also with the children. You can 
use [the coach] as a model because you’ll learn from the language s/he’s using with the 
children. With our new teacher next door…[the coach] will watch her interactions and then 
add a piece or two. S/he’ll do it right at the time. Rather than sitting [the teacher] down 
and having to talk about it, you see it right at the time firsthand. [The coach] will start 
building language extension with that child, exactly at that time in the same interaction that 
needs improvement.  

The coaches’ approaches seemed to be a factor of both coaching style and possibly teacher 
preference—one teacher suggested that she preferred to be left to teach while in the classroom so 
time was not taken away from the children. Although providers typically indicated that they were 
comfortable with their coach’s approach, in two programs where teachers initially lacked the 
opportunity to meet individually with their coach outside the classroom, the teachers suggested that 
interaction in their first coaching visits had been limited and the coach had largely just observed. 
With new sites, in particular, some coaches seemed initially to tread lightly in how they observed and 
interacted. 

Observations in the case study sites ranged from short (about 20 minutes) to several hours in 
length, depending on the particular visit, the topics to be addressed, and the provider’s and coach’s 
schedules. Sometimes the coach observed on one day and returned on a different day in order to 
meet with the teacher.  
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The opportunity to discuss teaching interactions and the classroom was also seen as an 
essential part of coaching, but sometimes in short supply. Providers often (though not always) 
indicated that they did not have sufficient time for discussions with their coach, which they appeared 
to value highly. As one teacher described it: 

I always feel like we don’t have sufficient time with the coach, to be honest. I feel like I 
learn best through discussion. That’s kind of what I like, back-and-forth feedback and 
questioning. There is more that I wanted to talk about but because of time there were 
certain things that were touched on but not everything I needed to talk about.  

Some discussions were held in the classroom during observations, or in a quiet area while the 
children were otherwise occupied. In many programs, dedicated time was set aside for the coach and 
lead teacher, sometimes with assistants and/or an administrator, to talk outside the classroom on at 
least some of the visits.  

Meetings during “kid-free” time were particularly valued. An essential element of effective 
discussions appeared to be the ability to meet with teachers, lead and/or assistants, without the 
distraction of children. By the January visit, this occurred in most but not all programs. Several 
administrators explicitly recognized the importance of child-free time and said they had the goal of 
making this a reality. One coach stressed that she had requested such time from the director of one 
of her programs. In two programs that had lacked child-free time, this was achieved by the January 
visit, and program administrators found substitutes or filled in for the teachers to provide time for 
teachers to meet with the coach. While the meeting times were not especially long—about half an 
hour—the teachers, coaches, and administrators all cited this as a positive development. 

Where coaches and teachers were not able to talk individually, the coaching process seemed 
constrained. One coach noted: “The teachers don’t really have time to talk, so I catch them in little 
glimpses in the classroom when they don’t have much to do or when [we] are observing.” A teacher 
said of one visit: “I think our meeting would have been a lot smoother if we met in private, without 
the interruptions and distractions from the classroom.” Later, she said she would ask her director for 
undivided time in the future: “I’m hoping to ask the director to set an environment where we are 
free to talk. Maybe we can have a set schedule where the coach comes and we can sit in a private 
room and have someone else with the children.”  

One coach commented on the ability to finally have a one-on-one discussion with the teachers: 
“I think the major success [of the visit] was spending that time with the teacher uninterrupted, to be 
able to focus on her goals and her plans.” The teachers in these programs also noted the benefits of 
uninterrupted time with their coach, one saying:  

I feel like it was helpful that s/he was there and then I got an opportunity to meet with [the 
coach]. … Since it was the first time that we met, I can remember more [about the visit]. I was 
glad that we had met and gone over the goals and I mentioned [to the coach] that I did the 
changes [toward the goals] and the coach said s/he had observed that. 

Activity logs could play a critical role in coaching and in the coach’s ability to extend 
the work of the visit beyond strictly the time on site. The logs also appeared to be an essential 
element of the coaching process, at least for some providers, having the effect of extending the 
coaching process into the time between visits. For example, in January, one teacher observed of her 
prior visits with her coach (which had not entailed one-on-one time outside the classroom):  



Chapter II: Results  Mathematica Policy Research 

 33  

[My coach] had given me some suggestions and back then s/he had written goals. I didn’t know 
what they were, s/he had just written the goals. [Later] when I was reading [the log], I was like 
“oh, that’s what it meant.” I didn’t know s/he had written the goals. So by the time s/he came 
back [to visit] this last time, they were completed. 

 The majority of case study respondents cited the activity logs at some point. They either noted 
how they were made available or used, or—in the case of a few teachers—the fact that they had not 
been received, leading to uncertainty about goals or other central aspects of coaching. Another 
provider noted the importance of the logs, saying: “In the activity log, [the coach] leaves detailed 
notes about the observations, recommendations, and our input every time s/he comes.” A director 
commented: “[The coach] gives me verbal feedback and also puts those things in the activity log. 
[The coach] is…[very] responsive…about putting things we talked about in writing.” 

The logs helped to keep a range of program staff and the coach “on the same page.” Some 
coaches and providers also mentioned the purpose of the logs as an important form of 
communication between the coach and program staff such as site supervisors, child development 
specialists, or other staff beyond the director, teacher, and assistant teachers. There were a few cases, 
however, where it appeared the logs had not reached the classroom teachers. In one instance, the 
coach realized the teacher was not receiving the log: “Information really wasn’t getting to the 
teacher before….I asked them if they get the activity logs and they would say ‘no’ or ‘maybe it was 
mentioned.’ So when I send the logs to [the director], I copy the lead teacher.”  

The way logs were completed and used differed substantially; some essentially provided general 
documentation of the visit while others contained specific information about goals and action steps. 
Coaches differed in how they used the logs and in the content they included. Programs differed 
somewhat in how logs were used and/or shared within the site (that is, in who received them and 
for what apparent purpose).  

Some coaches used positive feedback in their logs to encourage and help to shape the 
provider’s work toward positive teaching interactions. The amount of detail varied. Sometimes 
coaches clearly identified the provider’s good practice and explained why it was positive; for 
example, describing the purpose of the activity or how students reacted to the activity. At other 
times a coach’s identification of positive practices was implicit. Examples from different logs 
included: 

• “[The teacher] has taken ideas that the Coach has given and put them into practice. 
Coach discussed previously using cards that contain words and pictures to use for the 
webbing activities she does—this is now being used.” 

• “The teacher is observed explaining, before students are transitioned to table time, what 
they will be doing at small group. The teacher uses a ‘small group time’ song to transition 
students, using a warm singing tone, to the table. The students are observed remaining 
extremely engaged.” 

• “Children used manipulatives to weigh and explore the differences. Lead teacher asked 
probing questions to help children understand the difference between the two.” 

The extent to which activity logs and review of them appeared to be a substantive focus of the 
coaching discussion also seemed to differ somewhat among coaches. Some coaches seemed to use 
the logs as a focus of conversation. For example, one director indicated regular discussion about the 



Chapter II: Results  Mathematica Policy Research 

 34  

log, saying: “During each visit, [the coach] prints the activity log and goes over it with us verbally, 
fills in our input, and then leaves a copy.”  

Some providers distributed the logs widely within the program, using them as a way to 
document the priorities, action steps, and progress. And, at least to some extent, some teachers used 
and referred back to them when they had them; a couple teachers explicitly mentioned working on 
goals contained in their logs in between visits, and using the logs to work with the assistant teachers.  

 Training, and in particular, training on the CLASS, was for providers an important 
coaching activity. All teachers responding to the teacher interview indicated receiving at least some 
information about the CLASS. Ninety-five percent received in-person training, while the remaining 
5 percent (two teachers) only received written/basic information. In-person training experiences 
varied. Training could have been conducted on the program’s site, off-site, by LAUP, or by another 
entity. Training also ranged from brief workshops to full-day or multiday sessions. Among teachers 
who received or attended an in-person training, 26 percent noted their coach had conducted at least 
some CLASS training; however, teachers were not directly asked to report on who conducted the 
training, so this likely underestimates the time coaches have spent on the CLASS. Ten percent of 
teachers mentioned the use of videos and/or online training, 5 percent conducted a mock CLASS, 
and 34 percent received written materials. Almost one-third of teachers reported that they had 
received more than one CLASS training (Table B.5). 

More than half of teachers felt they received the right amount of CLASS training (59 percent). 
Most of the remaining teachers reported receiving not enough (32 percent) or none at all (7.3 
percent). (Note that the percentage indicating they have not yet received any training at all exceeds 
the percentage reporting no in-person trainings because one teacher reported s/he had a training 
planned for a subsequent month.) (Table B.5).  

When asked to select one of the three domains from the CLASS as a desired focus for their 
work with their coach, a majority (63 percent) of teachers selected Instructional Support. Two-thirds 
of teachers indicated that they were doing work with their coaches to support more effective 
teaching interactions. In some instances teachers indicated the subject matter of their work with 
their coach (instructional interactions in general, Instructional Support, Emotional Support, or 
Classroom Organization). Of the 19 teachers who did so, they were most likely to identify work in 
the Instructional Support domain (47 percent) or a general focus on instructional interactions (42 
percent), followed by Classroom Organization (26 percent) and Emotional Support (11 percent). 
This pattern is consistent with the emphases of goals, where teachers were most likely to report 
having goals related to the Instructional Support domain or general instructional interactions, 
followed by Classroom Organization and then Emotional Support (Table B.5).  

In terms of work being done with coaches to support more effective teaching interactions, 
teachers were most likely to report having discussions about possible strategies with coaches (32 
percent), coach observations (21 percent), receiving resources from their coach (18 percent), and 
attending CLASS trainings (18 percent). Note that teachers’ responses did not indicate if these 
trainings were separate from those described above. Few teachers reported using coach modeling or 
sharing information by email to support effective teaching interactions (Table B.5).  

Shifting to the case study sites, coaches provided teachers, both leads and assistants, with 
training on the CLASS. Most providers reported being interested in and taking advantage of various 
training opportunities offered through coaching, both training conducted by their coach and training 
conducted by LAUP and other sources. Sometimes coaches provided an overview of the CLASS at 
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the start of the year, followed by more in-depth training later in the year closer to the CLASS review 
itself. Training videos were cited by some providers as a key part of their CLASS training. Coaches 
observed that this focus on CLASS training was a new component of the LAUP coaching process, 
with one saying:  

I had an intro/transition visit at the site in August and also conducted training around 
CLASS basics. I did the training because I saw a need for it, so it’s not typical.…In 
September I got the sense that they needed more information on CLASS and ECERS too, 
but more focusing on CLASS. In October I conducted an overview of CLASS, but there 
was not enough time to get into specifics. 

In addition, many teachers noted the Teacher’s Institute and other training opportunities that 
supported their work in areas related to the CLASS, and a few suggested these could be a source of 
valuable training. Some coaches helped their teachers take part in the Teacher’s Institute and 
teachers brought back goals from the Institute. Providers also took part in other training focused on 
classroom practice; in relation to training opportunities more broadly, one administrator 
commented:  

Last year all our staff went through a year-long CSEFEL (it’s the Center on the Social and 
Emotional Foundations for Early Learning) training, trained our teachers on social and 
emotional development. We focused on having children learn in welcoming 
environments….We’ve focused our classroom structures and expectations for children and 
problem solving and communication around it. 

The most frequent types of resources provided to teachers were related to effective classroom 
interactions or CLASS-specific resources (Table II.4). Coaches also informed providers of additional 
training opportunities. 

Coaches used—and providers said they valued—other tools as well. Providers noted in 
particular the provision of resources, coach modeling, use of video, especially for training in the 
CLASS, and visits to other programs, including 5-Star classrooms. Most coaches provided resources 
to providers in the form of articles, newsletters, books, and other materials. The topics of the 
resources included the CLASS, nutrition and physical activity, open-ended questions, 
communicating with parents, intentional teaching, and community resources. In addition, coaches 
helped providers navigate LAUP, explaining requirements and referring providers to appropriate 
LAUP staff.  

Table II.4. Types of Resources Shared by Coaches As Reported in Case Study Activity Logs 

Area of Goal Number of Resources Number of Programs 

CLASS specific (for example, manual, 
overview) 5 3 

Effective Teaching Practices  12 4 

ECERS specific 4 2 

Renew program (nutrition and 
exercise) 3 2 

Parent engagement 2 2 

LAUP information  4 2 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Case Study Activity Logs.  
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Modeling also occurred routinely in some coaching visits, and several providers noted that it 
was particularly helpful to them, one teacher commenting: “It’s helpful to give meaning behind [my 
coach’s] suggestions so we can understand them better and use them when we need to. When s/he 
does modeling it is more helpful for me to remember and practice because I am more of a visual 
person.”  

Many coaches and providers indicated they communicated between visits. Coach-
provider interactions extended beyond the visit. Seventy-six percent of teacher interview 
respondents had contact with their coach between visits, with an average of 3.3 contacts between 
the start of the program year and the interviews in the late fall. Between-visit contact was most likely 
to occur by phone (74 percent) but only slightly less likely by email (68 percent) (Table B.6). 

The case study coaches noted fairly frequent contact with their programs between visits. 
Coaches indicated they called, emailed (with resources, to schedule visits, or just to check in), and 
sometimes dropped by programs between visits. Teachers suggested that they felt they could 
communicate with their coach, although in some cases, the main conduit of information between 
the coach and teachers between visits and for scheduling purposes was the administrator. In some 
programs, the coach might communicate with the director/administrators multiple times per month, 
particularly where the program had multiple LAUP classrooms. Overall, providers—directors and 
many teachers—suggested they could and did reach out to their coach. One teacher said: “Yes, in 
fact I talked to [my coach] yesterday because I had a question…that’s why I called. S/he returned 
my call right away.” A director noted: “I have no problem contacting [our coach] outside of visits, I 
don’t feel limited to just the days s/he’s here.”  
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III. SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

This report presented preliminary findings from the UPCOS-5 Quality Support Coaching 
Study. Findings were based on data drawn from debriefing conversations with teachers, coaches, 
and directors that took place between November 2011 and January 2012 and from fall (October) 
2011 teacher interviews. They addressed the first of the three goals of the study: to document and 
explain the process of Quality Support Coaching, with a particular focus on coaching on the 
dimensions of the CLASS. In this section we briefly summarize the key themes that have emerged 
thus far around the central topics of the study, and review next steps. 

A. Preliminary Findings 

1. Establishing and Maintaining Relationships 

As in the pilot study, relationships remained a key component of LAUP coaching. The majority 
of providers, whether they had an ongoing relationship with their current coach or had a new coach 
this program year, viewed the relationship with the coach positively. Teachers and administrators 
perceived their relationships with their coaches as professional and respectful, as well as supportive, 
and by and large indicated they felt comfortable with their coaches and their coaches’ approach. 
However, as coaches and providers in the pilot had also noted, the time and other requirements for 
establishing a new relationship can vary widely. 

Coaches typically began working with teaching teams—lead teachers and/or assistant 
teachers—in some capacity right away. However, coaches did not always work consistently over 
time with the teachers, or with all the teachers. In a few case study sites, the coach’s primary working 
relationship appeared to be with an administrator. 

Coaches used a range of strategies to build and maintain the relationships. Providers and 
coaches both indicated that one major element of their start-up work together was gaining clarity 
about the coaches’ role. Identification of goals sometimes occurred in tandem with the relationship-
building. Some other coaches, however, indicated a need to devote time to building the relationship 
first.  

As was the case in the pilot study, the case studies reflected a range of approaches to coaching 
and the approaches differed in the extent to which they mirrored the process consultation model, or 
instead reflected something more similar to an expert model or directive approach. This appeared to 
vary somewhat by coach, by provider, and also by content (certain topics, such as safety, lent 
themselves to more directive approaches).  

2. Defining Quality 

Providers had varied conceptions of what it is to be a quality preschool, and their reports of 
their coach’s conceptions were equally varied. The definitions that teachers and administrators 
offered overall reflected an increased emphasis on the CLASS dimensions, especially on Emotional 
Support and Instructional Support. In fact, the majority of teachers reported elements related to the 
CLASS as part of their conceptions of quality. In essence, it appeared that the CLASS may have 
become the de facto definition of quality for many providers. While elements related to the CLASS 
were prominent in teacher and coach conceptions of quality, an emphasis on curriculum/classroom 
and program systems or structure remained. In general, case studies showed that providers placed a 
substantial emphasis on children’s learning and kindergarten readiness.  
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While case study providers generally indicated they saw their coaches’ visions of quality as 
consistent with their own, teachers responding to the interview at the start of the year did not 
generally perceive that their coach shared the specific elements of their own definitions of quality. 
This sense of being “on the same page” found in the case studies is noteworthy, given that coaches 
did not generally have broad discussions with teachers or administrators about their vision of 
preschool quality at the start of new relationships or the new program year. In some cases, the case 
study coaches indicated that they did not bring a vision of quality for the program independent of 
their provider’s since that was not part of their coaching approach. Note that one reason for this 
apparent lack of explicit emphasis on defining quality may be that teachers, administrators, and 
coaches all saw the CLASS as essentially “operationalizing” LAUP’s—and their own—definitions of 
quality. 

3. Identification of, Evolution of, and Work Toward Goals 

The coaches reflected a range of approaches to working with providers in selecting and 
pursuing goals. Goal setting with old programs tended to pick up from where it left off the previous 
year. Coaches and providers in new relationships generally varied more substantially in how quickly 
they turned to goal setting. The number of goals also varied substantially; in case study sites the 
number ranged from one to five as of January 2012, and most sites had three or four.  

The process for selecting goals also differed somewhat among programs, with a mix of provider 
and coach initiation and a range of goal sources. Providers generally indicated they experienced 
coach-suggested goals as collaborative or co-created since they arose from ideas suggested but not 
dictated by the coach.  

The CLASS was the source of the majority of goals, either explicitly or implicitly, although 
other factors also influenced goal selection. As of January 2012, almost all case study programs 
selected goals that reflected the CLASS or its domains, and the majority of teacher interview 
respondents who had goals had at least one related to the CLASS. When teachers were explicitly 
asked whether their goals related to increasing CLASS scores, 88 percent of the 25 teachers reported 
this was the case for at least one of their goals. Coaches also drew on CLASS preparation and review 
for assisting programs with goal selection. Other goals also appeared to be motivated by the CLASS, 
if less explicitly, since they addressed aspects of the CLASS domains but may also have been 
motivated by an independent desire to improve teaching interactions or other areas assessed by the 
CLASS, such as classroom organization. The specificity and concreteness of goals reflected in the 
case study interviews and activity logs varied substantially. 

There appeared to be a lack of clarity between some providers and their coaches about the 
specific formal goals the programs were working on. Frequently, teachers’ and coaches’ descriptions 
of the formal goals did not entirely match—at only one site did the teacher and coach description of 
goals completely align. The reasons for these discrepancies were unclear, but it appeared that in 
some cases the line between formal goals and the more general content and focus of coaching work 
may be fuzzy for some providers. Nonetheless, programs sought and received supports directed at 
working toward goals. As indicated above, providers with most programs indicated that they wanted 
their coaches to answer questions about, offer guidance on, and help them prepare for the CLASS 
and, to a lesser degree, the ERS. 
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4. The Coaches’ Toolkit  

Coaches employed a range of “tools of the trade” in their work with providers. Visits with 
observations, discussion, and sit-down meetings were the heart of the coaching process. The 
frequency with which coaches visited case study programs suggests that by the end of the program 
year, the average number of visits will exceed that (n = 6) found in the pilot study for the 2010–2011 
program year. The consistency of visit scheduling varied both by coach and by program. Some 
coaches set up visits month to month, sometimes a week or two ahead of the visit, while others had 
regular meeting times preestablished. Coaches and providers reported that the length of visits varied, 
with coaches spending anywhere from less than an hour to six hours on site, observing and talking 
with teachers and administrators. The providers indicated that they very much valued coaches’ visits 
and the time coaches spent observing their classrooms, and discussing issues with teachers and 
administrators, both while in the classroom and in separate “kid-free” meetings.  

Differences in approaches to structuring visits generally appeared to be program specific rather 
than coach specific. Visits usually, but not always, included an observation. How coaches and 
providers conducted observations varied, but they were typically seen as important opportunities for 
improvement in classroom practices. The coaches’ approaches seemed to be a factor of both 
coaching style and possibly teacher preference. Observations in the case study sites ranged from 
short (about 20 minutes) to several hours in length. 

The opportunity to discuss teaching interactions and the classroom was also seen as an essential 
part of coaching, but sometimes in short supply. Meetings during “kid-free” time were particularly 
valued. Where coaches and teachers were not able to talk individually, the coaching process seemed 
constrained.  

Activity logs could play a critical role in coaching and in the coaches’ ability to extend the work 
of the visit beyond strictly the time on site—for at least some providers, the logs offered guidance 
that they drew upon during the time between visits. The logs helped to keep a range of program 
staff and the coach “on the same page.” The way logs were completed and used differed 
substantially; some essentially provided general documentation of the visit while others contained 
specific information about goals and action steps.  

Training, and in particular, training on the CLASS, was for providers an important coaching 
activity. All teachers responding to the teacher interview indicated receiving at least some 
information about the CLASS, and the vast majority reported in-person trainings. A majority also 
indicated that among the CLASS domains, they desired that their work with coaches focus on 
Instructional Support. Coaches provided teachers, both lead and assistants, with training on the 
CLASS. In addition, many teachers noted the Teacher’s Institute and other training opportunities 
that supported their work in areas related to the CLASS, and a few suggested it was a source of 
valuable training.  

B. Next Steps 

The preliminary findings presented in this report will be revisited as we analyze additional data 
from ongoing data collection activities in preparation for the spring report. These data collection 
activities are debriefing conversations with coaches, teachers, and administrators at case study sites 
through May 2012 (as well as the collection of monthly activity logs); a spring teacher interview 
conducted in April–May 2012; and the winter 2012 coach self-administered questionnaire. In the 
spring report, we will explore how coaching and providers’ experience of it evolved over the course 
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of the year, with a special focus on the dimensions of the CLASS. We will also systematically 
examine how coaches and providers navigate differing administrative structures, and will identify 
successes, challenges, and lessons learned across the year. 
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Figure 1. Evaluation Team’s Draft Logic Model: LAUP Quality Support Coaching Model  

Inputs Activities Outcomes 

Assumptions: 
 

• “One can only help a human system help itself” (key for process consultation) (Schein 
1999, p. 1) 

• Relationship building is fundamental for any and all organizational improvement 
• Teachers/providers possess the capacity to support quality programs 

Outputs  

LAUP Quality Support Coaches  
• Coach Supervisors 
• Director of Provider 

Operations 
 

Environment Rating Scales 
(Harms et al. 1998; Harms et al. 
2007) 
 
Classroom Assessment Scoring 
System (Pianta et al. 2008) 
 
Additional Supports 

• Starting Points Coaches 
• Specialists 
• Additional resources 

Proximate outcomes:  
 
Teachers/providers learn to identify 
key challenges or areas for growth 
and craft own solutions   
 
Improve program quality 
 
Program/classroom environments 

and interactions are safe and 
supportive of learning 

 
End-point outcome: 
 
Children are ready for kindergarten 

Relationship building through 
process consultation, active inquiry, 
and appreciative inquiry   
 
Co-create goals and strategies in 
monthly visits 
 
Observation in monthly visits 
 
Additional trainings as 
needed/requested 
 
Action/practice focused on meeting 
goals  
 
For coaches: 

• Weekly meetings 
• Summer Training Series 
• Reflective supervision 
• Data entry into LAUP 

Enterprise Operations System 
(LEO) 

Positive/strong coach-
teacher/provider relationship  
 
Quality Improvement Plan goals set 
and pursued  
 
SMART goals 
 
Number of coach visits across the 
year 
 
Number of trainings across the year 
 
Activity log for each coach visit  
 
Analysis of LEO data by LAUP 
research staff 
 

Context for Coaching: 
 
5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System  
 
Program staff, resources, and structures  
 
Teachers/providers 

• Previous experience 
• Motivation 

 
Children and their families 

• Background 
• Engagement 

 
Community 

• Culture 
• Assets and challenges 
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Table B.1. Quality and Characteristics of Relationship 

 Percent of Teachers 

Relationship with coacha  
Don’t interact enough to have 
relationship 12.2 

Poor 0.0 
Fair 12.2 
Good 26.8 
Very Good 9.8 
Excellent 39.0 

 Most Important Next Most Important 

What teachers value most in coaches   
Way coach interacts with teacher 29.3 31.7 
Coach’s knowledge about teaching 19.5 39.0 
Resources coach provides 51.2 29.3 

 
Never 
True 

Rarely 
True 

Sometimes 
True 

Usually 
True 

Feel free to discuss classroom challenges 
with coach 0.0 4.9 9.8 85.4 

Coach is someone I trusta 0.0 2.5 10.0 87.5 
Coach truly wants to help mea 0.0 0.0 17.5 82.5 
Coach shows me respect 0.0 0.0 4.9 95.1 
Relationship with coach motivates me to 

improve classroom practicea 0.0 0.0 17.5 82.5 
Relationship with coach is strictly 

professional 2.4 0.0 24.4 73.2 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

b Data are missing for one of the 41 teachers for each of these items. 

• Most teachers (76 percent) reported a positive relationship with their coach and half of teachers 
reported having a very good or excellent relationship with their coach (49 percent). Twelve 
percent reported not interacting enough with their coach to have a relationship. 

• Teachers were asked what they value most in their coaches. Most teachers (80 percent) highly 
valued the resources the coach provides and indicated that these are the most important aspect 
(51 percent) or next most important aspect of coaching (29 percent). The majority of teachers (61 
percent) also strongly valued the way the coach interacts, with 29 percent reporting that it is the 
most important aspect. Many (59 percent) valued the coach’s knowledge about teaching, with 20 
percent reporting it was the most important aspect.  

• Teachers reported many positive aspects present in the coaching relationship. A majority (82 
percent or more) indicated it was “usually true” that they felt free to discuss classroom challenges, 
that they trust their coach, that their coach wants to help them, that their coach shows them 
respect, and that their relationship with their coach motivates them to improve classroom 
practice. Only two teachers (4.9 percent) reported it was “rarely true” that they could discuss 
classroom challenges with their coach, and only one said it was “rarely true” that the coach is 
someone they can trust. Seventy-three percent of teachers said it is “usually true” that their 
relationship with their coach is strictly professional.  
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Table B.2. Background Information on Coaching Relationship 

 Percent of Teachers/Mean (SD) 

Length of time at current program  
1 year or less 14.6 
1-3 years 26.8 
4-9 years 39.0 
10 years or more 19.5 

Length of time with current coach  
Less than 3 months 26.8 
More than 3 months but less than 1 year 14.6 
More than 1 year but less than 2 14.6 
More than 2 years but less than 3 24.4 
More than 3 years  19.5 

Number of coaches while at this program  
Mean 2.2 (1.00) 
Range 1.0-5.0 

If more than one coach: information available to coach 
at transitiona  

Current goals 80.8 

Completed goals 69.2 
Your experiences as teacher 78.6 
All information needed for working with you 100.0 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach. One teacher who did 
not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is excluded from the analysis.  

a Only two of the 30 teachers who had more than one coach indicated there was information the new coach 
did not have that she wished that coach had had, and one noted she obtained that information quickly. 
Data were missing from three teachers regarding current and completed goals, one teacher regarding 
experience as a teacher, and two for whether the coach had all information needed for working together.  

b Three teachers responded “not applicable” for assistant teachers, 10 for other teachers, and 2 for 
director/owners. Two cases did not respond regarding “others” with home the coach might meet. 

• The length of time teachers have been at their current program varies widely. Almost 15 percent 
of teachers have been at their current program for less than a year and another 27 percent have 
been with their current program 3 or fewer years. More than half of the programs (59 percent) 
have been with their current program 4 or more years 

• Twenty-seven percent of the teachers reported having a new coach—they had been working 
together for less than three months. Almost half of the teachers (44 percent) had been working 
with the same coach for two years or more.  

• Teachers reported on an average of 2.2 LAUP coaches while at their current program, with a range 
of 1 to 5 and median of 2. 

• All teachers who had experienced a coach transition indicated the new coach had all the 
information needed for working with them. Approximately 70 to 80 percent reported the new 
coach had information on current goals, completed goals, and his or her experiences as a teacher. 

• All teachers reported they met with their coach when their coach was on site, 84 percent reported 
the coach also met with assistant teachers, and 80 percent noted meetings with their program 
director or owner.  
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Table B.3. Goals and Goal Setting 

 Percent of Teachers/Mean (SD) 

When coach and teacher began discussing goals this 
year 

 

Summer (July/August) 12.2 
September 26.8 
October 22.0 
Have not yet discussed goals 39.0 

If discussion of goals has started (n = 25): number of 
goals 

 

1 20.0 
2 44.0 
3 16.0 
4 8.0 
5 12.0 

Has at least 1 goal related to increasing CLASS scores 
(teacher report) 

88.0 

Percent of goals related to increasing CLASS scores 
(teacher report) 

80.0 

 Percent of Teachers 

 
Never/Rarely 

Trueb 

Sometimes 
True 

Usually True 

How teacher and coach work together to set goals    
Coach considers my viewsa  5.0 17.5 77.5 
Coach takes time to understand me, circumstances, 
and goals I want to achievea 

2.5 25.0 72.5 

Coach understands my existing knowledge and 
experience, helps me build on thata 

7.5 32.5 60.0 

Coach identifies good things I doa 2.5 20.0 77.5 
My goals are manageable 0.0 14.6 85.4 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

a Data are missing for one of the 41 teachers for each of these items. 

b The categories “never true” and “rarely true” were collapsed for the data analysis.  

• As of the time of their interview, 39 percent of teachers had not yet begun discussing goals 
this year. Among the 11 teachers who reported having a new coach this year, 36 percent (4 
teachers) reported they had not yet begun discussing goals. Among the 30 teachers who 
reported having the same coach as in a prior year, 17 percent (5 teachers) reported they had 
not yet begun discussing goals. 

• Among those who had started discussing goals (25 teachers), they were most likely to report 
having two goals (44 percent). Twenty percent had only one goal, and the remaining 36 
percent had 3 or more goals.  

• Eight-eight percent of teachers with goals reported that at least one of their goals related to 
increasing CLASS scores. Across all reported goals, teachers report that 80 percent relate to 
increasing CLASS scores. 

• Teachers indicated that goal setting is a collaborative process, with 78 percent reporting it 
was “usually true” that the coach considers their views when working together to set goals. 
Teachers typically felt that coaches take time to understand them, although one teacher (2.5 
percent) felt it was never/rarely true that the coach takes time to understand the goals she 
wants to achieve, and 3 teachers (7.5 percent) said the same regarding whether the coach 
understands their existing knowledge and experience. Only one teacher felt the coach never 
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identifies the good things she does. Eighty-five percent of teachers felt their goals were 
manageable.  
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Table B.4. The Coaches’ Toolkit: Elements of Visit 

 Percent of Teachers/Mean (SD) 

Number of in-person visits since September  
Mean 2.5 (1.54) 
Range 0.0-10.0 

Content of typical coaching visit 
Time coach spends at programa   

Mean 2.4 (1.13) 
Range 0.3-5.0 

Who coach meets with   
Teacher 100.0 
Assistant teachers 84.2 
Other teachers 45.2 
Director/owner 79.5 
Others 21.6 

If coach meets with director and owner in 
addition to teacher (n=31): structure of 
meetingsa  

 

Separately 20.0 
Together 6.7 
Combination 70.0 
Teacher is the director/owner 3.3 

 Percent of Teachers 

Time spent: 
No 
Time 

< 30 
Minutes 

30 to 60 
Minutes 

60 to 90 
Minutes 

> 90 
Minutes 

Observing 2.4 14.6 26.8 26.8 29.3 

Talking with teacher 0.0 26.8 61.0 7.3 4.9 
Taking with assistant teacher(s) 8.1 59.5 32.4 0.0 0.0 
Talking with director/owner 16.1 16.1 54.8 6.5 6.5 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

a Data are missing for one of 31 teachers for each of these items. 

b Four of the 41 teachers responded “not applicable” for assistant teachers and 8 for director/owners. Two 
additional cases did not respond regarding director/owners. 

• On average teachers had received 2.5 in-person visits (range of 0 to 10) from their coach by the 
time of their interview (the majority of interviews occurred between October 10 and November 30, 
2011; four additional interviews occurred between December 1, 2011 and January 6, 2012).  

• In a typical coaching visit, coaches spent an average of 2.4 hours at the program (range of about 
20 minutes to 5 hours, median of 2 hours). All teachers reported they met with their coach when 
their coach was on site, 84 percent reported the coach also met with assistant teachers, and 80 
percent noted meetings with their program director or owner. When coaches met with both the 
director and the teacher in a typical visit, those meetings were consistently separate in 20 percent 
of cases and consistently together in 7 percent of cases. Seventy percent of coach-teacher-director 
groupings used a combination of approaches. 

• Based on teacher reports, coaches varied in the amount of time committed to observing in the 
classroom with a median of 60 to 90 minutes spent observing, but ranging from less than 30 
minutes (15 percent) to more than 90 minutes (29 percent). One teacher did not yet have a coach. 
Most teachers (61 percent) reported their coach spent 30 to 60 minutes talking with them, and a 
similar percentage (60 percent) reported the coach spent less than 30 minutes talking with the 
assistant teachers. Fifty-five percent reported the coach spent 30 to 60 minutes talking to the 
director, with most of the rest speaking with the director for less time or no time.  
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Table B.5. The Coaches’ Toolkit: CLASS Training 

 Percent of Teachers 

CLASS training received  
In-person training (with coach or others) 95.1 

Discuss/Train on CLASS with Coach 25.6 
Use of videos or online training 9.8 
Conducted mock/practice CLASS 4.9 
Received written materials 34.1 
Received multiple trainings (in-person and/or online) 31.7 

Sufficiency of CLASS Training Received  
Too much 2.4 
Enough 58.5 
Not enough 31.7 
Did not receiving any training 7.3 

Desired focus of work with coach  
Emotional Support 17.1 
Classroom Organization 19.5 
Instructional Support 63.4 

Work done with coach to help more effective teaching interactions and 
around the CLASS 

 

None/not yet 33.3 
If conducting work in this area, type of work:  
Discussion 32.1 
Observations 21.4 
Modeling 7.1 
Emails 7.1 
Providing resources and information 17.9 
Arrange visit to other providers 3.6 
CLASS trainingsa 17.9 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and two additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

a Teachers’ responses do not allow us to distinguish these trainings from those reported in response to the 
question on CLASS trainings. 

• All teachers indicated receiving at least some information about the CLASS. Ninety-five percent 
received in-person trainings, and the remaining 5 percent (two teachers) only received 
written/basic information. In-person training experiences varied. Trainings could have been 
conducted on the program’s site, off-site, by LAUP, or by another entity. Trainings also ranged 
from brief workshops to full- or multi-day trainings. Among teachers who received or attended an 
in-person training, 26 percent noted their coach had conducted at least some CLASS training; 
however, teachers were not directly asked to report on who conducted the training so this is likely 
an underestimate of the time coaches have spent on the CLASS. Ten percent of teachers 
mentioned the use of videos and/or online trainings, 5 percent conducted a mock CLASS, and 34 
percent received written materials. Almost one-third of teachers have received more than one 
CLASS training. 

• More than half of teachers felt they received the right amount of CLASS training (59 percent). Most 
of the remaining teachers reported receiving not enough (32 percent) or none at all (7.3 percent). 
Note that the percentage indicating they have not yet received any training at all exceeds the 
percentage reporting no in-person trainings, because one teacher reported they had a training 
planned for a subsequent month.  

• When asked to select one of the three domains from the CLASS as a desired focus for their work 
with their coach, a majority (63 percent) selected Instructional Support.  

• Two-thirds of teachers indicated that they are doing work with their coaches to support more 
effective teaching interactions. Teachers primarily focused on the type of work that they’re doing; 
they were most likely to report having discussions about possible strategies with coaches (32 
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percent), coach observations (21 percent), receiving resources from their coach (18 percent), and 
attending CLASS trainings (18 percent). Few teachers reported using coach modeling and sharing 
information by e-mail to support effective teaching interactions.  

• Note that in some instances teachers indicated the subject-matter of their work with their coach 
(instructional interactions in general, Instructional Support, Emotional Support, or Classroom 
Organization). Of the 19 teachers who did so, they were most likely to identify work in the 
Instructional Support domain (47 percent) or a general focus on instructional interactions (42 
percent), followed by Classroom Organization (26 percent) and Emotional Support (11 percent). 
This pattern is consistent with the emphasis of goals, where teachers were most likely to report 
having goals related to the Instructional Support domain or general instructional interactions, 
followed by Classroom Organization and then Emotional Support.  

 



Appendix B: Fall Teacher Interview Data Tables  Mathematica Policy Research 

DRAFT B.10  

Table B.6. The Coaches’ Toolkit: Communication between Visits 

 Percent of Teachers/Mean (SD) 

Has contact with coach between visits 75.6 
If contact between visits (n=31): number of times in contact since 
Septembera 

3.3 (3.74) 

If contact between visits (n=31): methods of communication used 
between monthly visits 

 

E-mail 67.7 
Phone 74.2 
Mail 3.2 
In-person 6.5 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

a Data are missing for one of 31 teachers for this item. 

• Seventy-six percent of teachers had contact with their coach between visits, an average of 3.3 
times since September across teachers. 

• Between-visit contact is most likely to occur by phone (74 percent) but only slightly less likely by 
e-mail (68 percent).  
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Table B.7. Navigating Programs’ Administrative Structure 

 Percent of Teachers 

 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

How coach works/communicates with classrooms     
(a) Observes classroom regularly  2.4 19.5 39.0 39.0 
(b) Meets mostly with classroom teachersa 0.0 20.0 40.0 40.0 
(c) Keeps the director/owner, other supervisors 
in the loop (if applicableb)  

0.0 5.4 46.0 48.7 

(d) Meets with teachers, director/owner, other 
supervisors at same time (if applicableb)  

2.9 31.4 42.9 22.9 

(e) Works primarily with director/owner, other 
supervisors (if applicableb)  

10.3 33.3 35.9 20.5 

(f) Relies on director/owner, other supervisors 
to communicate with teachers (if applicableb) 

7.7 23.1 51.3 18.0 

 Percent of Teachers/Mean (SD) 

Direct Communication with Teacher Scale (mean 
of items a, b, d, e, f)c 

2.7 (0.50) 

Coach provides information/feedback mainly to:a  
Teacher 37.5 
Director/owner 27.5 
Both about equally 35.0 

If any information provided to director/owner by 
coach (n=25): how communicated to teacher 

 

Verbal (phone, in-person meetings) 68.0 
Written (for example, e-mail) 48.0 
Activity log provided 32.0 
Specific method not reported 12.0 

Success of communication between teacher and 
coacha  

Very successful 55.0 
Somewhat successful 35.0 
Somewhat/very unsuccessful 10.0 

Number of barriers faced in working with coach  
0 54.8 
1 38.1 
2 4.8 
3 2.4 

If barriers reported (n=16): type of barriers   
Time/Schedule 68.8 
Lack of attention from coach while on site 6.3 
Frequency of visits 18.8 
Communication 12.5 
Cancellation of coaching visits 6.3 
Coach not responsive to teacher needs 6.3 
Other 6.3 

If barriers reported (n=16): significance of barrier  
Minor 15.8 
Can be worked around 57.9 
Significant 26.3 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: This table includes data from the 39 teachers who had a coach at the time of the interview 
and 2 additional teachers who responded based on a prior year’s coach, a total of 41 
teachers. One teacher who did not yet have a coach did not respond to most questions and is 
excluded from the analysis. 

a One of the 41 teachers did not respond to each of these items. 
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b Two to four of the 41 teachers reported that each of these statements were not applicable to them. Two 
additional teachers did not respond to the item marked (d).  

c This scale is missing for any of the 41 teachers who responded to less than 60 percent of the items 
included in the scale (3 teachers). To construct the scale, items marked (e) and (f) were reverse coded.  

• Teachers responded to a series of statements regarding the way their coach works and 
communicates with their classroom; responses ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 
agree.” Seventy-eight percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the coach regularly 
observes the classroom, and the remaining 22 percent disagreed (2 percent strongly). Teachers 
who agreed to any degree that their coach regularly observes the classroom reported that the time 
committed to observing varies widely (from less than 30 minutes to over 90 minutes depending 
on the teacher).  

• The remaining statements address who the coach works with at the program. Eighty percent 
agreed the coach meets mostly with the classroom teachers, and the vast majority (95 percent) 
indicated the coach nonetheless keeps the director or owner and other supervisors in the loop. 
Sixty-six percent agreed to at least some degree that the coach meets with teachers, directors or 
owners, and other supervisors at the same time. However, more than half (56 percent) also agreed 
that the coach works primarily with the director/owner or other supervisory staff or relies on the 
director/owner or other supervisors to communicate with teachers (69 percent). In other words, 
teachers agreed that they have direct contact with coaches, but that much contact is also through 
or perhaps facilitated by director/owners or supervisory staff.  

• To gauge the degree of direct communication between coaches and teachers, we created a 5-item 
mean scale that includes the items marked a, b, d, e, and f; items e and f were reverse coded. 
Possible scores range from 1 to 4, and higher scores indicate stronger agreement with the idea 
that coaches have direct communication with teachers. The scale has a mean of 2.7, indicating 
that average responses fall between disagreement and agreement, slightly closer to agreement. 
Perhaps this reflects that while coaches do observe regularly and meet mostly with classroom 
teachers, they also spend a fair amount of time having other types of meetings with directors, 
owners, and other supervisory staff. In other words, teachers may categorize the time spent with 
them and with other staff in different ways. This is consistent with the low internal consistency 
reliability for the items in this scale (alpha = .52). This is also emphasized by teacher reports 
regarding to whom the coach provides information/feedback: 38 percent report it is mainly to the 
teacher, 28 percent mainly to the director/owner, and 35 percent to both about equally.  

• In instances where the coach provided information to the director/owner (25 teachers), teachers 
report they receive this information verbally (by phone or with in-person meetings; 68 percent) or 
in writing (e-mail; 48 percent); 32 percent reported both verbal and written approaches. Thirty-two 
percent of teachers indicated they received an activity log.  

• About half of teachers (55 percent) felt the communication between teacher and coach was very 
successful. Only 10 percent reported communication was somewhat or very unsuccessful.  

• About half of teachers (58 percent) also reported they faced no barriers in working with the coach 
(note that all but one of the teachers who reported no barriers indicated their communication with 
their coach was very or somewhat successful). Thirty-five percent of teachers reported one barrier 
and 7 percent reported 2 or 3 barriers. Among those who reported barriers, teachers were most 
likely to report barriers related to time (not enough) and scheduling (69 percent) followed by the 
frequency of visits (19 percent) and communication (13 percent). All other barriers were reported 
by fewer than 6.3 percent of teachers (that is, by one teacher). Across all types of barriers, 
teachers who reported barriers were most likely to report it could be worked around (58 percent); 
16 percent indicated the barriers were minor, and 26 percent indicated they were significant.  
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