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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; the 2011–2012 
program year), we conducted a study of Quality Support Coaching in LAUP to provide formative 
feedback to LAUP on these factors.  

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 et al. 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:  

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:  

• 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.  

3. Define the logic model for LAUP Quality Support Coaching.  



Executive Summary  Mathematica Policy Research 

xii 

Study Activities and Sample 

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

Coaching session debriefing calls with coaches and providers. Following monthly on-site 
coaching sessions, we conducted 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 was 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. There were 159 debriefing 
conversations (64 teacher, 79 coach, 16 center director/administrator).  

As part of the debriefing effort, we collected and analyzed 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 78 logs through 
May 2012.  

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. Lead 
teachers in 42 classrooms were asked to complete the interview and they all did so in both the fall 
and the spring. The majority of fall interviews occurred between October 10 and November 30, 
2011; four additional interviews occurred between December 1, 2011, and January 6, 2012. The 
majority of spring teacher interviews occurred between April 9 and April 19, 2012; with an 
additional five interviews in May. 

Coach questionnaire. The purpose of the coach questionnaire was to gather systematic 
information on key elements of the coaching process from the full team of Quality Support coaches. 
All 16 Quality Support coaches were asked to complete the questionnaire and all did so (one coach 
limited his/her response to basic background information on him/herself). The questionnaires were 
completed by coaches in late February 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 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 summarized the data from the fall and spring 
teacher interviews and winter coach questionnaire by presenting means, frequencies, and standard 
deviations, as appropriate. We also examined crosstabs of responses for some questions of interest. 

Drawing together qualitative and quantitative data. Finally, analysis focused on 
triangulating what we learned from each qualitative and/or quantitative source to answer key 
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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. 

Results 

In this section, we briefly summarize the key themes that emerged 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 administrators) 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 usually indicated they felt comfortable with their coach and their coach’s 
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 used a range of strategies to build and maintain relationships. Coaches worked to 
describe their role clearly to providers at the start of the program year, and generally providers 
seemed to have a clear understanding of their function. 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. In the more traditional expert model, the consultant or coach provides direction 
on how to implement different strategies and recommends specific instructional practices, without 
the level of collaboration found in a process approach. The use of coaching approaches appeared to 
vary somewhat by coach, by provider, and also by content (certain topics, such as safety, lent 
themselves to more directive approaches). The nature of the CLASS itself, with its strong emphasis 
on teaching interactions, seemed conducive to responsive coaching approaches that mirrored the 
types of interactions the CLASS asks teachers to use.  

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 in similar ways. Within this variation, the definitions 
that teachers and administrators offered overall reflected an emphasis on the CLASS dimensions, 
especially on aspects of 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 elements of 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 both teacher and coach 
conceptions of quality, among providers, an emphasis on curriculum/classroom and program 
systems or structure also remained (for example, providing a high quality curriculum, safety, strong 
leadership and staff relationships, and opportunities for staff development). In general, case studies 
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showed that providers placed a substantial emphasis on children’s learning and kindergarten 
readiness.  

Case study providers generally indicated they saw their coach’s vision of quality as consistent 
with their own. Teachers responding to the survey, however, did not generally perceive that their 
coach shared the specific elements of their own definitions of quality. 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.  

Identification of, Evolution of, and Work Toward 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. The coaches reflected a range of approaches to working with 
providers in selecting and pursuing goals. Some coaches appeared to take a highly analytical 
approach to working with providers on selecting and pursuing goals—eliciting and understanding 
the provider’s priorities and needs, defining longer-term formal goals to address them, breaking 
these goals into manageable steps, and working with the provider over the program year to make 
concrete, measurable progress on these steps and goals. Other coaches, however, seemed to take a 
more intuitive approach in which they emphasized building and maintaining strong relationships and 
responding to providers’ priorities and needs in a more organic and less systematic fashion, even 
later in the program year. The number of goals also varied substantially, ranging from one to six as 
of May 2012.  

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. 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, but most 
providers reported meeting one or more goals, and all providers and coaches reported progress 
toward goals. Throughout the year, what coaches identified as formal goals and what teachers 
identified as goals were not necessarily the same. For some providers, anything that they worked on 
with the coach was viewed as a goal, while coaches differentiated between one-time coaching 
activities and formal goals. Nonetheless, programs sought and received supports directed at working 
toward both their formal goals and other month-to-month activities.  
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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. Case study 
coaches had between 5 and 10 visits with their providers by May 2012 (an average of 8.2 visits across 
the sites). 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. It was the 
discussion time with the coach that was valued the most, but less time was available for that. In 
some classrooms, the time to talk with teachers was embedded within the observation time. 

Visits usually included an observation. How coaches and providers conducted observations 
varied, but they were typically seen as important opportunities for improvement in classroom 
practices. Observations ranged from short (less than 30 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 and 
the most fruitful part of the visit.  

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 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. A majority of teachers indicated they desired that their work with coaches related to the 
CLASS focus on Instructional Support. Coaches provided teachers, both lead teachers and 
assistants, with training on the CLASS. In addition, many teachers noted the Teacher Institute and 
other training opportunities that supported their work in areas related to the CLASS.  

Navigating Programs’ Administrative Structures 

LAUP coaches operated within a wide range of program structures. Ensuring effective 
communication among program administrators, classroom staff, and coaches was not always easy 
and no single program structure seemed to be linked to stronger or weaker communication and 
interactions between the coach and teaching team. There was no simple pattern to how coaches and 
teachers worked together across these different program structures. The issue of who worked with 
whom seemed to be determined more by the program than by the coach. In all programs, the coach 
observed the classroom and talked with the teachers (at least the lead teacher) during the 
observation. But whom coaches met with for in-depth discussions varied substantially across sites.  

Some coaches worked primarily with administrators. The sites with limited coach–teacher 
interactions also tended to be those where it appeared the teachers did not always receive the activity 
logs quickly or consistently. Some coaches in sites where their ability to interact with teachers during 
regular visits was constrained were able to do so through trainings—both the Teacher Institute and 
CLASS trainings, or other trainings they provided on site. Not surprisingly, across programs, 
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coaches typically discussed issues such as space or materials, safety issues that required 
administrative action, or coordination with LAUP, with directors or other administrators.  

Many coaches, however, worked primarily with the lead teacher. Coaches were able to work 
directly and substantially with the lead teachers (beyond just observation) in both more and less 
structurally complex programs, although it was not always easy to arrange. Programs used a range of 
methods to provide coach–teacher time. These included coverage in the classroom by an 
administrator, other teacher or substitute; the willingness or ability of teachers and coaches to work 
through the teacher’s lunch or stay after the children left; teachers covering for each other during 
naptime so they could leave the classroom to take turns meeting with the coach; or coaches talking 
with teachers while the children slept. In addition, trainings provided contact time and were 
scheduled sometimes on Saturdays or on days when children would not be present.  

When coaches worked closely only with the lead teacher, the expectation was that she would 
relay information to the assistant teachers. However, several lead teachers indicated a strong 
preference for more inclusive coaching that involved the full teaching team. In some programs, 
coaches worked with assistant teachers beyond the observation. There were several potential 
advantages to this—it could help assistants prepare for the CLASS, it allowed the coach to work 
with the full range of teaching capacities within the classroom. and it could help the teachers 
develop a sense of team cohesion.  

Successes, Challenges, Lessons Learned  

Coaching fostered positive changes not limited to the teachers with whom coaches 
worked. The vast majority of providers—and most of their coaches—perceived positive change in 
their classroom practices as a result of coaching over the year. As indicated in the case studies, there 
appeared to be “positive spillover” with the coaching model, as lessons from coaching were shared 
among teachers within the classroom as well as in other (non-LAUP) classrooms.  

There was some indication that providers and coaches cultivated a shared sense of 
quality, although there were differences in emphasis. Case study providers and coaches 
generally reflected a shared sense of quality, mostly around aspects of instructional interactions 
stressed by the CLASS. Even though providers and coaches did not often have discussions about 
their own views of high quality early childhood education, they typically reflected a shared de facto 
understanding of quality that appeared closely aligned with the CLASS.  

Coaches and teachers still faced challenges in focusing on quality during coaching. 
While finding time to meet was the biggest challenge, additional stressors made it difficult for 
providers to commit energy to the process. Stressors included, for example, staff turnover and 
teachers’ hesitation to engage or limited capacity to balance multiple demands.  

Coaches and providers developed strong relationships that were critical to the coaching 
model; where time constraints prevented close relationships, coaching was still viewed as 
positive and supportive. When asked to identify the most valuable aspects of coaching, several 
providers cited strong relationships that were supportive of change. Even providers who lacked kid-
free time with their coach noted a positive use of observation and feedback.  

Kid-free time was critical to forming strong relationships and reflecting on feedback; 
some coaches who lacked kid-free time created alternative opportunities to interact with 
teachers. Time for the coach and teacher to work together directly, without children present, was 
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important to making progress in teaching practice through reflection and to developing a strong 
relationship. Even when the available time was as brief as 10 minutes, both coaches and teachers 
placed high value on reflection time. Most programs, but not all, struggled at least to some extent to 
provide this time. A lack of kid-free reflection time appeared to limit some coaches’ ability to 
cultivate teachers’ capacity to self-help and to convey to teachers that they were cultivating long-
term efficacy. Some coaches who did not have access to kid-free time with providers during monthly 
visits created other opportunities that would allow for reflection and relationship building during 
kid-free time. Strategies included learning between visits through effective logs and emails and/or 
calls, training sessions to provide time to reflect with the entire teaching team, and creative use of 
technology.  

Coaches succeeded in co-creating teacher-driven goals; however, goals varied in their 
scope and specificity, as did teachers’ preferences regarding goals. Most teachers expressed 
enthusiasm about their coach’s approach and felt supported. Only in rare cases were coaches 
explicitly directive; in one such case, the teacher appreciated the more explicit guidance. Not all 
coaches used goals as the principal driver of the coaching. While some goals were broad and long-
term (“CLASS”), others were specific and measureable goals (“ask 5 open-ended questions during 
circle time”). Teachers typically felt their goals were manageable.  

Although some coaches effectively used activity logs to extend their coaching work, 
room for growth remained. Some coaches were effective in using activity logs as a mechanism to 
extend their work with teachers throughout the month, fostering a common understanding of goals, 
progress, and next steps. Other coaches created logs that were either too sparse or too detailed to 
usefully guide providers between visits. In some cases, logs were not directly distributed to teachers.  

Differences in approaches reflected flexibility of the coaching model, though variability 
(for example, in the use of logs, approach to goal setting and progress, and intentionality of 
coaching) appeared related more to coach preferences than to provider needs. The LAUP 
model has certain expectations for all coaches (such as monthly on-site visits and completion of 
activity logs), but the focus on process allowed flexibility in coaches’ approaches to working with 
providers.  

Providers supported the CLASS and felt the related coaching was effective. Providers 
indicated that they felt coaching around the CLASS focused on the most important aspects of early 
childhood education and that their coaches were very well prepared to help them prepare for the 
CLASS. The coaches themselves also said they felt confident in coaching around the CLASS; 
coaches especially valued both the CLASS reliability training they had received and the presence of 
peer support. The CLASS was endorsed by all of the coaches as prioritizing important teaching 
interactions. Both coaches and teachers alike cited instructional support as a challenging coaching 
area, requiring a change in interactions and the development of new habits that at first could be 
somewhat unnatural.  

Implementation of LAUP Coaching in the Context of the Literature 

As part of the pilot study on Quality Support Coaching in UPCOS-4, we conducted a literature 
review to identify aspects of coaching important for positive outcomes for children and providers. 
Five key factors that may affect the efficacy of coaching were found in the literature—sufficient time 
for coaching, consistency in implementation, positive coach–provider relationships, active 
engagement of providers, and specificity and focus in coaching. A number of these factors were 
evident in LAUP coaching, although the degree varied across coaches and providers. In Table ES.1, 
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we depict LAUP’s enactment in each of these areas. Two of these factors were found to be 
prominent in the implementation of LAUP Quality Support Coaching: a strong emphasis on the 
coach–provider relationship and the active engagement of providers in developing their own 
knowledge and practice. For the remaining three factors—sufficient time for coaching, consistency 
in implementation of the approach, and specificity in coaching—the degree to which they were 
evident in Quality Support Coaching was more limited. However, the LAUP coaching model 
demonstrated continuous improvement. The frequency of visits and the consistency of 
implementation and specificity in coached all increased from fall to spring, though none of these 
mirror the prominence reflected in the literature.. 
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Table ES.1. LAUP Enactment of Five Key Factors of Coaching in the Literature 

Key Factor  Coaching Literature Enactment in LAUP Model: Now 

Sufficient 
time devoted 
to and 
available for 
coaching 

• Time is a critical challenge for 
coaches. 

• Coaching duration and intensity 
are important for uptake in 
instructional practices and for 
influencing child outcomes. 

More prominent, though variation remains 
• Coaches improved the regularity of their coaching, with coaches typically visiting providers 

close to monthly.  
• Coaches still faced challenges with regard to the intensity of their coaching, reporting that 

only one-third of programs had consistent, kid-free reflection time with teachers.  
• Some teachers who did not have access to kid-free reflection time with teachers created 

other opportunities to afford coach–teacher time, such as trainings.  

Positive 
coach–
provider 
relationship 

• Relationship building and 
respect for providers is 
important. 

• Ability to define the coaching 
role also helpful to supporting 
the relationship. 

Still prominent 
• Findings highlighted the interplay between time (i.e., coaching regularity and intensity) and 

relationships: where coach and teacher met regularly (as part of monthly coaching) or at 
least intensively (during trainings), providers indicated strong positive relationships.   

• A lack of strong relationships limited open communication and reflection in some cases. 
• Challenges to coach relationship building with teachers remained where kid-free reflection 

was time not available, though some coaches created alternative avenues to overcoming 
that challenge, such as through emails and calls between visits or very informative logs. 

Consistency 
in how 
coaching is 
implemented 

• Greater consistency across 
consultants in how the elements 
of coaching are implemented 
and expectations for duties may 
be important features of 
successful approaches. 

More prominent, though variation remains 
• Coaches conducted consistent nearly-monthly visits.  
• Some coaches felt that the introduction of the CLASS and the corresponding coach reliability 

training enhanced consistency.  
• However, variation remained and appeared to be driven more by coach preferences than by 

provider needs, as in the use of goals as a driving tool and the specificity and use of logs in 
working toward goals. 

Active 
provider 
engagement 

• Active engagement and 
involvement of providers is 
important. 

Still prominent, with a growing focus on reflective questions  
• Coaches typically focused on process, with very rare exceptions when a coach felt a provider 

required more firm direction.  
• Over the course of the year, many coaches made stronger use of reflective questions.  
• Providers in the case study talked about their involvement in selection of goals and strategy 

use. 
• In most settings, coaches and providers met at least briefly to discuss observations.  

Specificity 
and focus in 
coaching 

• Efforts that are specific and 
targeted may be most effective. 

• Pianta points out that from his 
work it seems crucial to have 
coaching that is “aligned and 
targeted to a standardized lens, 
language, and metric for 
classroom practice.”  

More prominent, though variation remains 
• LAUP’s emphasis on the CLASS introduced a greater level of focus and specificity in 

coaching.  
• By the end of the year, several coaches made substantial progress in specificity and focus of 

their written and verbal feedback, especially in the area of teacher–child interactions.  
• However, the specificity of goals continued to vary by coach—with some coaches using 

goals that were broad and long term, and others using very specific and measureable goals.  
• The focus and specificity of activity logs also continued to vary, with some coaches 

providing too few details—and others providing perhaps too many, or disconnected 
details—to be useful to teachers between visits.  
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A THEORY OF CHANGE FOR QUALITY SUPPORT COACHING 

The final task of this study has been to work closely with LAUP to define a logic model, or 
“theory of change,” for Quality Support Coaching. LAUP brings multiple resources to bear on and 
has developed a multifaceted approach to enacting change through Quality Support Coaching. While 
the process LAUP aims to enact is complex, a set of key components can be identified. These 
ingredients are shown in Figure ES.1, an illustration of LAUP’s affirming approach to improving 
quality. 

Figure ES.1. LAUP Quality Coaching: Affirmation and Support in a Climate of Continuous 
Improvement 

Resources  Provision of Support  Outcomes 

Committed, experienced 
coaching staff focused on 
continuous learning and 
feedback 

Research and evidence-
based practices 

 

 

 

 

Positive, affirming, 
collaborative relationships 
formed 

Information about best 
practices shared 

Viewing the classroom 
with new perspective 

Goal setting and action 
plans 

Observation of instruction 
and feedback cycles 

 

 

 

 

Motivation for improving 
quality 

Informed, intentional 
teaching using evidence-
based practices  

Reflection on practices and 
continuous improvement 

Higher quality leading to 
better outcomes for 
children 

 

While LAUP inputs are varied, together they reflect a committed, experienced coaching staff 
focused on continuous learning and feedback. In all of their work, they aim to employ research and 
evidence-based practices to help ensure they achieve the outcomes depicted on the right-hand side 
of the model. To get to those outcomes, the coaching staff undertakes five key activities including 
relationship building, information sharing, providing a different perspective on the classroom, 
setting goals and developing action plans, and engaging in observation and feedback cycles. By 
working with teachers through these actions steps, coaches aim to give teachers the motivation for 
improving quality on their own and the tools (the practices) to do so. The ultimate goal is that higher 
quality leads to better outcomes for children.  

Further Considerations for Practice 

We conclude by offering a number of considerations for practice reflective of the literature on 
coaching and consistent with the theories underlying the LAUP coaching model. 

Consider mechanisms for encouraging greater teacher reflection, in particular related to 
instructional interactions. The time available for reflection and discussion was highly valued by 
the teachers in the case studies, but available time for analysis of their teaching and use of strategies 
was very limited. Developing mechanisms for self-reflection could extend the discussion and 
learning between visits. For example, create a series of questions divided into planning and self-
reflection after a lesson for teachers to use that are aligned with the Instructional Support domain. 
Likewise, as an alternative to coach modeling, a library of video clips can provide a useful way to 
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reflect on how and when practices might best be implemented. Coaches might consider using “cheat 
sheets” or posting examples of reflective questions used for different purposes in their offices to use 
as they plan their next coaching visits.   

Explore ways to cultivate interaction with the full teaching team, and even, perhaps, 
other staff. Some teachers expressed an interest in having the coach meet with the entire team. 
Appreciative inquiry—the use of questioning to highlight what is working, rather than the problems, 
to support building on existing strengths (Cooperrider and Whitney 2005)—is an element of the 
coaching model. According to appreciative inquiry, the process of selecting affirmative areas for 
change should involve a cross section of people from throughout an organization. This would 
suggest involving the assistant teachers, as well as teachers, and directors. With the introduction of 
the CLASS and more goals focused on interaction, the involvement of the coaches, assistant 
teachers, teachers, and others in the organization who interact with children becomes more 
important for success. 

Set providers up for success by starting the coaching year with a focus on classroom 
organization and behavior management. In at least one classroom, the start of the year was more 
challenging due to a need for more proactive management of behavior. This made it challenging to 
begin work on the instructional goals of interest to the teacher. Prior to setting goals each program 
year, coaches should start their first visit with a focus on the classroom environment and 
organization. When those are managed well, teachers may focus on other goal-related work. Coaches 
and teachers can revisit classroom organization and behavior management and develop action steps 
as necessary. 

Use coaching time more intentionally and efficiently. Coaches reported challenges in 
finding time to meet with providers, and providers differed in their need for support. Consider 
affording greater flexibility for coaches and programs to tailor the frequency and intensity of 
coaching activities to teachers’ stage of development and progress—and the strength of the 
relationship. While the regularity of monthly in-person visits may be well suited for some programs, 
other programs may require an ebb and flow to the coaching cycle, with more intense coaching 
during times when providers are beginning a new goal and do not yet feel “natural” in their work. 
Contact with the coach will be important, but it may not always need to be on-site.  

Use logs as effectively as possible to extend the work of coaching. Although coaches and 
teachers have limited time together, the activity log can be used to effectively guide provider work 
between coaching visits. In order to effectively guide provider work between coaching visits, 
consider making several changes in coaches’ approach to activity logs. First, working with the 
teacher, coaches should take care to identify one big takeaway from the session, a “next step” for the 
teacher/program to work on over the next month, incorporating teacher perspectives and providing 
clear takeaway messages so that they can continue their progress between visits. 

Consider the effect of including references to the CLASS dimensions in the coaching 
process. References to the CLASS helped some teachers feel better prepared for their CLASS 
observation. However, care is needed in taking this approach so that providers do not view coaching 
and these practices as just “preparing for a test.” For one provider, the coaching process lost energy 
after the CLASS observation. 

Continue Coach Trainings and Reflective Supervision. The efforts made to improve the 
coaching process were evident across the year, with changes in the content of the logs and increased 
use of questioning with providers. The coaches appreciated the peer support that they received.  



 

 



 

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 this mission, 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 conducted 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 baseline report (Winston et al. 
2012) included findings based on the first four months of data collection (October 2011 to January 
2012). The present report integrates those findings with additional results based on data collected 
through the end of the 2011–2012 program year (February–May 2012). 

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

1. The LAUP Quality Support Coaching Model 

Quality Support coaches aim to support providers by working together with them to identify 
strategies for achieving goals, modeling techniques that can be used in the classroom and 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

                                                           
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.  

 According to the model, each LAUP classroom is expected to have one 
coaching visit per month and coaches are required 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 expected 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. Coaches generally have flexibility in deciding how to 
manage their day-to-day work with providers so as to better meet providers’ individual needs. They 
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are supported in their work by LAUP’s coach supervisors. These supervisors “shadow” coaches on 
periodic visits, provide time for one-on-one reflection with coaches to review their programs’ 
progress, and plan and convene meetings of the full LAUP coaching team to help them extend their 
skills, share successes and strategies, brainstorm together about ways to approach challenges, and 
provide peer support. These team meetings are monthly and also include specific trainings that focus 
on improvement in particular areas of coaching. 

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 identify and develop strategies for pursuing her own goals.  

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 about why 
the situation is as it is (diagnostic inquiry). With this approach, the coach can help the provider 
identify her own vision for her classroom and possible areas for growth. Eventually, the coach can 
begin inserting 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 (Cooperrider and Whitney 2005): the coach’s questioning should 
highlight what is working, rather than the problems, to support the provider in building on existing 
strengths to get to where she wants 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. 

Underlying the focus on process and strengths is the philosophy of Servant Leadership (Autry 
2001). Servant Leadership calls for leaders to be authentic, present, vulnerable, accepting of ideas, 
and useful. Servant leaders strive to help people learn to be the best that they can be, not by trying to 
mold them into someone else but by supporting them in their growth. Coaches are present when 
their mind and energy are focused on what is happening now—in that program and with those 
providers. Trust is built with providers when coaches are clearly present and communication is open 
and accepting. Coaches are willing to be honest about what they do not know and share concerns in 
a way that is about the ideas, rather than a personal attack. Coaches are resources for helping 
providers be successful at what they do and find meaning in their work.   
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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 Support 
Coaching differed across coaches and providers. Study participants did not express a 
unified or shared vision of quality; consistent with what the coaching model would 
promote, providers perceived that coaches shared their individual definitions. 

 

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

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

4. A 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

                                                           
2 Atkins-Burnett et al. (2011) provide a detailed overview of results. 

 reflect this 

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 

(continued) 
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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 were 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

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 in FCC programs or 
center-based programs began coaching in both types of programs. In response to the coach 
questionnaire, coaches reported a mean of 14 centers and four FCCs in their caseload. On average, 
each coach had about five programs that were new to him or her This change offered the 
opportunity to study more closely how coaches form relationships and begin working with providers 
to set goals.  

 The timing of the study provides 
a unique opportunity for LAUP to gather formative feedback on approaches to coaching based on 
dimensions of the CLASS, as the CLASS was relatively new to most LAUP coaches and providers. 

B. Study Goals 

With the pilot study findings and the changes enacted by LAUP as a foundation, the UPCOS-5 
coaching study targeted the following three overall objectives, all of which are addressed in this 
report:  

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. In order to fully understand 
LAUP’s approach to Quality Support Coaching in the context of implementation of the CLASS, the 
study team sought to fully understand the coaching process, and the resources that key parties—
coaches, providers, and LAUP leadership—brought to coaching. Guided by findings from the pilot, 
the study team documented key coaching processes, including relationship building, establishing 
roles, setting goals, and working to achieve goals. The current study was designed to document the 

                                                           
(continued) 
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 
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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breadth of LAUP’s coaching, but it also placed an especially strong focus on coaching based on the 
domains of the CLASS.  

The research questions were grouped around a set of central topics identified as important 
during the pilot study. These topics and key related questions were:  

• 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 (QIP), 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 ones are coaches 
most likely to use, especially when working on aspects of quality related to the CLASS?  

• 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 was 
particularly focused on addressing the strategies with which coaches and providers were finding 
success in setting, working toward, and achieving goals related to the CLASS, and in affecting 
teaching interactions. 

3. Define a logic model for LAUP Quality Support Coaching. A key task of this study was 
to work closely with LAUP as we collected and interpreted 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.  

C. Study Activities and Sample 

This study included three key activities: (1) debriefing calls with coaches and providers (teachers 
and/or directors/owners) following monthly coaching visits to programs, (2) fall and spring 
interviews with teachers, and (3) a self-administered questionnaire for coaches. Table I.1 outlines the 
data available from each source. 

1. Coaching Session Debriefing Calls with Coaches and Providers  

 Following monthly on-site coaching sessions over the course of the current study, we 
conducted debriefing conversations with the five participating Quality Support coaches and the lead 
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teachers with whom they were working in 10 programs (referred to as case study sites; two programs 
for each coach). These discussions—semi-structured interviews—were central to understanding how 
coaching is enacted and perceived across the LAUP network. They allowed for an in-depth 
exploration of the central topics of the present study. These were establishing and maintaining 
relationships; defining quality; identification of, evolution of, and work toward goals, both formal 
and informal; the coaches’ toolkit, such as the nature of work based on observations and activity 
logs; navigation of programs’ administrative structure; the availability of kid-free coach–teacher 
reflection time; coaching based on the CLASS; coaching’s contribution to improvements in teaching 
or classroom quality; and challenges to coaching. They also allowed for comparison of responses 
across coaches and teachers.  

Table I.1. Data Sources  

Data Source Total Responses 

Case Study Debriefing Calls  64 teacher visits  
64 coach visits  
10 coach retrospectives (January) 
5 coach summary interviews (May) 
16 center directors/administrators 

Case Study Activity Logs  78 logs 

Interviews With Teachers 42 fall interviews 

42 spring interviews 

Coach Self-Administered Questionnaires 16 questionnaires 
 

 In addition, we held debriefing conversations with program directors/owners or other 
administrators involved in the coaching process (if the case study teacher was not the 
director/owner). Conversations held in January provided information on how coaching and 
communication worked within the structure and systems of that particular program. Conversations 
held in April addressed how directors or other administrators perceived that coaching had 
contributed to changes in teaching or classroom quality over the year, the nature of work around 
observations and activity logs, the availability of kid-free coach–teacher reflection time, the utility of 
coaching based on the CLASS, and challenges to coaching.  

The 159 debriefing conversations included in this report took place between November 2011 
and May 2012. Although the conversations typically occurred by phone, two sets of conversations 
with coaches were conducted in person. The first was a retrospective look at any coaching sessions 
that occurred prior to the start of the debriefing calls in November 2011 and the second was a 
summative interview held in April asking the coaches to reflect on coaching over the prior program 
year for each of their two programs. Retrospective and summative questions were also asked of 
teachers during their regular debriefing calls conducted during the same time period. 

 As part of the debriefing effort, we collected and analyzed 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 May 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 were not 
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available to the researchers conducting the debriefing calls so as to maintain the independence of the 
data sources. 

Table I.2 outlines key information regarding the case study sites. 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 (Table I.2). For one coach, both 
programs were 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 (7 of 10 programs), 
we selected participants from those already taking part in the study of child progress  

Table I.2. 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 4 established 
6 new 

 

2. 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 in both the fall and 
spring of the program year. The fall and spring interviews 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. The majority of spring teacher interviews occurred between 
April 9 and April 19, 2012; with an additional five interviews in May. 

UPCOS-5 included a stratified random sample of center-based programs and FCCs. The total 
number of centers and FCCs in the sample was proportional to their overall numbers in LAUP. We 
randomly selected one classroom from each sampled program (center and FCC).6

                                                           
6 This representative 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 39 agreed to participate in the study, 
representing a response rate of 65 percent at the program level. As described below, three additional 
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classrooms from outside of the initial sample of 60 were recruited into the coaching study.7

Of the 42 teachers asked to complete the interview in the fall, all did so. 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. In the spring, all 42 targeted teachers completed the 
interview based on their current coach. Looking across the fall and spring, 39 of the 42 respondents 
are the same at both points. In two classrooms, the lead teacher changed between the start and end 
of the year. For one classroom, the teacher who participated in the fall refused to participate in the 
spring, and in another a teacher who was on leave in the fall had returned by the spring (and agreed 
to participate). 

 The 
three lead teachers in these classrooms were also asked to complete the interview.  

The length of time teachers had been at their current program by the time of the fall interview 
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.  

3. Coach Questionnaire   

In February 2012, all 16 Quality Support coaches completed a self-administered questionnaire. 
Topics included background and experience, the addition of the CLASS to the 5-Star Quality 
Assessment and Improvement system, communication and barriers to communication, and 
information on coaching visits at programs that were new to them this year. Questions focusing on 
relationships, visits, and goals asked coaches to reflect on their practices with a program that had 
been difficult for them to work with, as well as a program that had been easy for them to work with. 
The interpretation of “difficult” and “easy” for the purpose of picking a program was left to each 
coach and coaches were not asked to report why a program was “difficult” or “easy.”8

D. Analysis Methods 

 The 
“difficult” versus “easy” framing allowed us to explore whether aspects of the coaching process 
differed according to the degree of challenge perceived by the coach in working with the program. 
We cannot determine whether what coaches reported about the process of working with the “easy” 
and “difficult” program indicates the reasons for the degree of challenge in working with a program 
or the consequences of the degree of challenge in working with the program.   

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 to reflect the 
                                                           

7 These additional programs did not participate in the child assessments, as that sample needed to remain 
representative of LAUP for the purpose of informing LAUP’s performance-based contract with First 5 LA. 

8 The instructions to the coaches for these questions were: “For the next two parts we will ask you a series of 
questions about two of your programs. First we would like you to answer about a program that is difficult for you to 
work with . . . Then we would like you to answer about a program that is easy for you to work with. You will not be 
asked to identify these programs by name. Programs can be difficult or easy to work with for a number of reasons. Base 
‘difficult’ or ‘easy’ on your own definitions.” 
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breadth of the 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 gathered a large amount of data over the course of the study, we used a qualitative 
analysis software package, Atlas.ti (Scientific Software Development 1997), to organize and 
synthesize the data. After the data for the report were coded, we conducted searches using Atlas.ti to 
“sort and sift” data related to our specific research questions and subquestions. In this final report 
we were 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 and spring teacher interview and the coach 
questionnaire by presenting means, frequencies, and standard deviations as appropriate. We also 
examined crosstabs of responses to some questions of interest. Select data from the coach 
questionnaire and teacher interviews are included in this report; a comprehensive set of data tables 
intended to complement this report are included in the accompanying volume (Smith et al. 2012).  

3. Drawing Together Qualitative and Quantitative Data 

Finally, our 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 were 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. 

 



 

 

 



 

 

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, 
what is known about the toolkit that providers used in the first half of the year, and how coaches 
and teachers navigate programs’ administrative structures. Case study findings are generally 
presented first, followed, where applicable, by results of the coach self-administered questionnaire, 
and the teacher fall and spring interview findings. The questionnaire and interview findings are 
discussed where relevant in the text (not all findings are addressed by data from all sources); 
additional detail is provided in the accompanying volume Data Tables for the Study of Quality Support 
Coaching in LAUP: Findings from the 2011–2012 Program Year (Smith et al. 2012). Throughout this 
discussion, we generally refer to the program sample participating in the case study debriefing 
conversations as “providers” (they included both teachers and administrators) and the sample 
responding to the teacher interview as “teachers.” However, in some instances when discussing case 
study results, we specifically identify the role of the person (for example, supervisory or teaching 
staff) with whom the coach is working at these programs, rather than just referring to providers, in 
order to illustrate how their work together occurs.9

A. Relationships Remained a Key Component of LAUP Coaching 

 In order to differentiate the sources of our 
findings, we indicate when they pertain to the providers and coaches participating in the 10 case 
studies, and when they pertain to the coaches and teachers responding to the questionnaire and 
interviews.  

Case Studies. Consistent with our findings from the pilot study, teachers, administrators, and 
coaches largely reflected strong relationships between coaches and programs, and stressed the 
importance of attention to relationships as a means of improving classroom quality. The case study 
respondents suggested that positive, respectful, professional, and responsive relationships were 
central to effective coaching. One teacher at the end of the program year summarized this view: 

Relationships are really important in working together, and also for the reflections to take 
place. So instead of just providing the answers to everything, [the coach can] kind of guide 
us into thinking on our own. I think that first if [the relationship] is established, other 
things can become more successful as well.  

Where teachers and coaches had consistent contact for discussions outside the classroom, as well as 
during observations, the coaching relationships appeared strong. In some programs, however, 
coaches and teachers had limited access to each other for a range of reasons, explored further below. 
In such programs, the coaches had strong relationships with administrators but limited (if generally 
collegial) ones with teachers. 

                                                           
9 When describing the magnitude of case study findings, we are sometimes deliberately not specific. This is for two 

reasons. First, given the small number of coaches and providers participating in the debriefing interviews, we need to 
ensure that respondents’ identities are not revealed either directly or indirectly through our characterizations of findings. 
Second, the debriefing interviews used semi-structured protocols; each question was not asked of each provider or coach 
each month, or in exactly the same way. More precise estimates for some case study findings might give the misleading 
impression that all respondents were asked the same question or about the same topic, and that they were asked it in the 
same way.   
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Coach Questionnaire. Coaches responding to the questionnaire reported using a variety of 
strategies to establish and maintain relationships. The emphasis on specific strategies differed 
according to whether the coach identified the program as difficult or easy to work with. As noted 
above, coaches were asked to reflect on their experiences with a program that they felt was 
“difficult” to work with and a program that they felt was “easy” to work with (these 
characterizations were left to the coach to define). The emphasis on specific strategies also differed 
according to whether the coach was aiming to establish or maintain a relationship (Figure II.1). 
Notably, almost all coaches identified the need to listen for the purpose of establishing a relationship 
in programs they found difficult to work with, compared to less than half who emphasized it in 
programs they found easy to work with. In terms of maintaining relationships, all coaches reported 
using collaboration for easy-to-work-with programs, but only 9 percent did so for programs they 
found difficult to work.  

The balance of time coaches spent working on relationships with teachers versus directors or 
other administrators also differed in programs that were said to be difficult versus easy to work with. 
Among programs said to be difficult to work with, coaches most commonly reported spending 
relatively more of their time developing and maintaining relationships with teachers (43 percent), as 
compared to focusing their efforts on the relationship with the director or other administrator only 
(36 percent) or with both directors/administrators and teachers equally (21 percent). In contrast, 
among programs said to be easy to work with, most coaches spent equal amounts of their time 
developing and maintaining relationships with both directors/administrators and teachers (60 
percent). Small percentages focused their efforts on directors/administrators (20 percent) or 
teachers (20 percent) only. Therefore, when working with difficult programs, coaches spent more 
teacher-focused time on relationships; in easier programs they focused equally on their relationships 
with both teachers and directors/administrators.  

Figure II.1. Coach Strategies to Establish and Maintain Relationships in Difficult and Easy to Work with 
Programs: Winter 2012 
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Teacher Interview. As in the case studies, teachers responding to the interview reflected 
strong relationships between coaches and programs. A majority of teachers (81 percent or more) 
indicated it was “usually true” in both the fall and spring that they feel 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. In the fall, 73 percent of teachers said it was “usually true” that their relationship with their 
coach is strictly professional, while 86 percent reported this in the spring.  

In the fall and spring, teachers also reported what they valued most in their coaches from 
among three options (Figure II.2). At both time points, approximately 60 percent of teachers 
indicated that the way the coach interacts with them was the most important or next most important 
aspect of the coach. Between the fall and spring, the percentage of teachers indicating the resources 
the coach provided were the most important element declined (from 51 percent to 33 percent) while 
the percentage identifying the coach’s knowledge about teaching as the most important element rose 
(from 20 percent to 36 percent). Looking across the three options in the spring, responses were 
relatively evenly distributed—between 31 and 38 percent of teachers identified each of the three 
options as the most important or next most important aspect of their coach.  

Figure II.2. What Teachers Value Most in Coaches: Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 
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smoothly. Generally, the case study providers indicated an effective transition between the old coach 
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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. Other 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. As stated by one provider, “[First] we didn’t know each 
other and you cannot from the first time know what kind of person s/he is, what kind of person I 
am, you know so now we are more comfortable.”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 about the coach’s background might be needed to 
facilitate it.  

In both old and new relationships, coaches typically began working with teaching teams—lead 
teachers and/or assistant teachers—in some capacity right away, according to the case study data. 
They also worked with the director/owner or other administrators from the start. 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 and carried high stakes for the program. 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 continued observing and talking with the lead 
teacher, and sometimes also the assistant teachers, over the program year.  

Coach Questionnaire. The full coaching staff also described positive transitions. Coaches 
reported having about five new programs in their caseload, on average. All felt that the transition 
with these programs went well. Almost half (47 percent) felt that the attitude of the teachers at the 
new programs supported the transition, and another one-third (33 percent) felt that having a 
meeting with teachers helped with the transition. Support from the previous coach (20 percent) and 
quickly beginning focused coaching (13 percent) were also cited as supporting the transition. 

Almost all coaches (94 percent) felt that they had all the information they needed to work with 
their new programs. For example, about two-thirds to three-quarters reported having information 
about current goals (63 percent), goals already completed (69 percent), and experience of staff (75 
percent) for all or some of their new programs.  

Teacher Interview. Finally, the fall teacher interview echoed the findings of the case studies 
and coach questionnaire regarding positive transitions. In the fall, teachers reported that on average 
they had had 2.2 LAUP coaches while at their current program, with a range of 1 to 5 and median of 
2. Almost half of the teachers (44 percent) had been working with the same coach for two years or 
more. At the time of the fall interview, 27 percent of the teachers reported having a new coach—
they had been working together for less than three months. 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 her experiences as a teacher. 

Coaches largely worked with classroom teachers, but in some cases their primary 
relationships were with directors or other administrators. 

Case Studies. The case studies indicated that while coaches typically worked primarily with 
classroom teachers through observations, followed by discussions and other communication, they 
did not always work consistently over time with the lead teachers or with other teachers in the team. 
In a few case study sites, the coach’s primary working relationship appeared to be with an 
administrator. In these programs, after observing the classroom—typically with some interaction 
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with the lead teacher and sometimes with assistants during the observation—the coach discussed 
key issues with the director or other administrator who, in turn, relayed information to the lead 
teacher.  

Whether the coach worked directly with the assistant teachers, or only with the lead teacher, 
also varied widely by site. Sometimes formal trainings provided the coaches and the teachers—both 
lead and assistants—an opportunity to talk directly and reflect on their practice in a way that did not 
typically occur during regular monthly visits. Implications of these working relationships are 
discussed further in sections D and E, below. 

Coach Questionnaire. The coach questionnaire suggested differences among programs. 
Among programs that coaches identified as difficult to work with, coaches most commonly reported 
spending their time developing and maintaining relationships with teachers (43 percent). In 
comparison, 36 percent of coaches indicated they focused their efforts with their “difficult” 
programs on the relationship with only the director/administrator and 21 percent indicated they 
focused equally on both directors/administrators and teachers. In contrast, among programs 
coaches identified as easy to work with, most coaches spent equal amounts of their time developing 
and maintaining relationships with both directors/administrators and teachers (60 percent). Smaller 
percentages focused their efforts only on directors/administrators (20 percent) or teachers (20 
percent). Therefore, when working with programs they perceived as difficult, coaches spent more 
time focused on relationships with teachers than directors; in “easy” programs they focused equally 
on their relationships with both teachers and directors. 

Teacher interview. Teachers reported on whom the coach met with in a typical visit. All fall 
respondents reported that they met with their coach when he or she was on-site, and 98 percent did 
so in the spring. In programs that had assistant teachers, meetings with them were also common 
(reported by more than three-quarters of teachers in programs that had assistants in both the fall and 
spring). Directors/owners were also a presence in coaching visits. In the fall, 80 percent of teachers 
reported that coaches met with the director/owner or other administrators; 87 percent reported this 
was the case in the spring. 

Providers and coaches reflected positive relationships; this was the case for both ongoing 
and new relationships.  

Case Studies. At the end of the program year, most relationships remained strong. The case 
study teachers and administrators perceived their relationships with their coaches as professional, 
respectful, and supportive, and usually 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’s10

Everything is excellent . . .  I love the way s/he works because s/he comes to my level, and 
helps me with what I need. The relationship that we have is very enriching and I like it. . . . 
When I need something from [my coach] . . . the next day, if possible earlier than that, I 
have it in my hands and I get the tools that I need, suggestions or whatever I asked for . . . 

 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:  

                                                           
10 Because there was only one male coach participating in the case studies, we changed pronouns to s/he in all 

quotes and use gender-neutral language in order to protect confidentiality.  
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I call and [my coach] answers right away. . . . Having a relationship with [coaches] is the 
number one tool. 

Yet another provider, a director, noted of her program’s relationship with their coach: “In a range of 
0–5, 5, the highest, I give our coach a 5. I hope s/he will not change.” 

A sense of trust was central to many relationships, as the pilot study also found. Those case 
study respondents in the current study who were 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.  

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

As coaches and providers in the pilot had also noted, however, the time and other requirements 
for establishing a new relationship could vary widely. One coach in the case studies reflected this 
view early in the year, noting that it could take 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.” A teacher 
suggested that she needed time with her new coach: “This is the first year I have been with [my 
coach] and first we didn’t know each other and you cannot from the first time know what kind of 
person s/he is, what kind of person I am, you know, so now we are more comfortable.”  

Overall, however, coaches and teachers reflected the sense that their new relationships were 
progressing. One coach noted midyear: “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.”  

By the end of the year, overall coach–teacher relationships were strong, though still with the 
potential to deepen. A teacher commented on the progress she and her new coach had made: 
“Every time s/he comes we develop our relationship more and I feel more comfortable asking [my 
coach] stuff and requesting where I can find this or that. So every day is progress and growth. We 
connect well.” One coach stressed toward the end of the program year, however, that there was still 
room for her/his new relationship with the teacher to strengthen:  

For our first year, we have built a good foundation for a good relationship. In my last visit, 
she asked me if I was going to be her coach next year and said that she would really want 
that. So that demonstrated that she wanted to value our relationship. She got something 
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out of it for her to want me to come back to that site. Because it’s only been a year, I think 
we could still grow in our relationship. There is still room for growth. 

Teacher Interview. The majority of teachers reported positive relationships with their coaches in 
the fall and spring (76 percent and 88 percent, respectively). In the fall, half of teachers reported 
having a very good or excellent relationship with their coach (49 percent), while 69 percent did so in 
the spring. Twelve percent reported not interacting enough with their coach to have a relationship in 
the fall. However, only 4.8 percent reported this was the case in the spring. 

Coaches and providers faced some challenges to establishing relationships as well.  

Case Studies. The main inhibitor of relationships among the case study programs appeared to 
be a lack of direct coach–teacher discussion and communication after classroom observations. A 
few teachers suggested this had limited their relationship; their coaches concurred that this was a 
challenge to their work together. Where more distant coach–teacher relationships were present at 
the start of the year, they generally remained relatively distant at the end. One teacher said of her 
ongoing relationship with her coach: “Well, you know we make it through. She does a good job of 
informing us about what we need to know and maybe in the future we could continue to build a 
relationship where we could be more open to discussion.” Not surprisingly, where relationships 
were new and time for coach–teacher contact was sharply limited, it was more difficult to build a 
solid relationship. A teacher in a program where her new coach tended to work with the director 
and had only limited time to discuss classroom practice with her, said: “I think the little time that we 
spoke, we both agreed on what needed to be changed and what needed to be done for the better of 
the children in the classroom.”  

Coach Questionnaire. Although most coaches had positive transitions with new programs, 
somewhat more than half felt that there were barriers to establishing relationships with staff (57 
percent). Having insufficient time was the most common barrier, cited by 29 percent of coaches. 
Other barriers they reported included staff turnover (14 percent), having limited access to teachers 
(14 percent), teachers’ lack of knowledge about LAUP (14 percent), and resistance from teachers or 
other staff (14 percent). 

Coaches used a range of strategies to build relationships and maintain them over the year.  

Case Studies. Coaches generally, though not always, visited classrooms at least once a month. 
In general, case study coaches used similar strategies to build and maintain relationships, although 
some spent more time than others in initial visits with general “get to know you” conversations 
about the programs and providers’ priorities and interests. Coaches spent time observing and 
listening to providers. They provided feedback to teachers and administrators on-site and during 
follow-up visits and many made an effort to recognize the strengths of the provider, both verbally 
and in writing. 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. 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.” 

In a few programs where the coach’s contact with the teacher during regular visits was limited, 
training opportunities—either the Teacher Institute or on-site CLASS training outside regular 
classroom time—seemed to help build the relationship. Where this occurred, one teacher observed:   
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I think that because I have been seeing [my coach] more often because of the training that 
we have been to and the visiting . . . I feel more comfortable with him/her. I feel I am able 
to tell [my coach] more general things. I am a slow-to-warm-up kind of person, I think, in 
certain situations. I feel like I don’t know [my coach] too well, so seeing him/her more 
often, I think the relationship is getting a little bit more comfortable.  

Identification of—and work toward—goals sometimes occurred in tandem with relationship 
building.  

Case Studies. Coaches seemed to take different approaches to relationship building in the 
context of their work with providers on goals. Some case study coaches started to work with 
providers on goals from the beginning of the relationship; in those cases the coaches appeared to 
view the process of working toward goals as potentially strengthening the relationship. 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 to have given direction and urgency to the timing of goal setting 
for some coaches. 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.” 

The balance of “servant” (responding to provider requests) and “leadership” (pushing toward 
progress) appeared to differ by coach. For at least one coach, building the relationship came first, 
with an emphasis on listening to the provider and following the provider’s lead, rather than an 
urgency to establish more formal goals. The difference in emphasis on responding to provider 
requests and needs on each visit versus trying to establish and make progress on specified goals 
appeared in the case studies to be by coach rather than by type of program.     

Other activities for beginning the year and building or renewing relationships were 
generally similar for both new and ongoing coaching relationships.  

Case Studies. 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 ongoing 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. Some provided a 
more general overview of the CLASS at the start of the year, with more detailed training later in the 
year, nearer to the CLASS review itself. Others started with a more comprehensive CLASS training. 
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 
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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, while other new coaches did not discuss goals and in 
some cases did not use the prior year’s goals as a stepping-off point for the current year’s goal 
setting. 

Coaches worked to describe their role clearly to providers at the start of the program year, 
and generally providers seemed to have a clear understanding of their function.  

Case Studies. Providers and coaches both indicated that a 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 the 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 supporters 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. 

A 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.”  

Occasionally, however, coaches indicated they still needed to make sure providers, even 
providers with whom they had an ongoing relationship, understood their supportive role. One coach 
described this need: 

Well, I just let her know that I am not her monitor and she does not have to perform for 
me because she mentioned that she does not want to perform and wants to be authentic. 
And I said, “Exactly! I don’t want you to feel like you have to perform,” and she said, 
“You know, when your monitor comes you want to do well.” But I tell her that I am not 
her monitor, I am her coach and support. I am here to help her, not monitor her . . . So 
[for some providers] it is a paradigm shift in terms of the approaches and what the real 
goals are of the coaching relationship. And sometimes I think that if you are used to being 
monitored, watched, and reported on it is hard to make that switch. So I think for her it 
may be difficult. But I do think that she feels supported by me. 
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Coaches used a range of coaching approaches; they typically but not always reflected the 
“Servant Leadership” and “Process Consultation” approach of the LAUP model.  

Case Studies. As was the case in the pilot study and baseline report, the full-year case studies 
reflected a range of approaches to coaching and varied in the extent to which they mirrored the 
Servant Leadership and Process Consultation model or instead reflected something more similar to 
an expert model or directive approach. In the more traditional expert model, the consultant or coach 
provides direction on how to implement different strategies and recommends specific instructional 
practices, without the level of collaboration found in a process approach. The use of coaching 
approaches appeared to vary somewhat by coach, by provider, and also by content (certain topics, 
such as safety, lent themselves to more directive approaches). It also changed at times over the year 
as coaches sought to work more effectively with providers to improve classroom quality. 

Some coaches seemed particularly 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. They provided training or modeling only if requested. 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. 

Yet another coach described his/her interactions with one program’s teachers: “When I met 
with them in January, I checked in: ‘How’s it going? Let’s talk about each goal. Tell me how you’re 
feeling. Give me some examples of how you are trying the steps. How’s it working?’ . . .They felt 
good about it, that things were where they wanted them to be.”  

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.”   

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. 

Another said: 

I would definitely say [our work is] collaborative at this point. She doesn’t need a lot of 
direction; she’s a strong teacher. I tend to be more collaborative in general. That’s what 
feels more comfortable; that’s what works. I think it is more effective if someone has to 
buy into what they need to work on as opposed to you telling them what to work on. 
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Sometimes coaches drew on their own expertise to direct the providers where they felt it was 
necessary or the provider requested it. In some cases, coaches used modeling or role-playing to offer 
providers concrete depictions of practice based on their expertise. In others, coaches used a more 
directive approach with providers on certain topics; as the pilot study also found, coaches tended to 
be more directive when addressing safety and health issues, though this year teachers and coaches 
seldom noted these issues compared with the pilot study.  

The degree of direction could also be affected by the coach’s assessment of the specific 
provider’s needs or capacity. One coach who deferred to provider goals and priorities with one 
program became increasingly more directive with another as the year progressed, calculating that this 
provider required more assertive guidance. Describing this change, the coach said:  

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. 

Supporting the coach’s initial assessment of the need to take a stronger lead, however, the 
provider in this case indicated that in fact being pushed by the coach to move to goal setting 
and action steps was helpful, saying “What helped us the most was to establish our goals. We 
focused on the guidelines that s/he gave us. . .to have an idea of the things we need to deepen 
our knowledge in. So s/he did help us in that sense. We saw it and put it into practice.” 

The nature of the CLASS itself, with its strong emphasis on teaching interactions, 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, using 
positive language, providing specific feedback, and suggesting alternatives. In fact, several 
respondents made this connection. One coach said:  

I purposely went around the table to each teacher and I told them what I saw them 
doing really well in the classroom on that day. The intention was to draw attention to 
some of the good stuff they were doing so they can feel that same sense we hope 
children are feeling when they are celebrated for what they are doing well. So I went 
around to each of the teachers and told them what I thought they were doing well and to 
continue to do more of it. I am hoping that they remember that. I saw some grins and 
some teachers feeling good about themselves. When we draw attention to some of those 
good things and we feel good about ourselves, that is how children can feel too. 

A director also saw this approach in her coach: 

[The coach] makes suggestions in a positive way, which is what we want our teachers to do 
with our kids, too. Instead of saying “don’t do it that way,” s/he says things like, “If you 
think about doing it this way, you might get better results.” S/he does that with our 
teachers and with me, and that’s what we want our teachers to do with our kids, s/he does 
exactly the same. 
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It appeared that more coaches had a responsive, collaborative style of coaching—consistent 
with Process Consultation and Servant Leadership—in the current case studies than was found in 
the pilot. This could have been due to the greater emphasis on the CLASS, LAUP’s increased 
capacity for supervision and support of coaching,11

Appreciative inquiry and other aspects of the LAUP model were also in evidence. 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.

 and/or the particular sample of coaches in the 
current study. 

12

[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.  

 A director described this approach:  

A coach commented: 

That’s kind of my coaching style, to give them a lot of encouragement and of course leave 
them with some considerations, things that they could do more of or things that they 
should consider or do better. I try to sandwich my feedback to them; I always start with 
something they are doing well, give them some feedback on what they can do better, and 
sandwich that with something they are doing well. 

Teachers clearly appreciated this approach; as one described the interaction:  

S/he helps me by saying, “OK, you are doing well on doing this activity, keep up the good 
work. I liked the fact that you are finding the resources on your own.” . . . It’s a little boost 
of motivation, that pat on the back, “good job,” that really encourages me and makes me 
want to be more motivated to find different activities and share them with my colleagues 
and my teaching partner. 

Confrontive inquiry (the use of suggestions) was widely used, according to both coach and 
provider respondents in the case studies, with the suggestions typically offered as choices—things to 
consider or try. Teachers appreciated the suggestions they received, with one saying: “Typically the 
first month [with the children] 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.”  

 Diagnostic inquiry (the use of questions to better understand provider needs and help 
providers identify their own paths) as well as the use of reflective questioning (asking questions 
that lead the provider to analyze or reflect on their own practice) was markedly more evident in 
the second half of the program year than it had been in the first, or during the pilot study—all 

                                                           
11 Along with re-assigning coaches, LAUP redistributed the work load for coaching supervisors, allowing more 

time for supervision, training, and feedback to coaches. 
12 For full discussion of the LAUP model, see Atkins-Burnett et al. (2011). 
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coaches used it by the end of the year. This change may have been due at least in part to 
trainings LAUP supervisors conducted with coaches in the spring on the use of questioning and 
inclusion of the teacher’s voice in the logs, as well as regular supervisory meetings that included 
reviews of cases.  

Coaches and providers—both teachers and administrators—noted the effectiveness of coach 
questioning. One director said of her coach: 

S/he asks great questions. Once when we debriefed together, I remember her/him asking 
the teacher, “When you interacted with that child, did you expect that response or 
something else?” Based on the teacher’s response, the coach asked the teacher for some 
ideas for handling that interaction in the future. 

A teacher described her coach’s use of questions when training with CLASS videos:  

We didn’t watch every single video. It was more like “oh I think this video targets 
whatever issues you have in the classroom. . .” then s/he would click on it. And then we 
would watch a little bit and then s/he would pause and sometimes s/he would ask, “Is 
this something you can see happening in the classroom?” I’d say, “Yes, definitely yes.” 
[Coach], “Ok, then let’s keep watching.” Then s/he would ask questions, “What do you 
think the teachers did well? What do you think you can use to apply in the classroom? 
And how you would do it?” 

B. Quality Definitions Were Somewhat Varied but Generally Reflected the 
Emphases of CLASS 

A key finding of the pilot study was that definitions of quality appeared to be individualized to 
providers; providers had varied conceptions of quality, and coaches did not attempt to impart a 
shared vision. Note that this finding can be consistent with the LAUP coaching model, as coaches 
are to work with providers to identify and pursue the provider’s own vision of quality. In the current 
study, participants also did not express a unified vision of quality (for example, emphasis on the 
same key elements); coaches and providers identified varied elements of quality as important. But 
these elements typically reflected the CLASS dimensions. Case study providers usually perceived that 
their coaches shared their definitions of quality, while teacher interview respondents were more 
likely to report that their coaches had different conceptions than they did of what it meant to be a 
high quality preschool. In both cases, some said they did not know what their coaches’ view was. We 
used the case studies, coach questionnaire, and teacher interviews to explore the content of 
definitions of quality and whether the CLASS influences the process of understanding quality.  

Providers had somewhat varied emphases in defining what it is to be a high quality 
preschool.   

Case Studies. Providers in the case studies, like those in the pilot study, reflected somewhat 
varied definitions of preschool quality. The definitions that teachers and administrators offered 
reflected an increased emphasis on the CLASS dimensions, especially on Instructional Support and 
Emotional Support. One teacher described her view:  

An environment where the children are engaged, where they are working in areas they have 
interest in, are developing their vocabulary, are interacting with peers, socializing, growing, 
not only academically. A lot of the times it seems like we focus on academics because that 
is what the parent wants. But the truth is that knowing about nutrition and other cultures 
and disabilities, just having them know a variety of things that happen in life . . . having 
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them exposed to those kinds of things, not just their ABC’s and shapes . . . but also the 
emotional, expressing how they feel and conflict negotiation [are important]. The word that 
we use is “the whole child.”   

Another teacher said:  

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 toward learning better and being more 
productive during the day and throughout the program here. 

In general, case study providers placed a substantial emphasis on children’s learning and 
kindergarten readiness. One reflected this focus, 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.” Some 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 123, 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. 

She noted that she also offers a workshop to parents each year “so that they will know more about 
the first five years.”  

Socio-emotional development, language development, learning through play (rather than strictly 
academic approaches), and teachers’ own development were recurring themes. Health and safety 
issues and physical environment—emphases of the ERS—were mentioned less frequently, and not 
at all in some programs.  

In general, directors seemed to focus somewhat more strongly than teachers on parent 
engagement. One identified as the most important aspect of quality: “Connections with parents, and 
getting to know all of these individuals that are raising a family in really tough times.” Another 
director said of her vision, “we want the relationship between teachers and parents to be solid and 
comfortable,” but suggested that while this element of quality may be most important to 
administrators, she believed classroom teachers were understandably more focused on teacher–child 
interactions, classroom organization, and behavior. 

 While the case study teachers’ reflections on quality did not change markedly between 
November 2011 and May 2012 (with themes related to Instructional Support, Emotional Support, 
and Classroom Organization predominating), a few coaches indicated that their teachers’ views of 
quality had changed for the better over the program year. This change may be because the case study 
providers were not interviewed about their conceptions of quality until two or three months into the 
program year, by which time many of them had begun working with their coaches in preparation for 
the CLASS; in contrast, the coaches’ understanding of their teachers’ perspectives at the beginning 
of the year dates back to August or September when relationships first began or resumed. 

Teacher Interview. Teacher conceptions of quality were equally varied. Table II.1 summarizes 
teacher perspectives on components of a quality preschool from both the fall and spring. Looking 



 

 

Table II.1. Teacher Perspectives on Components of a Quality Preschool: Fall 2011 and Spring 2012  

 Percentage of Teachers 

 Fall 2011 Spring 2012 

Intentional Instruction   
CLASS (instructional interactions)a 26.2 33.3 

Instructional Support 9.5 4.8 
Emotional Support 31.0 31.0 
Classroom Organization 16.7 28.6 
Intentional Teaching 14.3 4.8 
Any CLASS element  69.0 71.4 

Curriculum/Classroom and Program Systems 
and Structure 

  

Class size/ratio 7.1 4.8 
Environment (safety and health) 21.4 19.0 
Space, materials, and resources 16.7 19.0 
Curriculum 9.5 11.9 
Child assessments 2.4 0.0 
Child development (general) 19.0 7.1 
Getting kids “kindergarten ready” 7.1 4.8 
Focus on ELLs and/or multiculturalism 2.4 4.8 
Provider environment and structure (systems 
and support) 

21.4 9.5 

Provider environment and structure (working as 
a team) 

4.8 4.8 

Staff development 31.0 40.5 
Any curriculum/classroom or program element 85.7 69.0 

Families   
Parent engagement 23.8 28.6 
Missingb -- 2.4 
N 42 42 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Fall Teacher Interview. 

Note: Teacher responses could be coded as relating to the CLASS without the teacher having 
explicitly referenced the CLASS. 

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.  

 

across all the quality elements identified, one-quarter or more of teachers identified aspects of 
CLASS Emotional Support (31 percent in the fall and spring), staff development (for example, skills, 
training, and professional development; 31 percent in the fall and 41 percent in the spring), and 
instructional interactions in general (26 percent in the fall and 33 percent in the spring) as important 
elements of classroom quality. In the spring, 29 percent also identified aspects of CLASS Classroom 
Organization (compared to 17 percent in the fall). Approximately one-quarter of teachers referred to 
aspects of parent engagement (for example, working and communicating with parents; 24 percent in 
the fall and 29 percent in the spring). All other elements were identified by approximately one-fifth 
or less of teachers. Note that teacher responses could be coded as relating to the CLASS without the 
teacher having explicitly referenced the CLASS.   
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Case study providers largely saw their coach’s vision of quality as consistent with their own; 
in the context of their relationships, coaches said that they tried to reflect the providers’ 
vision within certain parameters.  

Case Studies. Most providers in the case studies (both teachers and administrators) indicated 
that they felt their visions of quality and their coaches’ were the same or generally similar. One 
provider said “[My coach] thinks the same as me. We want something better for our community.” 
Another said, “It’s pretty close. [My coach’s] interests seem to be on the children and how they 
develop as a whole.” Another observed, “It is quite similar; we had a discussion.” Several also noted 
that they saw their own and their coach’s vision as LAUP’s vision as well. A few providers, however, 
suggested that they did not know for sure what their coach’s vision of quality was, with one saying, 
“I don’t know. I haven’t asked her/him about what s/he expected from us, but I feel that as long as 
the children are learning in one way or another, then that’s fine.” 

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 model. 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: 

My vision is [the teacher’s] vision. My vision is to support what she wants to accomplish, 
within the parameters of how that supports the children and prepares them to move on to 
kindergarten and beyond. So, my vision is to support her to be the best teacher that she 
desires to be. Within the parameters of supporting our preschoolers, I am there to support 
her vision and whatever that looks like. 

Unlike in the pilot study, there were no cases where the providers’ and coaches’ views clearly 
diverged, though a few providers seemed unsure what their coach’s views were. While there was a 
general sense of being “on the same page” in the case studies, most coaches did not have broad 
discussions with teachers or administrators about their vision of preschool quality at the start of new 
relationship or the new program year.   

According to case study coach and provider 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. This, coaches indicated, was consistent with the 
LAUP model, which largely deferred to providers’ own priorities and visions. 

Teacher Interview. In order to examine the correspondence between teacher and coach 
perspectives on quality, we examined the percentage of teachers who identified particular elements 
of quality for both themselves and their coach. This analysis focused on the subset of teachers who 
were able to define quality for themselves and their coach. In general, teachers did not perceive that 
their coach shared the specific elements of their definitions of quality. No single element identified 
by any teacher as part of their definition of quality was shared by their coach in more than 12 
percent of cases.  

In addition to examining quality definitions element by element, we also examined the 
frequency of the overall constructs represented by a number of these elements in definitions of 
quality: (1) any CLASS element and (2) curriculum/classroom and program systems and structure. 
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There was slightly more overlap when examining broad categories, rather than single elements. 
Among teachers who identified a CLASS element in their own definition of quality, 41 percent and 
47 percent identified at least some aspect of the CLASS in the fall and spring, respectively, in their 
coach’s definition as well. Among teachers who identified an element of curriculum/classroom and 
program elements in their definition of quality, 59 percent identified an aspect in this area in their 
coach’s definition of quality in both the fall and spring. A small percentage (4.8/2 teachers) stated 
they felt their coach shared their conception of components of a quality preschool.  

The reasons for these differences among data sources are unclear. The differences could be due 
at least in part 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 within different coach–
provider pairs. 

Elements related to the CLASS were prominent in both teacher and coach conceptions of 
quality, although there was also emphasis on classroom, curricula, and program systems or 
structure.  

Case Studies. 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. The 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 at what they wanted and 
needed to do.  

In essence, it appeared that the CLASS may have become the de facto definition of quality for 
many/most providers and their coaches. 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.” A coach 
observed:  

 . . . before we were using the CLASS tool, our discussing or coaching just around the 
environment wasn’t enough . . . It’s one thing to have all of these wonderful center materials 
accessible to children and the teacher is not really using those materials, and it’s another when 
they are teaching to extend what children are learning. Although environment is key, most 
important is how teachers are able to use what is at their disposal, including themselves and 
their teaching strategies, to really take children to a different level of learning. I see that as one 
of the most important aspect of a quality preschool classroom. 

Teacher Interview. Looking across CLASS elements (instructional interactions in general, 
Instructional Support, Emotional Support, Classroom Organization, 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 in the fall, and 71 percent did so in the spring. 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 in the fall and 69 percent did so in the 
spring. Note that both of these broad categories exclude parent engagement, which approximately 
one-quarter of teachers identified as an element of quality in both the fall and spring.  
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For coaches, teachers also indicated both categories were present in conceptions of quality. In 
the fall, 43 percent of teachers reported their coach included CLASS elements in their definition of 
quality, compared to 62 percent in the spring.  Fifty-two percent of teachers suggested that their 
coaches included an aspect of curriculum/classroom and program elements in their definition of 
quality in the fall and 38 percent did so in the spring. Teachers were less likely to identify parent 
engagement as an element of quality for coaches (7 percent in the fall and 12 percent in the spring).   

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

The coaches reflected a range of approaches to working with providers in selecting and 
pursuing goals.  

Case Studies. 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’ QIP with LAUP. In the case studies, the coaches took differing approaches to working 
with providers on their formal goals. This appeared to be driven in part, but not only, by whether a 
program was a new or ongoing one for the coach. Goal setting with ongoing programs typically 
picked up from where it left off the previous year. In these cases, coaches and providers discussed 
performance on past goals, 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. For a few preexisting relationships, however, 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 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 a more 
sequential approach, seeing the need to focus on the relationship and other matters before turning 
to formal goal setting. One coach noted that despite the desire to move to goal setting relatively 
quickly, with one new program it simply required several months for those providers to develop the 
sense of focus 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.” 

Some coaches appeared to take a highly analytical approach to working with providers on 
selecting and pursuing goals—eliciting and understanding the provider’s priorities and needs, 
defining longer-term formal goals to address them, breaking these goals into manageable steps, and 
working with the provider over the program year to make concrete, measurable progress on these 
steps and goals. When the goals were viewed as accomplished by both teacher and coach, they 
would move on to new goals. One coach described this process:  

Goals should be co-created and driven by the teachers. . . . It usually starts as an idea and 
then we transition that to a goal with manageable action steps, and then I do my quality 
support visits to check on the goal and measure the goal and see if there are some 
resources or other types of supports that she might need to meet the goal.  

Other coaches, however, seemed to take a more intuitive approach in which they emphasized 
building and maintaining strong relationships and responding to providers’ priorities and needs in a 
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more organic and less systematic fashion, even later in the program year. While these coaches 
certainly experienced successes, according to their providers, selecting and pursuing formal goals 
were not central to how they did their jobs. A teacher reflected this approach, saying, “We haven’t 
really sat down and said ‘OK, goal 1, goal 2’ and written down sentences. It’s kind of more like 
discussing our challenges and what we would like to do and how we would like to tackle those 
challenges.” A coach reflecting this approach said: “I am trying to see if we have any specific goals 
and I don’t think we really do. We always have an overall program practices goal and an overall ERS 
environment [goal]. I am trying to think if we have anything specific. I might come up with some 
more during the next visit because they really enjoy [that practice approach].”   

Reflecting this variation, the number of goals reported in the case studies also varied 
substantially, ranging from one to five as of May 2012. Most sites had three or four, although some 
that had only recently begun goal setting had fewer. As of May, one program had met three goals 
established since September and was setting new goals. Three other programs completed at least one 
goal according to either the coach or the teacher, but there may not have been agreement about 
whether the goal was fully met. Sometimes the teacher had reached a specified goal but the assistant 
teacher was still working toward it.  

 While teachers were generally positive about coaching across these approaches, a few stressed 
how useful goals were to them in structuring their efforts at changing practice. One who had only 
recently established goals with her coach said: “Now that I actually have goals, I am able to do what 
I need to do, and I am able to reach them [and] not just say ‘Hey, I’m going to do this and I’m going 
to get there, but nobody is helping me.’” Another teacher at the end of the year said that coaching 
for her, in particular around the CLASS, could have been improved with more emphasis on explicit 
goals: “Maybe set more goals, not just open-ended questions. Maybe two or three goals and maybe 
focusing on building relationships and reflecting” (this teacher had limited direct contact with her 
coach). However, one provider noted a preference for only “one big goal” in order to concentrate 
her efforts at change in that area. 

Coach Questionnaire. Coaches used different approaches in the goal-setting process 
depending on the difficulty or ease of working with a particular program. Coaches reported using a 
“light touch” more with programs that were easier to work with than those that were difficult. 
Similarly, in comparison to working with more difficult programs, when setting goals with easy 
programs, a greater percentage of coaches reported that it is “very true” that they try to understand 
and build on program’s knowledge and experiences, work on easier goals, help the program set 
manageable goals, work together to create goals, and identify the good things the program does. 

Coaches indicated that the difference in the timing of goal setting was related to the ease of 
working with the programs. Coaches reported that 63 percent of the programs that were easy to 
work with began discussing goals in September, while only 27 percent of the more difficult 
programs began discussing goals at that time. However, by winter, the distribution in the number of 
goals for difficult and easy programs was similar (Figure II.3). 

Teacher Interview. By the time of the fall interview (October to December 2011), 61 percent 
of teachers reported having goals. In the spring (April to May 2012), 97.6 percent of teachers had 
goals (only 1 of 42 teachers did not report any goals). At both points, teachers who had goals were 
most likely to report two goals (44 percent in both the fall and spring) or one goal (20 percent in 
both the fall and spring). The remaining teachers with goals had three to five in the fall and three to 
six in the spring. In both the fall and spring, 85 and 91 percent of teachers, respectively, reported it 



 

 

Figure II.3 Number of Goals Reported by Coaches in Programs That are “Difficult” or “Easy” to Work 
With: Winter 2012 

 

 

was “usually true” their goals were manageable, and the remaining teachers indicated it was 
“sometimes true.” 

Teachers indicated that goal setting was a collaborative process, with 73 percent or more 
reporting it was “usually true” in both the fall and spring that the coach considered her views when 
working together to set goals and that the coach took time to understand the goals she wanted to 
achieve. Conversely, 5 percent or fewer reported this was “never true” or “rarely true.”  

Teachers reported they and their coach determined some goals to be met over the course of the 
year. Among those with one goal, 75 percent had met that goal. Among those with two goals (the 
median number in the teacher sample), an average of 83 percent of goals had been met across 
teachers. For teachers with more goals, a range of 65 to 100 percent of their goals were met. Across 
all 101 goals reported by the 42 teachers in the sample, 78 percent had been met.   

The process for selecting goals also differed somewhat among programs, with a mix of 
provider and coach initiation and a range of goal sources.  

Case Studies. How coaches and providers in the case studies “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. Still others were something of a 
hybrid: provider-selected, but from a menu of goal options originating with the coach; the Teachers 
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Institute,13 an intensive LAUP training program for providers; and/or the Project RENEW 
program.14

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 
being teacher initiated. In another case, the coach was assertive in pushing the provider to select the 
first goal midway through the year (and the coach was well aware that this was not typical co-
creation). In this case, the teacher appeared to need more direction in moving forward and was 
happy to have a defined goal (with action steps) and to begin work on it.  

 A teacher described something like this hybrid approach: “S/he asked us if there was an 
area that we thought we could improve with the children. I told [the coach] we could work on 
increasing vocabulary words with the children. S/he gave us ideas of what we could select.” 

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 to set goals by first reviewing their performance on past goals, while 
others used what providers learned in training, or challenges observed during visits, as starting 
points. 

At most sites, coaches also recommended goals based on their own expertise, with coaches 
passing on goal ideas from their experience at other sites, suggesting goals based on formal 
observations, or simply making suggestions based on their substantive expertise, including their 
training in CLASS and prior 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. With the CLASS review upcoming (or having recently undergone one), some teachers and 
directors 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 5-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 5-star?” I said, “I’m going to continue working with you on both 
CLASS and ERS15

The approach to goal co-creation often appeared to be linked to the substance of the goal. For 
example, goals related to classroom structure were sometimes more coach driven and related to 
observations of the classroom, perhaps because the coach viewed classroom organization and its 

 and give you support and feedback.” 

                                                           
13 Teachers are required to select and pursue one goal from their participation in the Teachers Institute, an 

intensive, multiday professional development training about effective teaching practices held annually by LAUP. 
14 Renew Environments for Nutrition, Exercise, and Wellness: An initiative to reduce obesity by teaching children 

and parents about and encouraging healthy eating and exercise. 
15 As a reminder, the 5-Star ratings are based on other factors in addition to CLASS and ERS scores. These include 

teacher and assistant teacher qualifications.  
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impact on children’s behavior as important to address before moving on to instructional 
interactions. Those related to parent engagement, in contrast, were usually provider initiated. Goals 
that were strongly tied to Instructional Support in the CLASS were often, though certainly not 
always, coach initiated or selected based on attendance at a Teacher Institute. At programs where 
providers explicitly mentioned their desire to maintain or achieve a high CLASS rating, however, 
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.” 
Some providers, after becoming more familiar with the CLASS over the start of the program year, 
also identified dimensions of the CLASS with which they felt they needed help from their coach. 
One coach said of midyear goal creation with a teaching team: “I asked ‘what would you like to do 
next? How would you like to focus your attention?’ And they said ‘I think concept development; 
that is the area where we need support.’” 

Finally, by the end of the program year, the majority of providers had established a common 
understanding between teachers and coaches of what goals had been selected. A few teachers, 
however, still indicated a lack of clarity about what goals had been selected for their program. Most 
of them established their goals later in the program year and seemed not to have really “owned” 
them by year’s end. Some teachers who participated in the pilot study had reported similar confusion 
about goal selection. Among the case studies, this was generally linked to programs where teachers, 
at least for the first few months of the year, had limited opportunities to talk directly with the coach, 
or did not have QIP goals until late in the year, with the majority of the coaching “one-time 
coaching around program practices.” In contrast, one coach very intentionally worked to ensure 
teachers kept their goals in sight, saying of one classroom visit:  

I started the meeting by asking them to tell me what their goals were. It wasn’t a test and I 
told them that. But I wanted them to be sure and be aware of what we are working on 
because that is my focus when I come into the classroom. I wanted them to tell me what it 
is that we are working on before we even started our conversation. That was my first 
question to everybody. 

Coach Questionnaire. On the coaching questionnaire, all coaches reported usually considering 
the programs’ views (100 percent) and taking time to understand programs’ circumstances and goals 
they want to achieve (100 percent). Most coaches reported it was usually true that they considered 
the programs’ views in goal setting, with 8 percent reporting that was only sometimes true when 
working with “difficult” programs. With programs that were “easy” to work with, 79 percent of the 
coaches reported working on easier goals first, while only 62 percent of the coaches reported doing 
so with programs that were difficult to work with.   

Teacher Interview. As reported by teachers in the spring, coaches’ approaches to goal setting 
varied. Half of teachers reported coaches “often” relied on their own expertise and suggested goals 
and action steps, while 60 percent of teachers reported they “often” came up with goals by talking 
with their coach about hopes for the classroom. Forty-three percent of teachers reported they 
“often” came up with their own goals and would tell the coach those goals; another 36 percent 
reported this was “sometimes” the case. Conversely, many teachers reported it was rare that their 
coach told them which goals to select and how they should be pursued (41 percent). Between 42 and 
47 percent of teachers reported it was “sometimes” or “often” true that goal selection was 
influenced by the director/owner, other administrator, program, or other factors.  
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The CLASS was the source of the majority of goals, either explicitly or implicitly, although 
other factors also influenced goal selection.  

Case Studies. Almost all case study programs selected goals that reflected the CLASS or its 
domains, though they selected other topics as well. All coaches and teachers discussed instructional 
interactions related to the CLASS in some fashion during 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: “We were so anxious about 
CLASS that it’s just been CLASS, CLASS, CLASS. Our goal is to get a good score on CLASS; I 
guess if you have to write something down that’s our goal.” A coach described the provider’s 
emphasis: “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.” Coaches, in contrast to providers, did not emphasize the score as the ultimate 
goal and instead focused on helping providers improve their capability with the practice.  

The selection of goals related to the CLASS by other providers appeared to be an independent 
desire of providers to improve teaching interactions or behavior management, rather than 
necessarily success on the assessment itself. Often, coaches seemed deliberately to focus on the 
dimensions assessed within the CLASS, without linking them explicitly to the CLASS review. In 
some cases, this appears to have effectively minimized the focus on using accountability measures as 
a motivator for goal selection or improving practice; one provider midyear seemed unclear exactly 
what the CLASS was. In a few cases, providers suggested they needed more training in the 
terminology and other aspects of the CLASS assessment, perhaps to feel more confident as they 
approached their observation. It was noteworthy that for some programs focused on the CLASS 
assessment, when the CLASS review was completed, it appeared that the coaching process could 
lose focus, with one coach commenting: “I observed, but I didn’t have a focus when doing so 
because she already had her CLASS review, so I am just overall noticing different things.” 

In addition to the CLASS review, selection of goals reflected other sources: programs’ goals 
from the previous year, ERS review results or impending ERS reviews, programs’ participation in 
Project RENEW, and teachers’ attendance at the Teacher Institute. 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].” 

The CLASS also dominated the content of programs’ goals, according to the activity logs 
for the case studies, the case study debriefs, and the teacher interviews. 

Case Studies. 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 indicated that 
the CLASS predominated in the substance of programs’ goals, although goals addressed other topics 
as well. The dimensions of the CLASS were clearly evident in 40 percent of the goals, with an 
additional 13 percent addressing curriculum or ongoing assessment practices. Specific goal topics 
included:  
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• “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”  

• “to use back-and-forth exchanges” 

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 Project 
RENEW program.  

Coach Questionnaire. The coach questionnaire indicated that a greater percentage of the 
easy-to-work-with programs had goals related to CLASS Instructional Support when compared with 
the programs that were more difficult (Table II.2). Coaches also indicated that all programs wanted 
and needed coaching around Instructional Support and half or more of the programs wanted and 
needed coaching around Emotional Support and Classroom Organization. All coaches thought that 
programs were very or somewhat receptive to feedback related to the CLASS (75 and 25 percent, 
respectively). 

Teacher Interview. In the fall and spring interviews, teachers reported their current goals and 
whether any of those goals related to increasing CLASS scores. According to researcher coding, for 
the 25 teachers who had at least one goal by the time of their interview in the fall and the 41 who 
had at least one goal in the spring, goals were most likely to relate to Instructional Support (40 
percent in the fall and 56 percent in the spring) and Classroom Organization (20 percent in the fall 
and 22 percent in the spring). With the exception of parent engagement in the spring (22 percent) 
and space and materials for the fall and spring (16 and 17 percent, respectively), goals related to all 
other elements were reported by 15 percent or fewer of teachers.  

Looking across all CLASS elements, researcher coding determined that 80 percent of teachers 
who had a goal had at least one goal in this area in the fall and 78 percent did in the spring. These 
rates are similar to teachers’ own reports of whether any of their goals related to increasing CLASS 
scores (88 percent in the fall and 75 percent in the spring). Looking across elements reflective of 
curriculum/classroom and program systems and structure, 56 percent of teachers had at least one 
goal in this area in the fall, and 39 percent did in the spring. For goals that reflected practice or child 
outcomes by domain, 20 percent of teachers had a goal in this area in the fall and 44 percent had at 
least one in the spring.  

We repeated the analysis of goals reported in the teacher questionnaire, focusing on goals as the 
unit of analysis, rather than on the teachers. This analysis reiterates the dominance of the CLASS in 
the content of goals. As a reminder, the data shown in Table II.3 reflect researcher coding of the 
substance of goals rather than coach or teacher interpretations; we determined that 56 percent of 



 

 

Table II.2. Types of Goals Reported by Coaches for Programs That Are “Difficult” or “Easy” to Work 
With 

 Percentage of Coaches 

 
Difficult Program to 

Work With 
Easy Program to Work 

With 

Intentional Instruction   

CLASS (instructional interactions)   
Instructional Support 41.7 57.1 
Emotional Support 8.3 7.1 
Classroom Organization 41.7 42.9 

Any CLASS element 75.0 92.9 

Focus on Children   

Math and numeracy 8.3 0.0 

Curriculum/Classroom and Program Systems and 
Structure   

Environment (safety and health) 41.7 50.0 

Space and materials 8.3 21.4 

Curriculum 16.7 21.4 

Staff development 16.7 14.9 

Other trainings 8.3 7.1 

Any Curriculum/Classroom or Program Element 58.3 57.1 

Focus on Family   

Parent engagement 16.7 21.4 

Other   

Accountability 8.3 0.0 

Observations 33.3 28.6 

Has at least one goal related to increasing CLASS 
scores a 75.0 92.9 

Number of goals related to increasing CLASS scores 
(SD) a 1.6 (0.73) 1.8 (0.92) 

Percentage of goals related to increasing CLASS 
scores a 60.2 67.6 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Winter Coach Questionnaire. 
 
a Coaches could name up to four goals per program. 
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Table II.3. Elements of Goals Reported in Teacher Interview and Whether Those Elements Were Also 
Reflected in Teacher’s Own Definition of Quality 

 Percentage of Teachers 

 Fall 2011 Spring 2012 

 Elements 
of Goals 

If Goal, Element of 
Teacher’s Own 

Definition of Quality?a 
Elements 
of Goals 

If Goal, Element of 
Teacher’s Own 
Definition of 

Quality?a 

Intentional Instruction     
CLASS (instructional interactions) 40.0 40.0 22.0 44.4 

Instructional Support 40.0 0.0 56.1 4.3 
Emotional Support 12.0 33.3 4.9 0.0 
Classroom Organization 20.0 20.0 22.0 22.2 
Intentional teaching 4.0 100.0 7.3 33.3 
Any CLASS element 80.0 65.0 78.0 71.9 

Practice or Outcomes by Domain     
Language 0.0 -- 14.6 0.0 
Literacy 4.0 0.0 14.6 0.0 
Math and/or science 0.0 -- 7.3 0.0 
Nutrition and physical activity 8.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 
Social-emotional (behavior) 8.0 0.0 0.0 -- 
Any element by domain 20.0 NAb 43.9 NA 

Curriculum/Classroom and 
Program Systems and Structure     
Environment (safety and health) 8.0 100.0 7.3 0.0 
Space, materials, and resources 16.0 25.0 17.1 42.9 
Curriculum 8.0 0.0 0.0 -- 
Child assessments 0.0 -- 2.4 0.0 
Creative art 4.0 0.0 0.0 -- 
Learning and development 
(general) 0.0 -- 2.4 100.0 
Peer interaction 4.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 
Focus on ELLs and/or 
multiculturalism 4.0 0.0 4.9 0.0 
Children with disabilities 12.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 
Provider environment and 
structure 12.0 0.0 4.9 50.0 
Staff development 8.0 100.0 7.3 66.7 
Any curriculum/classroom or 
program element 56.0 92.9 39.0 81.3 

Focus on Family 0.0    
Parent engagement 12.0 0.0 22.0 44.4 

Other     
Accountability 8.0 0.0 9.8 0.0 
CLASS as part of Star rating 8.0 0.0 0.0 -- 

N 25 1-21 41 1-32 
 
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 underestimate 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.   
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goals identified in the teacher interview were related to the CLASS in the fall and 59 percent in the 
spring. Teachers reported that, on average, 80 percent of their goals related to increasing CLASS 
scores in the fall and 82 percent did in the spring. 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 nature of the goals reflected in the case study interviews and activity logs—their 
specificity and concreteness—varied substantially.  

Case Studies. The way goals were documented for the providers varied substantially, largely by 
coach rather than by provider. In some cases, the logs or the teacher debriefs identified goals with 
clear, specific behavioral targets, identifying the broader purposes the goal was intended to achieve, 
and providing concrete action steps for reaching the goal. In other cases, the goals appeared to be 
one-time coaching topics (“Quality environment-ECERS” or “Parent Engagement”). Some goals 
seemed like general aspirations (“to provide high quality concept development”), while others were 
specific and measurable (“to ask five open-ended questions during circle time every day”).  

A coach said of the more detailed approach s/he took to goal identification with teachers: 

That’s my approach for getting teachers to really develop some tangible steps, behaviors, 
actions that they would take in meeting these goals. 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 for 
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.  

One coach described taking different approaches to determining the specificity and complexity 
of goal setting with different providers, depending on their perceived capacity. Another specifically 
mentioned the importance of using the “SMART” goals framework (“Specific, Measurable, 
Attainable, Relevant, and Timely”)16

First, if it is a goal that she brings to me. If it is something that is do-able in the classroom 
and it doesn’t require knocking down a wall or structural change and if she has the time. I 
guess we kind of go through that SMART goal process and see whether it’s a measurable 
goal . . . and if it is an attainable and realistic goal, if it is something that can be done in the 
amount of time we have together.  

 in describing how s/he works with a teacher to develop 
effective goals:  

 There also seemed to be some inconsistency between coaches and providers in terms of how 
“formal” they viewed goals to be (whether a goal was in fact an organizing focus of their work over 
a period of time and a QIP goal, or more of a “one-time” coaching task), and how coaches 
communicated with teachers about this. Most coaches and providers seemed to agree that the one-
time coaching activities were not formal goals. About half the coaches said that for formal or QIP 
goals, they sometimes used placeholders in the activity logs they shared with programs to mark 

                                                           
16 The SMART goals approach is described in Meyer (2011). Coaches have handouts about creating SMART goals. 
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things that might later evolve into specific goals if they recurred repeatedly over time as a priority for 
the classroom.  

Finally, as noted above, teachers also varied substantially in how fully they understood their 
own goals, particularly in the beginning of the year; how consistent their perceived goals were with 
their coaches’ perceptions; and the extent to which they seemed to have taken ownership for their 
goals. In the fall, there appeared to be a lack of clarity between some providers and their coaches 
about the specific formal goals the programs were working on. Teachers’, directors’, and coaches’ 
descriptions of the formal goals fairly frequently did not entirely match—at only one site did the 
teacher and coach descriptions of goals completely align. At some 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, which is not surprising, 
given their relative distance from the classroom. 

Throughout the year, what coaches identified as formal goals and what teachers identified were 
not necessarily the same. For some providers, anything that they worked on with the coach was 
viewed as a goal, while coaches differentiated between one-time coaching activities and QIP goals. 
This inconsistency may have been exacerbated by the way in which the logs were used—in them, 
only a few coaches distinguished between QIP and one-time coaching activities. 

During the course of the program year, the coach supervisors worked with the coaches both in 
individual feedback and in monthly group trainings focused on a variety of topics, including 
performance-based training, goals, activity logs, and more intentional approaches to coaching. The 
goal-setting training included having coaches brainstorm open-ended questions to obtain more 
information from teachers about their circumstances and objectives, and writing clearly specified 
goals and action plans. This coach training also discussed ways coaches could use open-ended 
questions and engage teachers in reflection on their own practice. 

According to the teacher interview, elements of goals and teachers’ own definitions of 
quality overlapped in only a limited way.  

Teacher Interview. 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 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 45 percent of teachers had overlap in goal and 
quality elements for Classroom Organization, space and materials, Emotional Support (fall only), 
and general instructional interactions (CLASS). Note that when looking across all CLASS elements, 
65 percent of those who had a goal for one CLASS element in the fall and 72 percent in the spring 
also included at least some CLASS element in their definition of quality. Despite the fact that 
Instructional Support was the element most likely to be reflected in goals, teachers with goals in this 
area were unlikely to also identify it as part of their definition of quality. Looking across 
curriculum/classroom and program elements, goals and quality definitions overlapped in 93 percent 
of cases in the fall and 81 percent in the spring. 
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In some instances most or all of the 2 to 7 percent of teachers who reported particular goal 
elements also included that element in their definition of quality. For example, between 2 and 7 
percent of teachers (one to three teachers in total) identified goals related to child assessments, 
children’s learning and development (in general), intentional teaching, staff development, and the 
provider environment and structure in the fall and/or spring; for these small groups of teachers, 
their goal elements overlapped with quality definitions in 50 to 100 percent of cases. 

Programs sought and received supports directed at working toward goals.  

Case Studies. Providers generally strongly valued coaches’ support for pursuing and 
accomplishing their goals. Coaches were often important and trusted resources for answering 
questions and offering suggestions about how to implement specific goals. Said one teacher of her 
coach: “. . . she is always available for us to go to, she is really our ‘go-to’ person when we have any 
question about the program.” 

 Some providers very clearly indicated that they wanted coach feedback based on their 
observations; many respondents also noted the importance of quick feedback. 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 them. [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. 

Providers especially valued support on goals related to the CLASS and, as indicated above, this 
was a central aspect of coaching. A coach described the prominence of support around the CLASS, 
saying: 

The goals that we had revolve around the CLASS, in essence, and in addition to the goals, I 
make additional comments about what I see in general that is CLASS related; whatever they 
might be doing well or other areas they might consider doing differently, all things that are 
related to the CLASS dimensions. 

Generally the CLASS was not as conducive as the ERS to direct instruction by coaches. But 
providers in most programs indicated that they wanted their coaches to answer questions about, 
offer guidance on, and help them prepare for the CLASS review. Essentially all programs wanted 
more assistance on the CLASS, including training (to a lesser degree they also wanted assistance with 
ERS). A director reflected the common desire for even more CLASS preparation: 

It would be helpful to do a temperature check prior to the actual CLASS review to offer 
feedback. [For the coach] to say, “If I were administering the CLASS, here’s what would be my 
feedback.” We’d also like to work more with the [CLASS guide]—we had [the coach] come in 
and go over it with us. We’ve found that unless you’re gifted, you need to see that document 40 
times before you’re familiar with it! Now that we’ve had a review, I see it as a useful guiding 
document. I’d like teachers to use the document as a reflective tool. 

 At least one coach took an intentionally sequential approach to work on the CLASS dimensions 
at both of his/her programs, from classroom organization first to instructional support last, saying: 
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“The early part of the year was around discipline. . . . We hoped that with more discipline and more 
structure throughout the day they could get to instructional opportunities with more frequency.” 

 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. 

One of the coaches noted that there was a developmental progression in the attainment of 
goals:  

Early on, I noticed methodical application of some of the things that we set out to do, like 
the open-ended questions. It almost sounded forced. It didn’t sound very natural. It looked 
like they were struggling to fit it in. As the year went on, I could see and feel and hear that 
those strategies, like open-ended questions, were becoming a little more natural for her. 
There was more ease in what they were doing and how they were doing it. And I could see 
it and sense it as well. [The teacher] had mentioned that to me as well. 

Finally, several lead teachers also stressed the importance of coaching support for the full 
teaching team, rather than just for them. One explained:  

I think would be very helpful to have time to sit with the coach and also my instructional 
assistants; everything is brought back to me because I am the lead teacher, and that is OK 
but I think it would be very helpful if they were to hear it from the coach. I don’t think 
they have ever had the opportunity. The coach comes in, s/he greets them and maybe they 
have a few questions but it’s never been all of us sitting down to talk about our class as a 
whole team.  

D. Coaches Drew on a Range of “Tools” 

Visits with observations, discussion, sit-down meetings, and activity logs were the heart of 
the coaching process.  

Case Studies. Coaches employed a range of “tools of the trade” in their work with providers. 
The central components of the coaches’ toolkit were visits, observations while on-site, 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 or 
demonstrations, use of video or online training, and arrangement of visits to other programs, in 
particular 5-Star programs.  

 In our final case study interview, we asked teachers to reflect on what was most beneficial for 
bringing about change in their practice and for supporting them in implementing the effective 
interactions targeted in the CLASS. Seven of the 10 teachers specifically mentioned the coaches’ use 
of observation and reflection/feedback from the observation. Six teachers spoke about some type of 
modeling or demonstration (including the use of video to demonstrate). Four teachers talked about 
setting goals, with an additional teacher appreciating how the coach “broke down” information. 
Two or more teachers commented on the questions the coach asked, resources, examples, or a 
specific aspect of the relationship, such as “really listening,” “encouragement and support,” “[that 
s/he] included us in planning,” or that the coach attended the Teacher Institute with them.  
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Across the year, we observed a number of changes in coaching practices that appeared to 
reflect the meetings with coaches led by the LAUP supervisory staff; those meetings had a goal of 
improving coaching and making it more intentional. In the spring of the program year, the logs 
became notably more specific and focused, and this change could be mapped to the month 
following a supervisors’ coaching meeting about logs. We also saw changes in how coaches used 
questions in their work with providers. In the first half of the year, the debrief interviews asked 
coaches and teachers about the questions that were posed during their discussions. Neither teachers 
nor coaches could easily recall any questions (we discontinued asking the question because few 
responses resulted). However, in the final set of debriefing interviews, a few teachers noted the 
questions that their coach posed to them as valuable supports. For example, one teacher said: S/he 
brought us a packet of analysis and synthesis, and also, open-ended questions. This was really 
important, because it helped us implement it with the children.  . . . S/he would say, “How do you 
think we might improve these questions or include these strategies? 

As of April 2012, the coaches in the case studies had been working with their providers for 
between seven and nine 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 5 and 10 
visits with their providers (an average of 8.2 visits across the sites). Most sites planned a visit for May 
as well. The frequency of visits surpassed the average number of visits found in the pilot study (six 
for the 2010–2011 program year). Most programs had monthly visits, although case study coaches 
sometimes visited providers more often, with the additional visit usually 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. 
However, cancellation was much less evident in the spring.  

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 pre-established. 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 somewhat to maintain scheduled visits, in particular at the start 
of the year.   

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 difficult to determine the length of the 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 3.3 hours; the length of the overall visit 
and its components were generally dictated by the schedule and constraints of both 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 viewed these additional visits as a way to build or strengthen relationships. 
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As noted earlier, the case study providers indicated that they very much valued coaches’ visits 
and the time coaches spent observing their classrooms, and reflecting, asking questions, and 
discussing goals and 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 and the feedback that they received.  

Generally, case study providers broke visits into three components: observations, discussions, 
and sit-down meetings, although 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; that is, no time was available for “kid-free” discussion and 
there was no opportunity to meet and reflect together on a visit. 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.17

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. The coaches’ travel demands, with more challenging traffic on the route to 
some areas, sometimes influenced the timing and length of the visits.  

 At other times, coaches returned 
shortly after the visit at which the observation had occurred to discuss it with providers. 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 appeared to reflect both 
program-specific and coach-specific preferences. The extent to which program administrators had 
“standard” practices for meeting with their coaches varied somewhat. This could also vary month to 
month, depending on the schedule of the program and its staff. 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.  

                                                           
17 A coach might drop by a program to see the administrator or teacher, possibly leaving resources, but not remain 

to observe the classroom, or a visit might entail coach-conducted trainings rather than regular classroom observations. 
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An administrator described her program’s regular visits, during which the coach met with the 
full team:  

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. 

A teacher in a different program also conveyed the importance of the coach meeting with the entire 
team: “I told [my coach] that one of the difficult things is that I would like my coworkers to be at 
the meetings, too. . . . We all work with the kids not just me.”   

Coach Questionnaire. Coaches reported making more on-site visits and spending more time 
in visits with programs that they identified as easy to work with. They reported having made four 
on-site visits, on average, since September to the program they identified as difficult for them to 
work with (a range of two to six visits), and nearly five visits, on average, to the programs that were 
relatively easy for them to work with in that same time frame (a range of three to six visits). Thus, 
they reported visiting their more “difficult” programs about one time less than their “easier” 
programs. They spent about 3.3 hours during typical on-site visits with the program that was 
identified as difficult for them to work with, and about 3.7 hours, on average, during typical visits 
with the program that was identified as easy for them to work with.  

Teacher Interview. Respondents to the fall teacher interview indicated coaches spent an 
average of 2.4 hours at the program (a range of about 20 minutes to 5 hours, median of 2 hours). In 
a typical spring coaching visit, coaches spent an average of 2.5 hours at the programs (a range of 
about 20 minutes to 6 hours). 

Based on teacher reports in the fall, 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). The spring reports were 
very similar, with a median of 60 to 90 minutes and a range of less than 30 minutes (2.4 percent) to 
more than 90 minutes (36 percent).  

In the fall, 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. The spring reports were very similar, with most teachers (48 percent) 
reporting their coach spent 30 to 60 minutes talking with them, and a similar percentage (65 percent) 
reporting the coach spent less than 30 minutes talking with the assistant teachers.  

The percentage of teachers reporting the coach spent time talking to the director was similar in 
fall and spring. In the fall, 55 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 (16 percent) or no time (16 
percent). In the spring, 48 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 (16 percent) or no time (20 percent). 

How coaches and providers conducted observations varied, but they were typically seen as 
important opportunities for improvement in classroom practices.  

Case Studies. The approaches that coaches took toward observing varied, with some coaches 
observing, talking and modeling with the teachers on the spot; interacting with the children; and 
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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.  

One of the coaches described how an observation might unfold with one provider:  

[At this program] I try not to talk to the staff. With [the lead teacher] I tend to wait until 
she comes around to me because she made it clear at the beginning, if you recall, she didn’t 
want me to talk to her assistant during the class time because they are supposed to be with 
the children. So I try not to talk to people during, and I take her lead in the class. Rather 
than me going up to her, I wait for her to come up to me; she has made that boundary 
clear, that that is the way that she likes it so that is what I respect. When she wants me to 
talk to the other teachers, she tells me I can go talk to them. She kind of sets the 
boundaries. It is my only place that has been like that. It is very different. After the first 
session or so she told me she didn’t want me talking to the [assistant] teacher because 
usually I might make a little comment here and there in the classroom. She felt like I was 
taking them away from the children.  

The coaches’ approaches to observations seemed to be a factor of coaching style, teacher 
preference, and the program administration’s approach to making separate coach–teacher discussion 
time available afterward. Although the majority of providers indicated that they were comfortable 
with their coach’s approach to observations, in a few programs, teachers lacked the consistent 
opportunity to meet individually with their coach outside the classroom, leaving the observation as 
the only real time for meaningful discussion. In one case where the coach did not have time to meet 
regularly with the teacher afterward, the teacher indicated the limitations of relying solely on 
interactions during observations: 
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I also kind of wish that we would focus on other things . . . and also for the reflections to 
take place. So instead of just providing the answers to everything, [the coach would] kind 
of guide us into thinking on our own. I think that first if that was established other things 
can become more successful as well.  

The opportunity to discuss teaching interactions and the classroom was seen as an essential 
part of coaching, but sometimes in short supply.  

Case Studies. Providers often (though not always) indicated that they did not have sufficient 
time for discussions with their coach, which they valued highly. Many providers—both teachers and 
administrators—said they wanted more time to meet and discuss with the coach. 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, or when they were napping. In about half the programs, the 
coach and lead teacher had at least some dedicated time, sometimes with assistants and/or an 
administrator, to talk outside the classroom on a fairly regular basis. In several others this occurred 
for at least a short time on at least some visits.  

As noted above, involvement of the assistants in the discussion and reflection was cited by 
several providers as important for getting everyone on the same page. A few lead teachers who met 
alone with their coach stressed the usefulness of the whole team being involved.  

Meetings during “kid-free” time were particularly valued and seemed especially important 
to the work of coaching.  

Case Studies. An essential element of effective discussions appeared to be the ability to meet 
with teachers (lead and/or assistants), without the distraction of children. This occurred in most but 
not all programs at least some of the time. For about half of case study programs, coaches and 
teachers had this time on a generally regular basis. In several others, it sometimes occurred, if for 
only a short time (10–30 minutes), and sometimes on the teacher’s own time and/or when children 
were napping. For a few programs, it rarely or never happened on regular visits, except during 
trainings. One coach starting with a new program stressed early in the year that she had requested 
such time from the director of one of her programs and several administrators explicitly recognized 
the importance of child-free time and said they had the goal of making this a reality, even if they 
often did not succeed in doing so.  

“Kid-free” time allowed for reflection on practice, questioning, and brainstorming that could 
not be easily incorporated into a “walk-and-talk” meeting. When children were present, the teachers’ 
attention was divided, with supervision of children’s activities taking precedence. Where coaches and 
teachers were not able to talk individually, the coaching process was sometimes 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 
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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.” She continued to struggle over the year, however, 
to get such time.  

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 midyear:  

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. 

At least one coach found it difficult to meet regularly with teachers outside the classroom, but 
was able to schedule extended time for training staff in group settings (with lead and assistant 
teachers together) using video examples and other approaches to training. The coach sought input 
from the teaching staff about what activities would be most helpful to them. Here the coach–teacher 
relationship also appeared to flourish over the second half of the program year. The teacher 
observed of her coach at the end of the year:  

[Our coach] offered a lot of support and s/he was available when we had questions and 
s/he was really good at addressing our concerns in a timely manner . . . really listening to 
our concerns and hearing us out with our challenges and trying to work with us in setting 
up a solution or setting up our goals for the year. 

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.  

Case Studies. Activity logs 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):  

[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. Half of the 
providers mentioned them as one of the most valuable aspects of coaching. One 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.” A teacher commented: 
“We do go back to it and look at the notes and we share it among the three staff. We will look at it. 
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If there’s something that catches our eye then we share it amongst each other,” and another noted: 
“I like it when s/he writes activity logs because this is what keeps us on track.” 

The logs helped to keep a range of program staff and the coach “on the same page.” Some 
coaches and providers mentioned a 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, examples of 
current strengths, and next steps. In the first half of the year, it appeared logs were commonly used 
for more general documentation, though this was by no means the rule. After the winter–spring 
coach supervisor trainings (noted above), the majority of spring logs included more targeted detail 
about progress and possible next steps.  

Although logs included evidence of the teacher’s actions in the classroom, teacher reflection on 
her own practice and how she might change was not very evident in the first half of the program 
year. Inclusion of the teacher’s “voice” in the log is one area that the supervisors reported working 
on with coaches in early spring. It was not clear if the teacher’s voice was absent from most of the 
early logs because there was no time available for teachers to reflect, or if the coach wanted to focus 
the log notes on current progress and suggestions for the future. Suggestions about how to change 
practice were often presented in language such as “consider [doing a specific action],” without 
accompanying reflective questions, such as, “did you achieve what you wanted today?,” “what did 
you think went particularly well?,” “what do you plan to do differently for you next story time?,” or 
“what other opportunities might be helpful for increasing children’s understanding?” However, half 
of the May 2012 logs did include the teacher’s voice in some way. Examples include: “The teachers 
report that they find themselves using these strategies but also find that at times they do not appear 
to affect the students.” “teachers discussed the best way for their group to record observations and 
store them,” and “[lead teacher] discussed with staff about the time they take for transitions.” 

In addition to differences in how coaches used the logs and the content they included, 
providers differed somewhat in how they used logs and/or shared them within the site (that is, in 
who received them and for what apparent purpose). In some cases, teachers had not realized that 
logs were available to them, and were glad to begin receiving them. One teacher commented: “I 
really like how now she is giving us an activity log; that way I can read through it as well, rather than 
her just verbally letting me know the feedback.”  

In the beginning of the year, some coaches used positive feedback in their logs to encourage 
and help to shape the provider’s work toward positive teaching interactions. By the end of the year, 
all of the logs contained evidence of positive examples of teacher practice, although 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 include:  
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• “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.” 

• “Teacher asked children ‘What happened to the water that is on the ground after it 
rains?’ One child replied ‘It evaporates.” Teacher replied, ‘Do you know what evaporates 
means?’ . . . Teacher continued to ask more questions about evaporation . . . throughout 
this observation there were many back and forth, (Quality of feedback) at appropriate 
times teacher used persistence in teaching children . . . ” 

• “The class came up with a list of questions they brainstormed prior to the field trip 
based on what they had learned in the classroom (prior knowledge).” 

• “[Teacher asked] questions related to the week’s focus: What insects might have wings? 
How many legs do insects have? . . . labeled the parts of the insect, asking children to 
brainstorm the different body parts by thinking about their own. . . . Before moving to 
story time, lead teacher focused children’s attention on insects by having them dance to 
‘ants go marching one by one.’” 

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 
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.”  

Training, and in particular, training on the CLASS, was an important coaching activity for 
providers.  

Case Studies. In the case study sites, trainings were particularly common in the fall, although 
they occurred throughout the year as well. The use of trainings varied by coach. Some coaches held 
them as a refresher at the start of the year, and/or as a review just before the provider’s CLASS 
assessment. A few coaches seemed to rely on the Teacher’s Institute as the main source of training 
for the provider. Some coaches provided training upon request of the providers, while for other 
coaches, training provided a means of contact and discussion with both lead and assistant teachers. 

The instructional practices included in the CLASS were the most frequent content for the 
training and allowed coaches to provide both lead and assistant teachers an opportunity to discuss 
the how and why of different practices, often with video examples. 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 the start of the year, followed by more in-depth 
training later in the year closer to the CLASS review itself. 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 ERS too, but 
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more focusing on CLASS. In October, I conducted an overview of CLASS, but there was 
not enough time to get into specifics. 

Training videos were cited in particular by some providers, teacher, and coaches as a key part of 
learning the CLASS. One teacher noted:  

[The coach] offered a lot of strategies and s/he brought in tons of articles and websites so 
we can watch other videos. We like that instead of just reading a lot of articles—videos 
work a lot better because we see the teacher in action and how she applies some strategies. 
We read a lot of articles and then in April [the coach] came back with the actual videos. 

A coach said of the teachers: “They really like having the videos because it helps solidify what they 
are learning about and actually see a visual/living demonstration of it, it kind of brings it all alive.” 

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 (for 
example, encouraged them to go, attended with the teacher, helped with logistics) and teachers 
brought back goals from the Institute. Coaches sometimes provided follow-up training reinforcing 
and extending to the other staff what was learned from the Institute. A coach explained: 

I did a recap of the Teacher Institute with them, which they enjoyed. I shared the 
PowerPoint and all the handouts because they have four teachers participating in the 
Institute. So they like to hear what is being taught to their teachers. I shared the next steps 
that the teachers are required to do as far as setting goals, their homework, trying different 
strategies, and going back to the next Institute in March to report back.  

Providers also took part in other training focused on classroom practice. In relation to training 
opportunities more broadly, one administrator cited training by the Center on the Social and 
Emotional Foundations for Early Learning, and a coach noting a teacher’s participation in an 
outside science and math training, and her willingness to share and discuss the training resources 
with the coach. Coaches also informed providers of additional training opportunities.  

Teacher Interview. Teachers were asked to describe the training they had received on the 
CLASS. In the fall and spring, all teachers indicated receiving at least some information about the 
CLASS. In the fall, 95 percent received in-person trainings, and the remaining 5 percent (two 
teachers) only received written/basic information. In the spring, 70 percent received in-person 
trainings. It is important to note that these categorizations are based on researcher coding of 
responses to an open-ended question; the decline between the fall and spring likely reflects that 
teachers did not answer the open-ended question in the same way in the fall and spring.  

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-day 
or multiday trainings. Among teachers who received or attended an in-person training, in the fall, 26 
percent noted their coach had conducted at least some CLASS training, and in the spring 50 percent 
noted their coach discussed or trained them on the CLASS. However, teachers were not directly 
asked to report on who conducted the training, so this is likely an underestimate of the time coaches 
spent on the CLASS.  
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Coaches used—and providers said they valued—other tools as well.  

Case Studies. 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, use of 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.  

Provision of Resources. Provision of resources appeared to differ by coach. The most frequent 
types of resources provided to teachers were related to effective classroom interactions or CLASS-
specific resources (Table II.4). Although the average number of written resources noted in logs was 
six per program, the range was from 0 to 15, with some coaches offering one or fewer to both the 
case study programs they worked with, and another coach offering 13 and 15 to his/her two case 
study programs.  

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  20 9 

ECERS-specific 5 3 

Project RENEW program (nutrition and 
exercise) 3 2 

Parent engagement 2 2 

LAUP information  4 3 

Source: UPCOS-5 Case Study Activity Logs.  

 
Modeling or Demonstration. Modeling also occurred routinely in some coaching visits, and several 

providers noted that it was particularly helpful to them, with 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.”  

Several providers also expressed the desire for coaches to use more modeling or role-play, 
particularly when introducing new practices, to make explicit and concrete the meaning behind their 
suggestions, as discussed further in the next section. A teacher said:  

I want [modeling] whenever we are introduced to new topics or strategies . . . In order for 
us to understand exactly what it is that is appropriate or recommended for the program, it 
is good to see modeling. That’s why I always ask our coach to have some kind of private 
technical assistance . . . so we can understand the recommended activities or techniques. 
One of them is about the CLASS. . . the activities that are recommended by CLASS. The 
first time you hear about it, you say, “OK, I’m doing it.” But I really want to know what 
CLASS is suggesting us to do, so we can do it. You know it’s like kids . . . we say to kids, 
“monkey see, monkey do.” It’s the same thing, the same philosophy. 
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Modeling occurred in a variety of ways. Some coaches interacted with the children, modeling 
good practice in their interactions without drawing particular attention to what they were doing. 
Other coaches purposively drew attention to something that they did and wanted the teacher to see. 
Several coaches used video (particularly CLASS videos) to illustrate practices. At least one time, a 
coach role-played with the teachers, having them take on the role of the child so that they could 
experience different practices and nuances in implementation from the perspective of the child. The 
teacher described this:  

With the descriptive words, we thought we had understood, but when it came down to 
implementing it we were stuck. When [the coach] came s/he said s/he didn’t really see [us 
doing] what we had talked about; we said we thought we were confused and didn’t 
understand. The previous visit s/he had told us that a lot of times when we are describing 
what we want children to do, we do a lot of pointing; a lot of times the children are looking 
at our fingers to see what it is that we want and not really understanding what it is we want 
from hearing our vocabulary. [Instead] we can use a lot of descriptive words surrounding 
what we want the child to do so they can get familiar with other words . . . [So] [the coach] 
told us to close our eyes, listen to her/his words and see if we understood what s/he was 
trying to tell us. Apparently s/he was pointing the whole time and telling us a typical 
scenario of what most teachers do. They mostly point and do not use a lot of descriptive 
words and the children are guessing by our pointing. [The coach] asked if we would have 
gotten what s/he wanted us to do with [just] what s/he said. We said no and s/he told us 
to close our eyes again and told us, “behind the table there is an orange box and you are 
going to find this, this, and this. You are going to open it up and take it out. Close the 
box.” S/he used more details and we understood [the practice] a little bit more. 

A benefit from modeling for at least one teacher was the ability to see how children could 
respond to the practices discussed; before fully endorsing a practice she wanted to observe a positive 
child response in terms of more advanced development or more positive behavior. However, one 
coach also cautioned that using modeling of some practices could be ineffective if the coach and 
children had not had the opportunity to form a relationship (the children might not respond as 
positively to an unfamiliar adult interacting with them). In addition, as noted above, at least one 
teacher wanted to maintain her focus on the children, without interruption from the coach. Some 
coaches used a library of video clips, which could offer an additional way to see concrete practice 
demonstrations and reflect on how and when they might be implemented.  

Peer communities. Although somewhat rare in the case study sites, a few coaches arranged for 
visits to high quality programs and/or visits from their staff. Some smaller trainings (not system-
wide to LAUP) were conducted with staff from two different sites. The most frequent means of 
establishing peer communities was through providers’ attendance at Provider Network Meetings or 
Learning Community events. Finally, some coaches facilitated discussions between staff (in LAUP 
and non-LAUP classrooms at the same site) to foster better communication and internal peer 
support. 

Coach Questionnaire. Coaches generally reported participating in the same activities during 
on-site visits to both the programs they characterized as most difficult and the ones they named as 
easiest, with identical percentages for each. Most commonly, for both their difficult and easiest 
programs, coaches observed classroom interactions (100 percent), had discussions (100 percent), 
provided activity logs (100 percent), asked questions to get teachers to think about what to do (100 
percent), gave oral directions (93 percent), and told the teacher specifically what parts s/he was 
doing well (93 percent). 
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Teacher Interview. Teachers responded to a series of statements regarding strategies used by 
coaches to support teacher practice. Reports of strategies used by coaches in the teacher interview 
mirror what was observed in the case studies. To learn new practices or to strengthen interactions 
with children (Figure II.4), teachers reported that all coaches observed classroom interactions. More 
than 80 percent of teachers reported that coaches discussed things with the teacher (98 percent), 
provided trainings (86 percent), asked teachers questions to get them to think about what to do (86 
percent), gave oral directions (91 percent), told teachers specifically what parts they were doing well 
(88 percent), and shared other resources (86 percent). Teachers were also asked to report which of 
the strategies were most and least helpful. Of these strategies, teachers found coaches’ use of 
observations (26 percent), activity logs (14 percent), and trainings (14 percent) most helpful. 
Teachers reported that peer support (17 percent), sharing other resources (17 percent), and asking 
teachers questions to get them to think about what to do (12 percent) were least helpful. Table II. 5 
summarizes open-ended responses regarding why these strategies were selected as most and least 
helpful. 

Figure II.4 Strategies Used by Coaches to Help Teachers Learn New Practices or to Strengthen 
Interactions with Children: Spring 2012 

 

 
For strategies focused on all other areas, such as the learning environment or working with 

families, more than 80 percent of teachers reported that coaches observed classroom interactions 
(98 percent), discussed things with the teacher (98 percent), provided trainings (74 percent), modeled 
good teaching practices (93 percent), asked teachers questions to get them to think about what to do 
(86 percent), gave oral directions (86 percent), told teachers specifically what parts they were doing 
well (93 percent), and shared other resources (88 percent). Of these strategies, the ones teachers 
found most helpful were coaches’ use of observation (14 percent), discussion (12 percent), activity 
logs (10 percent), telling teachers specifically what parts they are doing well (14 percent), and 
providing trainings (20 percent). Teachers reported having coaches ask questions to get them to 
think about what to do (12 percent) and sharing other resources (21 percent) least helpful. 
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Table II.5. Summary of Reasons Teachers Found Various Coaching Strategies Most and Least Helpful 

 Strategies to Learn New Practices or to Strengthen 
Interactions with Children 

Strategies for All Other Areas (for Example, Learning 
Environment or Working with Families) 

Strategy Why Most Helpful Why Least Helpful Why Most Helpful Why Least Helpful 
Observe classroom 

interactions 
Coach sees actual practice 
and can give specific 
feedback 

Disruptive Immediate and specific 
feedback 

Stressful, nothing new 

Discuss things with teacher The back-and-forth is 
immediate and responsive  

Talking with no other 
components not helpful 

Back-and-forth in discussion 
leads to insight 

N.A. 

Model good teaching 
practices 

Can learn from coach’s 
example and put into 
practice 

Everyone works differently See correct strategies Not enough time, just not 
helpful 

Provide video of other 
teachers 

N.A. Videos appear unrealistic See diverse examples of how 
others interact with children  

Can use own ideas 

Provide video feedback of 
your classroom 

N.A. N.A. Helps to learn helpful 
strategies 

N.A. 

Provide activity logs Clear and can be used as 
reference after visit 

Simply not used, does not 
add beyond curriculum 

Detailed and can be used as 
reference after the visit 

Not used, not focused on 
what to do to change 

Provide trainings Opportunity to share ideas 
with peers and get 
feedback/learn from them 

N.A. Opportunity to see examples 
and get ideas and some 
resources 

Work with a great group of 
teachers 

Provide peer support Feedback and helping one 
another 

Not as valuable as other 
approaches, does not exactly 
meet teacher needs 

N.A. Working with peers is 
difficult, not as helpful as 
other options 

Facilitate communities of 
learners 

N.A. Not as valuable as other 
approaches, seldom used 

N.A. Can do on own, not enough 
time devoted 

Ask teachers questions to 
get them to think about 
what to do 

Leads to teacher reflection Can put teacher on the spot 
or make her uncomfortable  

Gets providers to think Cannot think of answers, 
makes teacher 
uncomfortable 

Provide written directions Can review after visit Easy to set aside, not 
structured by teacher 

N.A. Prefers oral direction, no 
time to read 

Give oral directions N.A. Easily forgotten, not enough 
information 

Provides examples on how to 
improve 

Easily forgotten, needs 
examples 

Tell teachers specifically 
what parts they are doing 
well 

Provides specifics on what 
teacher needs to work on 
and what she is doing well 

Not necessary (should be in 
activity log) 

Encouraging, lets teacher 
know what is right and 
improve 

Not informative about what 
teacher needs to work on, 
nothing new beyond log 

Give teacher a self-
assessment checklist that 
breaks down teaching 
skills 

Helpful to have needs 
identified in writing 

Too generic Helps to learn N.A. 

Share some other resources Can be helpful for children 
and families 

Not much added information 
in the materials 

Useful Resources are not provided 
enough, not helpful, no time 
to use them 

 
Source: UPCOS-5 Spring Teacher Interview 
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Many coaches and providers indicated they communicated between visits.  

Case Studies. Finally, 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.”  

Teacher Interview. Teacher interviews also indicated providers communicated with their 
coaches between visits. In the fall and spring, 76 percent of teachers had contact with their coach 
between visits. This was an average of 3.3 contacts since September across teachers in fall. By spring, 
this was an average of 9.5 contacts. In both the fall and spring 76 percent of teachers reported 
having contact with their coach between visits. In the fall, between-visit contact was most likely to 
occur by phone (74 percent), followed by email contact (68 percent). By the spring, between-visit 
contact was most likely to occur through email (61 percent), but frequent phone contact continued 
to occur (46 percent). 

E. Coaches and Providers Navigated Programs’ Administrative Structures  

LAUP coaches operated within a wide range of program structures.  

LAUP, by design, has a wide variety of types of participating programs, ranging from small 
FCCs to large national early care and education programs. The case study programs reflected this 
variation. As Table I.2 illustrates, they ranged from FCCs with the owner serving as lead teacher to 
large centers with multiple layers of classroom and administrative staff, both on- and off-site. 
Ensuring effective communication among program administrators, classroom staff, and coaches was 
not always easy, and no single program structure seemed to be linked to stronger or weaker 
communication and interactions between the coach and teaching team.  

Findings from the teacher interview provide a basic demonstration of the complicated nature of 
working within this structure. In the fall and spring, teachers were asked to indicate the degree to 
which they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements about how coaches work and 
communicate with classrooms. At both points, 80 percent of teachers agreed the coach meets mostly 
with the classroom teachers, and the vast majority (95 percent in fall and 80 percent in spring) 
indicated the coach nonetheless keeps the director or owner and other administrators in the loop. 
Sixty-six percent in the fall and 52 percent in spring agreed to at least some degree that the coach 
meets with teachers, directors or owners, and other administrators at the same time. However, more 
than half in the fall (69 percent) and spring (66 percent) also agreed that the coach works primarily with 
the director/owner or other administrator or relies on the director/owner or other administrator to 
communicate with teachers—despite having reported that the coach meets mostly with the 
classroom teachers. 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 other administrators. 
In the rest of this section we draw on case study data to better understand coaches’ approaches to 
navigating administrative structures.  
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There was no simple pattern to how coaches and teachers worked together across these 
different program structures. 

Case Studies. Typically, the issue of who worked with whom seemed to be determined more 
by the program than by the coach. In all programs, the coach observed the classroom and talked 
with the teachers (at least the lead teacher) during the observation. But whom coaches met with for 
in-depth discussions varied substantially across sites. In some cases, during regular coaching visits 
the coach met primarily with the director; in others, the coach worked primarily with the lead 
teacher; while in still others, the coach generally met with the full teaching team, even if not always 
at the same time. Programs also varied in the extent to which the time coaches and teachers spent 
meeting was “kid-free,” without the distractions of the classroom. The amount of time coaches and 
teachers met with each other after observations differed widely, ranging from a low of 10 to 15 
minutes, to an hour or more, with a median of 60 minutes.18

Several factors seemed to determine these patterns. These included the preferences of the 
program administrators; the preferences of the lead teacher or owner; the availability of program 
staff or substitutes to cover the classroom while coaches and teachers met (availability in general 
and/or on a particular day); the classroom or program schedule (the availability of time for 
discussions before, between, or after sessions, or during naps); the willingness or ability of the 
teacher to meet with the coach during their lunches, planning time, or after day’s end; and/or the 
topics to be discussed. Even when programs developed plans for substitutes or other staff to fill in 
for teachers so they could have discussion and reflection time with the coach, this did not always 
happen because of staff absences or other problems, such as families picking children up late. One 
director also noted that it was more difficult to find other staff to cover for teachers because of 
increased budget pressures. 

  

At times, coaches appeared to push gently against these constraints, asking directors for more 
direct time with teachers or finding other avenues for meaningful interactions, such as trainings. 
With the addition of the CLASS in the 5-Star quality rating system, directors seemed particularly 
open to trainings based on the CLASS. In at least one case, it appeared that a teacher had also asked 
program administrators for more direct coach interaction. At other times coaches and teachers 
seemed to accept the structure or policy and its limitations.  

Some coaches worked primarily with administrators.  

Case Studies. Coaches at some programs typically did not work directly with the lead or 
assistant teachers during regular visits, other than through observations and brief discussions in the 
classroom and, to some extent, through the activity logs. This was true for less than one-third of the 
case study sites, and when it was the case, it appeared to be due to the administrator’s preference. 
One coach who worked mainly with the administrator noted of her interactions on-site: “I try not to 
disturb [the teachers] while they are teaching. I might be able to model little things to them. I mostly 
debrief with the director. . . . The arrangement has always been this way because the teachers don’t 
have a set time when I can meet with them so it’s always been casually speaking to them in the 
classroom or out in the playground and addressing issues they may have.” Here the director typically 

                                                           
18 Reports regarding kid-free discussion time could be over- or underestimates. Although coaches did typically 

report on this during the debriefing conversations, responses were often approximations. For example, summing across 
times reported for each activity conducted during a visit would indicate an amount of time that did not align with what 
was reported as the total time for the visit.     
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passed the activity log on to the lead teacher who said she discussed it with her team. The director, 
teacher, and coach in this program noted that the lack of discussion time was a limitation to 
coaching. 

Another director had an almost philosophical preference for a more hierarchical structure, 
saying:  

LAUP wants multiple lines of communication between the coach and teachers, but I think 
it is better to have one line of communication: from the coach to the director, from the 
director to the lead teacher, and from the lead teacher to the assistants. Otherwise, it gets 
confusing and is very hard to handle. Having one line of communication keeps things 
organized. Otherwise it is hard to control. 

Another administrator recognized the importance of time outside the classroom for discussion 
and reflection between the coach and teacher and suggested the program had found ways to provide 
it. However, particularly in the second half of the program year, it appeared that such time rarely 
materialized. The coach and teacher both identified this as the main barrier to coaching related to 
teaching interactions, with the coach saying, “getting the time to meet with her outside of the 
classroom, that would be the biggest challenge, just because of the way the program is structured,” 
and the teacher observing, “the only barrier I can think of is the very short time we have to speak.” 
This teacher took time from her half-hour lunch to talk with her coach when possible. The director 
seemed unaware that for this coach–teacher pair, the time problem had not been solved.  

The sites with limited coach–teacher interactions also tended to be those where it appeared the 
teachers did not always get the activity logs quickly or consistently. These administrators received the 
logs from the coach and generally made them available to at least the lead teacher in some fashion 
(including making copies available in the office). One lead teacher (who had limited direct time with 
the coach and desired more coaching time for her full teaching team) found the activity logs 
especially useful for communicating with her assistant teachers. Saying that they were one of the 
most helpful aspects of coaching, she observed:  

I like that [the coach] provides the activity logs because that way I can always share it with 
my other staff. It’s not just me verbally saying it to them and maybe leaving something out. 
I’ll give the activity logs and I’ll say, “This is what s/he typed up from the visit” and that 
way they can see it as well; and we can make progress together and work together as a 
team. 

Sharing logs among the key people (multiple layers of administration, plus the teaching team) at the 
visit or shortly thereafter generally seemed to facilitate communication. 

Some coaches in sites where their ability to interact with teachers during regular visits was 
constrained were able to do so through trainings—both the Teachers Institute and CLASS trainings, 
or other trainings coaches provided on-site. Here they often had opportunities to interact directly 
with the assistant teachers as well as the lead teachers; teachers cited these sessions as especially 
valuable, both for improving their practice and for improving their relationship with their coach. 
One teacher said:  

[The coach] included us in planning for our training and development so it wasn’t something 
that was one-sided. S/he took our input in planning the training for us. And another thing is 
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that s/he is very resourceful and training wasn’t just a lecture. It was videos, discussions, 
scenarios, and observations. We really got different approaches to training. 

Not surprisingly, across programs, coaches typically discussed issues such as space or materials, 
safety issues that required administrative action, or coordination with LAUP, with directors or other 
administrators. In some sites, coaches also appeared to communicate most frequently with the 
director to arrange visits and relay information—as a conduit to the teachers—but still spent time 
directly with the teachers while on-site. Finally, one administrator met alone with the coach for the 
first and last visits of the program year for planning and debriefing, but all other visits entailed “kid-
free” discussions with the full teaching team. 

Many coaches, however, worked primarily with the lead teacher.  

Case Studies. Coaches were able to work directly and substantially with the lead teachers 
(beyond just observation) in both smaller programs and in those that were larger and had more 
levels of administration. This occurred in somewhat more than half of the case study programs, 
although it was not always easy to arrange.  

One large program apparently had made the change from having the coach primarily interacting 
with an administrator to primarily interacting with the classroom teachers at the teachers’ request 
several years earlier. Here it appeared that the lead teacher herself had lobbied for the change. The 
coach described this process:  

[Before] I did have to work with them through their [administrator], who was not on the 
premises. But once we established that relationship, I was free to work directly with the 
teachers. The teacher actually initiated that, saying [to the administration], “[Our coach] 
came to support us. It would be best if we had that communication with [our coach] 
directly so we can build on that, because it’s going to be more challenging the other way 
around.” The director agreed that it was okay.  

Programs used a range of methods to provide coach–teacher time. These included coverage in 
the classroom by an administrator, other teacher or substitute; meetings with the coach after the 
children left (this obviously required that the program schedule allow for it); the willingness or ability 
of teachers and coaches to work through the teacher’s lunch or stay after the children left; teachers 
covering for each other during naptime so they could leave the classroom to take turns meeting with 
the coach; or coaches talking with teachers while the children slept. In addition, trainings provided 
contact time and were scheduled sometimes on Saturdays or on days when children would not be 
present.  

As discussed in Section D, all teachers and most coaches stressed the importance of having 
undistracted time to talk about the observation and reflect on teaching practice, goals, and progress. 
When coaches worked closely only with the lead teacher, the expectation was that she would relay 
information to the assistant teachers. Sometimes this appeared to be the preference of the lead or of 
program administrators, or because staff scheduling precluded a time when all teachers could meet 
with the coach. However, several lead teachers indicated a strong preference for more inclusive 
coaching that involved the full teaching team. One lead teacher whose coach worked primarily 
through her expressed the desire for more coaching as a full team, though she recognized the 
challenges of finding dedicated time, saying:  
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[The coach] was mostly working with me. It’s something we have been doing, it has 
worked out [that way], but all of us feel we need to be kind of like a team. I think it would 
benefit the program more if there was actually a chance to have the four of us try to sit 
down together and talk about things and figure it out together. Most of the time it happens 
when class is in session so it’s not really possible.  

In some programs, coaches worked with assistant teachers beyond the observation.  

Case Studies. The CLASS assesses the teaching interactions of all the teachers in the 
classroom, creating a stronger incentive for programs to enable assistant, as well as lead, teachers to 
work with coaches. With the CLASS score based on the entire teaching team (the average experience 
of the children across all teachers), we observed a shift in emphasis among the case study sites from 
the pilot study (when the CLASS had not yet become a part of the 5-Star rating system), with more 
frequent inclusion of the assistant teachers this year. While it was more common for coaches to 
work mainly with administrators or lead teachers, in almost one-third of the case study programs 
they worked with assistants with some regularity, and assistants were included in formal trainings as 
well as observations. There were several potential advantages to this—it could help assistants 
prepare for the CLASS, it allowed the coach to work with the full range of teaching capacities within 
the classroom, and it could help the teachers develop a sense of team cohesion. Alternatively, having 
the teacher serve as the conduit for coaching support could also be positive. Training her classroom 
staff could help the lead teacher to realize what she understood well and what was still challenging. 
It would support the teacher’s leadership role in the classroom and avoid any potential “taking 
sides” or division of loyalty among assistants between the coach and the lead teacher.  

In one program, the full teaching team—the lead teacher, assistants, and sometimes the 
administrator—met with the coach outside the classroom for an hour or more each visit. In another, 
the full team met occasionally, but more often the coach met with each teacher in turn as they were 
able to leave the classroom, or met only with the lead. Finally, as noted above, coaches conducting 
trainings on-site or attending the Teacher Institute with their programs could provide opportunities 
to work with the full team. One lead teacher described the benefits of having the coach work with 
the full team:  

I think s/he asks the right questions to get staff members to start talking. It is not very easy 
to find the time to talk about our feelings and what we are experiencing in the classroom, 
so those discussions really help. It made me better understand my staff members and what 
they need and just the kind of support they need. It gives me an idea of where we are 
professionally without them trying to appear perfect, because we are not . . . They were 
able to express all of these insecurities, I guess. 
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III. SUCCESSES, CHALLENGES, LESSONS LEARNED  

In the rest of this report, we reflect on the findings presented in Section II to consider lessons, 
conclusions regarding the drivers of LAUP coaching, and implications. In this section, we 
summarize key study findings, highlighting prominent successes and challenges identified in the data. 
We also suggest a number of lessons learned. In Section IV, we systematically review the key 
findings from the study in the context of the coaching literature. In Section V, we present the theory 
of change for LAUP coaching. Finally, in Section VI we offer a number of considerations for 
practice that are responsive to the lessons of the study, reflective of the literature, and consistent 
with the theory of change for LAUP coaching.  

Our study noted many positive changes in coaching over the course of the 2011–2012 program 
year. The changes made by LAUP were evident in the debriefings and surveys. LAUP redistributed 
the program assignments so that coaches had more equitable caseloads and the coach supervisors 
had time to support the coaches in their work. The transition to the new coaches appeared to be 
very smooth, and programs reported that they thought their new coach had the information needed 
to help them. In the case study sites, we noted that all programs had at least one person (director or 
teacher depending on the structure of the program management) who formed a positive relationship 
with the coach, and the majority of teachers responding to the interview reported good, very good, 
or excellent relationships. The activity logs, debriefing conversations, and teacher interviews 
indicated that programs made progress toward their goals of improving teacher–child interactions 
and instruction. The majority of providers and coaches thought that the CLASS was a good 
addition, providing additional guidance in how to better serve children. The coaches reported that 
being trained to reliability on the CLASS supported them in being able to coach programs in these 
areas.  

Coaching fostered positive changes not limited to the teachers with whom coaches worked.  

The vast majority of providers—and most of their coaches—perceived positive change in their 
classroom practices as a result of coaching over the year. All providers and coaches commented on 
the increased use of effective teaching interactions to varying degrees. Even in programs where the 
coach may have hoped for greater change than s/he observed, the teachers themselves identified 
areas of positive change in their classroom teaching practices over the year. These included asking 
more “why and how” questions, effectively asking more open-ended questions, sustaining longer 
conversations with children, and using different modalities for learning. A few providers noted 
successes in classroom organization that they felt helped with behavior management, such as use of 
room arrangement and routines to support children’s positive behavior, and seeking understanding 
of the meaning behind children’s misbehavior. Teachers who responded to the interview echoed 
case study findings—more than one-third noted changes in practice relevant to the Instructional 
Support and Emotional Support domains of the CLASS. In most cases, the directors confirmed the 
teachers’ sense of change.  

As indicated in the case studies, there appeared to be “positive spillover” with the coaching 
model, as lessons from coaching were shared among teachers within the classroom as well as other 
(non-LAUP) classrooms. The teachers shared lessons from coaching and the Teacher Institute. 
When training was provided on-site, teachers and assistants from other non-LAUP classrooms in 
the program would sometimes attend, creating a local community of learners and shared 
understanding of effective teaching practices.  
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There was some indication that providers and coaches cultivated a shared sense of quality, 
although there were differences in emphasis. 

Case study providers and coaches generally reflected a shared sense of quality, mostly around 
the aspects of instructional interactions stressed by the CLASS (as well as ERS, to a lesser extent). 
Even though providers and coaches did not often have discussions about their own views of high 
quality early childhood education, in their work together they typically reflected a shared de facto 
understanding of quality that appeared closely aligned with the CLASS. The environment was much 
less prominent in descriptions of quality this year and was typically referred to in relation to a safe, 
healthy environment, followed by discussion of other aspects of quality. Among the effective 
teaching practices, providers and coaches sometimes placed different emphases on the importance 
of different approaches to behavior management versus increasing instructional support.  

Coaches and teachers still faced challenges in focusing on quality during coaching.  

While finding time to meet was the biggest challenge, additional stressors made it difficult for 
providers to commit energy to the process. For example, the provider and coach at one site noted 
staff turnover as a cause for shifting coaching’s focus. A few coaches also cited teachers’ hesitation 
to engage or limited capacity to balance multiple demands. In new coach–teacher relationships, the 
hesitation may have been based on a need to further establish trust between coach and teacher. One 
teacher talked about seeing how children responded to the models of effective teaching practices 
(asking questions, following limits) as pivotal for her. In this case, the use of the CLASS video 
helped the teacher to begin to see the value of the practices, and then her own success with the 
practice continued the motivation.  

Coaches and providers developed strong relationships that were critical to the coaching 
model; where time constraints prevented close relationships, coaching was still viewed as 
positive and supportive. 

In case studies, when asked to identify the most valuable aspects of coaching, several providers 
cited strong relationships with coaches that were supportive of change. Where the coach and teacher 
met regularly (as part of monthly coaching) or at least intensively (during trainings), all providers 
indicated strong positive relationships. The only teachers who were more neutral about their coach 
did not have the opportunity to spend much, if any, time with the coach outside the classroom. In 
those cases, the coach’s relationship with the teacher was more distant (although still generally 
positive), but his/her relationship with the director was strong. Specifically, some coaches who 
interacted closely with directors appeared to successfully coach directors on administrative tasks that 
influence the classroom or parent engagement. Nonetheless, even providers who lacked kid-free 
time with their coach noted a positive use of observation and feedback. All teachers particularly 
valued their coach’s observations and feedback, and indicated that the feedback was offered in a 
positive, supportive fashion. Teachers who responded to the interview noted the support and 
guidance they received in the context of the relationship and the observations as valuable aspects of 
coaching (26 percent for each) but they were especially likely to express appreciation for feedback 
they received (54 percent). 

Kid-free time was critical to forming strong relationships and reflecting on feedback; some 
coaches who lacked kid-free time created alternative opportunities to interact with teachers. 

Time for the coach and teacher to work together directly, without children present, was 
important to making progress in teaching practice through reflection and to developing a strong 
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relationship. Even when the available time was as brief as 10 minutes, both coaches and teachers 
placed high value on reflection time. Coaches widely acknowledged the importance of kid-free 
reflection time, as did many providers, and they modeled several alternatives to acquiring kid-free 
reflection time when not regularly provided by the program. For example, at least one teacher 
lobbied with the program director for direct discussion time with her coach and was granted 
additional opportunities for “kid-free” discussion. Sometimes teachers gave up their lunch breaks to 
work with coaches. Directors and other administrators also helped ensure kid-free time by either 
substituting for the teacher themselves or arranging for another substitute. Coaches also explored 
alternative means to kid-free reflection time with teachers, such as meeting during children’s 
naptimes, providing special trainings, or communicating with teachers via phone or email.  

Where they lacked kid-free reflection time with coaches, teachers sometimes expressed 
dissatisfaction. When asked about the least useful part of a recent coaching visit, one provider said: 
“I guess the fact that there wasn’t too much dialogue because it was during the class while the kids 
were here; I think that really didn’t do us a favor.” Likewise, another provider replied similarly to the 
same question:  

I really don’t have a big barrier actually, [but] when we focused on open-ended questions I also 
kind of wish that we would focus on other things [too]. So maybe there wasn’t that much of a 
relationship where we could have felt more open to discuss that issue with him/her. Like being 
comfortable enough to say instead of just open-ended questions can we focus a little more on 
the shared reading, or whatever it is that we discussed in the Institute to make sure that s/he 
can come and observe us to make sure we are doing it the right way. It’s difficult to speak with 
him/her when all the children are here . . . That could have been done differently. 

Most programs, but not all, struggled at least to some extent to provide this time. Half of the 
teachers who responded to the interview noted there were barriers faced by their coach in working 
directly with them; the vast majority of those teachers (86 percent) noted time and scheduling as the 
issue, and 24 percent specifically noted a lack of kid-free time. Some programs made progress in 
finding ways to meet, and though still struggling in this area, reported that the opportunities that 
they did have to meet with the coach made a big difference. In some cases, this constraint was 
driven by logistical issues around schedule. In other cases, program directors acted as “gatekeepers,” 
serving as a liaison—and sometimes a filter or barrier—between coach and teacher. In at least one 
case, the director appeared unaware of the constraints to coaching time. 

A lack of kid-free reflection time appeared to limit some coaches’ ability to cultivate teachers’ 
capacity to self-help. Specifically, some coaches struggled to convey to teachers that they were 
cultivating long-term efficacy (that is, “teaching to fish,” not just “giving a fish”). Some teachers also 
seemed aware of this limitation, such as one who said:  

The only advice is that relationships are really important in working together. And also for the 
reflections to take place. So instead of just providing the answers to everything, kind of guide us 
into thinking on our own. I think that first if that was established, other things can become 
more successful as well. 

Some coaches who did not have access to kid-free time with providers during monthly visits 
created other opportunities that would allow for reflection and relationship building. First, some 
coaches maintained engagement and learning between visits through effective logs and emails 
and/or calls. One coach offered phone conferences for teachers with whom s/he had limited time. 
Second, some coaches held training sessions to provide time to reflect with the entire teaching team. 
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Third, some coaches used technology to provide opportunities for reflection, either with or without 
the coach. For example, one coach asked teachers to videotape themselves for their own team 
discussions (not with the coach), enabling them to reflect on the practice of others and, where 
desirable, emulate them in their own classrooms 

Coaches succeeded in co-creating teacher-driven goals; however, goals varied in their scope 
and specificity, as did teachers’ preferences regarding goals. 

Coaches were attentive to teacher input about areas for goals and provided options for teachers 
to consider in setting goals. Teachers usually expressed enthusiasm about their coaches’ approach 
and felt supported. In the few cases where the teacher did not indicate this strongly, the coach had 
limited direct time with the teacher. Only in rare cases were coaches explicitly directive; in one such 
case, the teacher appreciated the more explicit guidance. Teachers had additional guidance in 
thinking about goal setting in the form of lists of potential goals from the Teacher Institute and 
Project RENEW experiences. 

Although coaches succeeded in co-creating teacher-driven goals, the specificity and focus of 
those goals varied, and not all coaches used goals as the principal driver of the coaching. While some 
goals were broad and long-term (“CLASS”), others were specific and measureable goals (“ask 5 
open-ended questions during circle time”). Some coaches appeared to spend time responding to 
what was observed on a particular day and how teachers might improve those interactions, rather 
than maintaining a focus on the goals.  

Teachers also expressed a range of preferences for the number and focus of goals. One teacher 
suggested, “maybe set more goals, not just open-ended questions.” By contrast, another teacher 
wanted to only focus on a single goal at a time so that she could focus her attention on establishing 
one practice before trying to learn others. One teacher noted: “I prefer short-term goals because that 
way we can see the results.” Nonetheless, 91 percent of teachers reported in the spring interview it 
was “always true” that their goals were manageable.  

Although some coaches effectively used activity logs to extend their coaching work, room 
for growth remained. 

Some coaches were effective in using activity logs as a mechanism to extend their work with 
teachers throughout the month, fostering a common understanding of goals, progress, and next 
steps. Other coaches created logs that were either too sparse or too detailed to usefully guide 
providers between visits. In some cases logs were not directly distributed to teachers.  

Differences in approaches reflected flexibility of the coaching model, though variability (for 
example, in the use of logs, approach to goal-setting and progress, and intentionality of 
coaching) appeared related more to coach preferences than to provider needs. 

The LAUP model has certain expectations for all coaches (such as monthly on-site visits and 
completion of activity logs), but the focus on Process Consultation allowed flexibility in coaches’ 
approaches to working with providers. In theory, this flexibility enabled coaches to tailor the 
coaching approach to specific providers and programs. In reality, the variation in coaching approach 
appeared to be driven more by coach preferences than by provider needs, particularly in the 
specificity and use of goals and logs as driving tools. 
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Providers supported the CLASS and felt the related coaching was effective, though both 
teachers and coaches felt the usefulness of coaching around the CLASS could be improved. 

The vast majority of providers were supportive of the addition of the CLASS this year, 
indicating that they felt it focused on the most important aspects of early childhood education. For 
example, one teacher commented: “I think it’s great that they have that. I think that teacher–child 
interaction is very important. When I first heard that CLASS was being implemented as an 
assessment I really felt that it was very much needed, so I was very excited.” A few providers still 
seemed focused on the environment and issues highlighted by the ERS, but this tendency was 
notably less prevalent than in the pilot study. Likewise, providers indicated that their coaches were 
very well prepared to help them prepare for the CLASS. The coaches themselves also said they felt 
confident in coaching around the CLASS; coaches especially valued both the CLASS reliability 
training they had received and the presence of peer support. The CLASS was endorsed by all of the 
coaches as prioritizing important teaching interactions. Indeed, a few coaches began to interact with 
teachers in ways that mirror the practices included on the CLASS, such as creating a positive climate, 
regard for “student” perspectives, use of different modalities, and use of open-ended questions. 

Despite these successes, both coaches and teachers saw opportunities for growth with regard to 
the usefulness of coaching around the CLASS. While coaches generally found the training on 
CLASS reliability beneficial, one coach noted the benefits to be gained from more practice with the 
observations. Both coaches and teachers alike cited instructional support as a challenging coaching 
area, requiring a change in interactions and the development of new habits that at first can be 
somewhat unnatural. For example, one teacher commented on having too many “big goals,” finding 
it challenging to change interactions in multiple areas simultaneously. Focusing specifically on 
instructional support, teachers who responded to the interview were especially likely to indicate that 
coaching around the CLASS might be improved with more and different types of training (26 
percent), additional time and visits with the coach (19 percent), and additional practice with 
observation and feedback (19 percent), among other things.  
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IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF LAUP COACHING IN  
THE CONTEXT OF THE LITERATURE 

We now shift to considering study findings in the context of the literature on coaching. As part 
of the pilot study on Quality Support Coaching in UPCOS-4, we conducted a literature review to (1) 
identify aspects of coaching important for positive outcomes for children and providers and (2) 
consider how the LAUP coaching model relates. A detailed overview of our approach is available in 
Aikens et al. (2011), and the complete literature review findings are available in Aikens and Akers 
(2011). In this section of the report, we revisit the issue of how the LAUP coaching model relates to 
the literature, based on findings regarding implementation, successes, and challenges from the 
present study.   

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

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

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

A. LAUP and Elements Characteristic of Coaching Models 

We begin with the elements characteristic of coaching as described in the literature. Coaching is 
typically ongoing and individualized, builds on the strengths and newly attained skills of teachers and 
providers, is reciprocal between teachers and coaches, and is non-evaluative (American Institutes for 
Research and Head Start Bureau 2001). In addition, coaching usually is goal focused, with one or 
multiple goals collaboratively selected and followed until achieved (National Association for the 
Education of Young Children 2011). All of these elements of a typical coaching model were also 
characteristic of the LAUP Quality Support Coaching model.  
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In terms of implementation characteristics, LAUP coaching was ongoing; coaches and 
providers met multiple times over the year, and many relationships extended across program years. 
However, there was variation in how often coaches and providers interacted. In addition, in order to 
distribute caseload more equitably, many coaches were assigned at least a few new programs during 
the current year. LAUP coaching was individualized to providers. Coaches worked with providers to 
set their own goals for their programs and had flexibility in how they used the elements of their 
toolkit—observation, questions and discussion, modeling, activity logs, trainings, additional 
resources—to support providers. The degree to which LAUP coaches aimed to build on strengths 
was less clear, although coaches reported such efforts with at least some of their programs, and 
coaches commented on the positive practices enacted in programs, both verbally and in writing. As 
previously described, building on strengths was central to the coaching model, but the use of the 
model varied across coaches and providers. LAUP coaching was intended to be reciprocal in the 
sense that coaches listened and learned about the provider’s experience through the use of active 
and appreciative inquiry; this inquiry might influence the coach’s own practice. However, the present 
study could not address whether this was the case.  

In terms of whether the relationship was non-evaluative, quality support coaches did not 
directly evaluate providers. However, the coaching process was influenced by the classroom 
observations conducted as part of the LAUP 5-Star Quality rating system. These evaluative 
observations had implications for funding. Although coaches differed in how clearly they related the 
program goals to the evaluation, our findings indicated that preparation for ERS (particularly during 
the pilot) and the CLASS (during the current study) often drove goals and ongoing work. Finally, 
LAUP coaching was goal focused. Coaches reported goals for all providers, although the number of 
goals, the degree to which goals carried across the year, the way in which goals evolved, and how 
closely the goals were aligned with preparation for their CLASS observation varied across coaches 
and providers.  

Hanft et al. (2004) described five critical components of coaching: (1) initiation or joint 
planning, (2) observation, (3) action/practice, (4) reflection, and (5) evaluation or feedback. In these 
steps, the goals of coaching are determined, and teachers are given opportunities to observe, practice 
skills, reflect on those activities, and receive feedback on their progress toward planned goals. Each 
step is intended to support the achievement of specific outcomes and goals. The LAUP model 
aimed to include each component, although the degree to which each occurred and the approach to 
its implementation varied across coaches and providers. Coaches and providers agreed that goals 
were mutually agreed upon, though the degree of input from the provider varied. Coaches observed 
programs on a monthly basis and noted instructional practices and progress toward goals. The time 
allowed for discussion and feedback varied according to the administrative structure and schedules 
of programs. Evidence of teacher reflection, largely absent in the fall of the year, grew stronger as 
the year progressed.  

B. LAUP and Factors That Affect the Efficacy of Coaching 

Researchers have also attempted to highlight factors that may affect the efficacy of coaching 
efforts. As discussed in greater detail below, a number of these factors were evident in LAUP 
coaching, although the degree varied across coaches and providers. We discuss research in five areas: 
time for coaching, the coach–provider relationship, consistency of implementation, active 
engagement of providers, and specificity and focus in coaching. Table IV.1 depicts LAUP’s 
enactment of these key areas in both the pilot and the current study. 
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Table IV.1. LAUP Enactment of Five Key Factors of Coaching in the Literature 

Key Factor 
Associated 
with 
Coaching Coaching Literature Enactment in LAUP Model: Pilot Enactment in LAUP Model: Now 

Sufficient 
time devoted 
to and 
available for 
coaching 

• Time is a critical 
challenge for coaches. 

• Coaching duration and 
intensity are important 
for uptake in 
instructional practices 
and for influencing 
child outcomes. 

Limited evidence 
• Coaches report that finding 

enough time for all of their 
teaching groups is difficult. 

• Providers desire more 
coaching time. They note 
consistency of coaching 
visits as important for the 
success of their work with 
the coach. 

More prominent, though variation remains 
• Coaches improved the regularity of their coaching, with coaches 

typically visiting providers close to monthly.  
• Coaches still faced challenges with regard to the intensity of their 

coaching, reporting that only one-third of programs had 
consistent, kid-free reflection time with teachers.  

• Some teachers who did not have access to kid-free reflection 
time with teachers created other opportunities to afford coach–
teacher time, such as trainings.  

Positive 
coach–
provider 
relationship 
 

• Relationship building 
and respect for 
providers as important 

• Ability to define the 
coaching role also 
helpful to supporting 
the relationship 

Prominent 
• The coach–provider 

relationship is viewed as the 
foundation for all work 
together 

• Coaches and providers 
typically spoke positively of 
their relationships with one 
another, and indicated that 
they saw this as a 
precondition for their work 
together 

Still prominent 
• Findings highlighted the interplay between time (i.e., coaching 

regularity and intensity) and relationships: where coach and 
teacher met regularly (as part of monthly coaching) or at least 
intensively (during trainings), providers indicated strong positive 
relationships.   

• A lack of strong relationships limited open communication and 
reflection in some cases. 

• Challenges to coach relationship building with teachers 
remained, where kid-free reflection time was not available, 
though some coaches created alternative avenues to overcoming 
that challenge, such as through emails and calls between visits or 
very informative logs. 

Consistency 
in how 
coaching is 
implemented 

• Greater consistency 
across consultants in 
how the elements of 
coaching implemented 
and expectations for 
duties may be 
important features of 
successful approaches. 

Limited evidence 
• There are standard 

expectations for all coaches 
(e.g., monthly on-site visits; 
completion of activity logs; 
use Process Consultation and 
appreciative inquiry). 

• However, by definition, 
Process Consultation allows 
flexibility in approach. 

More prominent, though variation remains 
• Coaches conducted consistent nearly-monthly visits.  
• Some coaches felt that the introduction of the CLASS and the 

corresponding coach reliability training enhanced consistency.  
• However, variation remained and appeared to be driven more by 

coach preferences than by provider needs, as in the use of goals 
as a driving tool and the specificity and use of logs in working 
toward goals. 
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Key Factor 
Associated 
with 
Coaching Coaching Literature Enactment in LAUP Model: Pilot Enactment in LAUP Model: Now 

Active 
provider 
engagement 

• Active engagement and 
involvement of 
providers as important: 

Prominent 
• Active engagement is 

characteristic of Process 
Consultation and is valued by 
many 

• Some also prefer or utilize 
more directive approaches 

Still prominent, with a growing focus on reflective questions  
• Coaches typically focused on Process Consultation, with very rare 

exceptions when a coach felt a provider required more firm 
direction.  

• Over the course of the year, many coaches made stronger use of 
reflective questions.  

• Providers in the case study talked about their involvement in 
selection of goals and strategy use. 

• In most settings, coaches and providers met at least briefly to 
discuss observations.  

Specificity 
and focus in 
coaching 

• Efforts that are specific 
and targeted may be 
most effective 

• Pianta points out that 
from his work it seems 
crucial to have 
coaching that is 
“aligned and targeted 
to a standardized lens, 
language, and metric 
for classroom practice.”  

Limited evidence 
• LAUP does not dictate a 

specific coaching focus 
• Coaches work with providers 

to identify their own vision 
and set their own goals 

• Coaches have flexibility in 
supporting providers  

More prominent, though variation remains 
• LAUP’s emphasis on the CLASS introduced a greater level of focus 

and specificity in coaching  
• By the end of the year, several coaches made substantial 

progress in specificity and focus of their written and verbal 
feedback, especially in the area of teacher–child interactions.  

• However, the specificity of goals continued to vary by coach—
with some coaches using goals that were broad and long term, 
and others using very specific and measureable goals.  

• The focus and specificity of activity logs also continued to vary, 
with some coaches providing too few details—and others 
perhaps too many, or disconnected details—to be useful to 
teachers between visits.  
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First, multiple studies have indicated that time is a critical issue for coaches, who often face a 
number of challenges associated with completing their visits (for example, holidays, vacations, 
classroom activities, and other commitments, such as attending trainings and conferences)  
(Boller et al. 2010). In their review of data about coaches in Reading First schools in five western 
states, Deussen et al. (2007) found that, although coaches dedicated long hours to their jobs, they 
spent on average only 28 percent of their time working with teachers. This was markedly lower than 
the 60 to 80 percent of time explicitly requested of coaches in three of the five states. These findings 
suggest that coaches may face a number of challenges in implementing coaching efforts as intended, 
and this appeared to be true in LAUP as well. During last year’s pilot, caseloads reached 24 for some 
coaches. This year, LAUP redistributed the caseload so that each coach had an average of 18 groups. 
Coaches were expected to be on-site with each teaching group in their caseload once per month and 
the assignments were made so that the programs were grouped within districts. However, travel time 
differed greatly, even when the distance between programs was similar. In addition, it was 
sometimes difficult to work around the schedules at multiple programs. As in the pilot, coaches 
continued to report that finding enough time to speak with teachers remained a challenge. Similarly, 
providers typically desired more time to meet and talk with their coaches.  

Several studies in the literature highlight the importance of coaching duration and intensity for 
adoption of instructional practices and influencing child outcomes (for example, Dunst and Raab 
2010; Mashburn et al. 2010; Trivette et al. 2009). As compared to the pilot, coaches improved the 
regularity of their coaching, with coaches typically visiting providers close once a month. Coaches 
also reported variability in their frequency of coaching visits with programs, including making more 
on-site visits and spending more time in visits with programs with whom it was easiest for them to 
work. Coaches continued to face challenges with regard to the intensity of their coaching. As 
illustrated in the case studies, only one-third of programs enjoyed consistent, kid-free reflection time 
for teachers and their coaches; another third had such time only occasionally, and the last third rarely 
had such time. All coaches reported that this was an issue with at least some of their programs. This 
lack of kid-free time for relationship building and reflection may have limited the development of 
teachers’ capacity to self-help. Nonetheless, some coaches who did not have access to kid-free time 
with providers during monthly visits created other opportunities, such as trainings, that would allow 
for reflection and relationship building.  

Second, research has also highlighted the importance of the relationship between coaches and 
providers, with findings underscoring the importance of coaches being respectful and having the 
ability to build positive, collaborative relationships with teachers and providers (for example, Boller 
et al. 2010; Ackerman 2008). In both the pilot and current program year, the LAUP coaching model 
embodied this idea; the coach–provider relationship was viewed as the foundation for all other work 
together. Coaches and providers in the case study typically spoke positively of their relationships 
with one another. They indicated that they saw it as a necessary condition for their work together. 
Some coaches noted that relationship building could take time, and it was easier to “click” with 
some providers than with others. Some providers described their relationship in a more neutral 
manner. This year’s findings highlighted the interplay between time and relationships. For example, 
at least one quarter of coaches who reported barriers to establishing relationships with new 
programs cited insufficient time as the primary barrier. In the case studies, where coaches and 
providers met regularly (as part of monthly coaching visits), or at least intensively (during several 
trainings), the providers indicated strong positive relationships. The only providers who were more 
neutral about their coach did not have the opportunity to spend much, if any, time with the coach 
outside the classroom. In those instances among the case study programs, the relationship with the 
director was strong, but the relationship with the teacher was more distant (though still positive). 
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According to coach self-report in the coach questionnaire, coaches focused more on relationships 
with teachers in difficult programs, and their focus was more balanced between teachers and 
directors in easy programs. 

In the case study programs, lack of strong relationships limited open communication and 
reflection in some cases. Where kid-free reflection time was not available, challenges to relationship 
building remained, though some coaches created alternative avenues to overcoming that challenge 
through emails and calls between visits or through instructive logs. The coach questionnaire 
indicated fewer visits and less time at the program among programs that were more difficult to work 
with. It is difficult to determine whether the programs are considered difficult because they are 
canceling visits and limiting time or if coaches are generally less inclined to spend a lot of time in 
programs that are difficult. However, although coaches reported using similar strategies for building 
and maintaining relationships across difficult and easy programs, the balance of strategies differed. 
For difficult programs, efforts for listening/understanding and recognizing strengths were 
particularly intensive, with coaches trying a greater variety of strategies to build that relationship. For 
programs identified as easy to work with, coaches were primarily focused on being open.  

Third, the literature identifies the importance of consistency in how coaching is implemented. 
The research literature indicates that, across coaches, there is inconsistency in how they spend their 
time and in their expectations about their duties. An important finding comes from work by 
Downer et al. (2009). They found that implementation of a curriculum focused on children’s 
language, literacy, and social-emotional development varied as a function of the consultant assigned 
to teachers. These authors suggested that having greater consistency across consultants may be an 
important feature of successful approaches. Although the LAUP model had certain expectations for 
all coaches (monthly on-site visits; completion of activity logs at the end of the visit; use of Process 
Consultation, Servant Leadership, and appreciative inquiry to build relationships and to co-create 
goals; provision of additional resources and support as needed), Process Consultation by definition 
allowed the coach a great deal of flexibility in the approach to working with a provider. There could 
be advantages to this flexibility, but it had implications in the pilot for how providers perceived 
coaching. During the pilot, some providers indicated that coaches did not visit them consistently or 
frequently (they did not know when the coach would visit) and that they were frustrated by this 
inconsistency. This program year, compared with the pilot study findings, coaching visits were more 
consistent in terms of both frequency and approach. On average, coaches conducted visits nearly 
monthly, and some coaches felt that the introduction of the CLASS and the corresponding coach 
reliability training enhanced consistency of focus. However, variation in coaching approach 
remained and appeared to be driven more by coach preferences than by provider needs, particularly 
in the specificity and use of goals and logs as driving tools.  

Fourth, a critical element of the coaching dynamic is the active engagement and involvement of 
providers. In Trivette and colleagues’ synthesis of more than 79 studies (2009), methods and 
practices that involved the adult learners more actively in acquiring, using, and evaluating new 
knowledge and practices were associated with the most positive outcomes. Active engagement is 
characteristic of Process Consultation. Both the pilot and the current study indicated that the focus 
on Process Consultation (use of active and appreciative inquiry) was evident and valued by many 
coaches and providers. In the pilot, however, many also preferred or used more directive 
approaches. Coaches valued coaching related to process (giving providers the tools to address their 
own challenges and to work toward their own vision rather than telling providers what to do), but 
they also talked about the need to “coach heavy,” (be very directive about improving practice in 
specific ways) especially if safety was at issue. By contrast, in the current study, case study coaches 
typically focused on Process Consultation, with very rare exceptions when a coach felt a provider 
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required more firm direction. Over the course of the current study, many coaches increased the use 
of reflective questioning. Although less widespread than the use of reflective questions, a few 
coaches also began to engage teachers in the same manner in which the CLASS intends for teachers 
to engage students (that is, with more intentional coaching within a positive climate that shows 
regard for teachers’ perspectives). 

Finally, despite limited research evidence, a growing consensus exists regarding the importance 
of the specificity of coaching elements. It seems likely that specific and targeted efforts are more 
effective. For example, in year one of a study of coaching with Head Start teachers, coaching 
focused on instructional efficacy in specific content and teaching methods, while the second- and 
third-year models lacked a specific content focus (Shidler 2009). Results indicated a significant 
correlation between the time coaches spent in the classroom and students’ alphabet recognition 
scores in year one, but no significant correlation in years two and three. Thus, a more focused 
approach in coaching teachers to enhance a very specific child outcome was more effective. 
Information obtained from queries of authors and researchers further highlighted the importance of 
the specificity of coaching elements.19

During the pilot, LAUP’s approach did not dictate a specific coaching focus; the definition of 
quality seemed individualized to providers. The mission of a coach was to work with providers so 
that they could identify their own vision and set their own goals for their classroom or program. 
Further, coaches had the flexibility to design their own approach to supporting the provider in 
pursuit of goals, depending on what they thought worked best for that provider (for example, a 
specific mix of discussion, reflection, modeling, and observation). In the current program year, 
LAUP’s emphasis on the CLASS introduced a greater level of focus and specificity in coaching that 
increased over the course of the year. By the end of the year, several programs made substantial 
progress, especially in the area of teacher–child interactions as perceived by coaches and providers. 
In the spring, those coaches’ logs became more detailed and focused, documenting concrete goals, 
feedback, and proposed next steps clearly linked to goals. This change coincided with the coaches’ 
participation in training on logs. However, the specificity of goals continued to vary by coach—with 
some coaches indicating in logs goals that were broad and long term (“CLASS”), and others using 
very specific and measureable goals (“ask 5 open-ended questions during circle time”). It was often 
difficult to discern the goals of a program, suggesting that the goals were not a strong focus of 
coaching in all programs. In many of the programs, the day’s observations in relation to the different 
areas measured on the CLASS served as the primary driver of coaching activities.

 Pianta (personal communication, May 3, 2011) indicated that 
his work reveals no evidence that generic coaching is helpful. Instead, he said that it seems crucial to 
have coaching that is “aligned and targeted to a standardized lens, language, and metric for 
classroom practice.”  

20

                                                           
19 As noted in our literature review framework document (Aikens et al. 2011), we contacted several authors and 
researchers to obtain additional details about aspects of their coaching models. 

 As with the 
goals, the focus and specificity of activity logs also continued to vary, with some coaches providing 
too few details—and others perhaps too many loosely connected details—to be useful to teachers 
between visits. While some logs included goals, specific examples of progress toward goals, and 
action steps to achieve goals, others were very brief and unfocused, simply listing areas of quality 
measurement and recording notes about the observation, discussion, and next steps that may not be 
related to goals.  

20 Interestingly, while some teachers desired more goals, others desired fewer, perhaps speaking to the need for some 
flexibility in tailoring coaching to provider needs. 
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Summary 

Five key characteristics of coaching were found in the literature—sufficient time for coaching, 
consistency in implementation, positive coach–provider relationship, active engagement of 
providers, and specificity and focus in coaching. During both the pilot and the current program year, 
two of these factors were found to be prominent in the implementation of LAUP Quality Support 
Coaching: a strong emphasis on the coach–provider relationship and the active engagement of 
providers in developing their own knowledge and practice. For the remaining three factors—
sufficient time for coaching, consistency in implementation of the approach, and specificity in 
coaching—the degree to which they were evident in Quality Support Coaching was more limited 
during the pilot study. This year, the LAUP coaching model demonstrated continuous improvement 
in these three areas; all improved over the course of the year, though none has yet attained uniform 
prominence. 
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V. A THEORY OF CHANGE FOR QUALITY SUPPORT COACHING 

The final task of this study has been to work closely with LAUP as we collected and interpreted 
data in order to refine a logic model, or “theory of change,” for Quality Support Coaching. In 
preparation for the present study, we developed a preliminary model based on pilot study findings. 
With a year of data regarding the implementation of Quality Support Coaching in LAUP’s current 
context and input from key LAUP staff, we have revisited the draft model. The model included here 
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. In this report, we present a 
detailed model that reflects the breadth of what we learned through the coaching study during the 
2011-2012 program year, as well as a more concise model capturing the ingredients at the core of the 
coaching model.   

A. LAUP Coaching at Work: Steps to Achieving Change 

As depicted in Figure V.1, the theory of change demonstrates how LAUP Quality Support 
Coaching “works.” The first column represents the inputs that LAUP brings to the coaching model, 
including coaches, their supervisors, and a web of mentoring, training, and resources to support the 
coaches’ work. The second column shows the activities that coaches use in their work with 
programs and teachers, such as feedback from observations, activity logs, and trainings. The third 
column depicts the outputs—centered on intentional, reflective coaching—that the model produces 
when inputs and activities are implemented with fidelity. The fourth column indicates the proximate 
and ultimate outcomes that LAUP expects will result from the outputs; proximate outcomes involve 
changes in teaching practice and classroom environments that promote the ultimate outcome of 
ensuring all children are ready to succeed in kindergarten and beyond. 

1. Inputs 

LAUP supplies the inputs of the coaching model, starting with their personnel. The Director of 
Provider Operations provides leadership for Quality Support Coaching, helping ensure progress 
toward realizing the model’s overall goals. Coach Supervisors help foster intentional coaching 
through a variety of mechanisms, including trainings; mentoring, which includes coach shadowing; 
regular data review; provision of resources; and reflective supervision, which entails guided coach 
reflection on whether and how they are making progress toward teacher and program goals. 
Coaches themselves must be experienced, knowledgeable about early childhood education, and 
familiar with how LAUP programs operate. Coaches must also exhibit realistic expectations, an 
ability to collaborate across departments (for example, content area specialists), and an intentional 
approach to coaching. 

Beyond these personnel, LAUP supplies additional inputs in the form of coaching supports. 
For example, LAUP offers peer-to-peer coaching support through weekly meetings during which 
coaches share ideas about how to achieve successes in coaching. Likewise, LAUP provides coaches 
with continuous learning and feedback that systematically draws on multiple data sources— 
including the LAUP Enterprise Operations (LEO) database, which tracks administrative materials 
on coaching and coaching records, and activity logs—and is responsive to new needs as they arise. 
During the summer, when early education programs are not in session, LAUP provides coaches with 
a summer training series that draws on recently published research in the field, evidence-based 
practices, and research conducted through both LAUP and UPCOS on LAUP’s specific providers 
and students. To assist coaches in helping teachers adopt practices based on the CLASS, LAUP 
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Figure V.1. Theory of Change: LAUP Quality Support Coaching   

 

Inputs Activities Outcomes Outputs 

LAUP Quality Support Coaching  
• Director of Provider Operations 
• Coach Supervisors 

- Coach training 
- Coach mentoring 
- Regular data review 
- Reflective supervision 
- Resources 

• Coach characteristics 
- Experienced 
- Knowledgeable/informed about 

ECE  
- Knows programs 
- Realistic expectations 
- Collaborative with other 

departments 
- Intentional 

 
Peer-to-Peer coaching support 
 
Continuous learning and feedback 
(systematic and responsive) 

- Administrative data (LEO and 
logs) 

 
Coach summer training series 

- Informed by research findings 
- LAUP research 
- UPCOS 
- Evidence-based practice 

 
Coach CLASS training/certification 
 
Networking with other resources 
• LAUP Program Support staff 
• Other training opportunities (e.g. 

CSEFEL) 
• Additional Funding (e.g., RENEW)  
• Resource bank (e.g., articles, 

handouts, web-based) 

Proximate outcomes:  
 
Teachers motivated to improve 
quality 
 
Teachers/providers learn to identify 
key challenges and areas for 
growth and craft own solutions and 
strategies 
 
Teacher and Program quality 

improves 
 
Teaching is intentional 
 
Teacher interactions with students 
are positive and promote 
development, particularly in 
language and cognitive areas. 
 
Program/classroom environments 
and interactions are safe, positive, 
organized, and supportive of 
learning 
 
Lessons from reflection on practice 
feed back into improvement of 
future practice for LAUP, coaches, 
and teachers (continuous learning 
cycle) 
 
More positive ratings on 
observations of classroom quality 
 
End-point outcome: 
 
Children are ready to succeed in 
kindergarten and beyond 

Coach–teacher relationship building 
through process consultation, 
active inquiry, and appreciative 
inquiry 
 
Coach monthly visit: observation, 
data gathering, reflective 
questioning, discussion with 
teaching team 
 
Co-creation of goals and strategies 
in monthly visits 
- Responsive to immediate needs 

(including one-time coaching 
needs) 

- Quality Improvement goals – 
long-term planning 
 

Coach–provider discussion/ 
interaction/reflection during 
dedicated “kid-free” time 
 
High quality activity log shared with 
provider for each coach visit  
 
Provision of tailored resources  
 
Preparation for/feedback from 
assessment of classroom quality 
(CLASS, ERS) 
 
Training 
• Individualized trainings 
• Teacher Institute  

- Focused topics 
- Goal-setting 
- Learning communities 

• Other training opportunities 
- Parent engagement 
- CSEFEL, DRDP-SR 
- Curriculum-specific 

Intentional, reflective coaching 
 
Positive/strong coach–
teacher/provider relationships  
 
At least monthly visits across the 
year with coach observations of and 
discussions with teachers 
 
Shared expectations 
 
Appreciative inquiry evident in 
discussion and logs 
 
Goals that are specific, 
measureable, attainable, relevant, 
timely (SMART) with action plan 
 
Activity logs include: 
• Goals 
• Work toward goals 
• Feedback (successes, actions 

steps and/or strategies) 
• Evidence of teacher voice 

(reflection or input)  
 
Teacher use of activity logs and 
resources to inform work toward 
goals 
 
Quality Improvement Plan goals set, 
pursued, and completed or 
otherwise resolved  
 
Documentation in administrative 
database (LEO) for future 
review/reflection  
 
Sufficient number of targeted 
trainings for providers across the 
year 



Figure V.1 (continued) 
 

 

75 
 

 

 

 

Context for Coaching: 
 
• 5-Star Quality Assessment and Improvement System, including use of ERS and the CLASS as measures 

of program and classroom quality. 
• Multiple public and private (corporate or other organizational) policy contexts and resources for 

providers   
• Provider/program structures, staff, and other resources 
• Individual staff (Teachers/providers) 

- Education, training, and experience 
- Motivation 
- Assets and challenges 

• Children and their families 
- Background 
- Engagement 
- Assets and challenges 

• Community 
- Culture 
- Assets and challenges 

 
 

Assumptions:   
 
• “One can only help a human system help itself” (basis of Process Consultation) (Schein 1999, p. 1).  
• Relationship building is fundamental for any and all organizational improvement; relationship as key 

facilitator of effective coaching and, in turn, positive provider change. 
• Teachers/providers possess the capacity to support high quality programs. 
• LAUP contractual agreement with providers/programs that coaching is to the classroom level. 
• LAUP early childhood education is child-centered. 
• Accountability is separate from coaching. 
• Continuous learning and responsive change embraced at all levels of LAUP.  
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provides coaches with CLASS training and certification opportunities. Finally, LAUP helps coaches 
network with other available resources, including LAUP Program Support staff, training 
opportunities (for example Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning 
[CSEFEL]), additional funding (for example, RENEW), and a resource bank (for example, articles, 
handouts, web-based tools) that LAUP vets for its own use. 

2. Activities 

Coaches use a number of activities in their work with programs and teachers, some regularly 
and others as needed. Most obviously, regular coaching activities involve monthly visits during 
which coaches observe, gather data, ask teachers reflective questions, and hold discussions with the 
teaching team—teachers are the intended focus of coaching. Through and between these monthly 
visits, coaches also regularly work on a number of other activities, such as building coach–teacher 
relationships through Process Consultation, active inquiry, and appreciative inquiry. Coaches also 
use monthly visits to co-create goals and strategies to meet those goals. These strategies may be one-
time responses to immediate needs or aimed at longer-term Quality Improvement Plan goals. 
Monthly visits also afford regular opportunities for coach–provider discussion, interaction, and 
reflection during dedicated, kid-free time. After each observation, coaches create an activity log that 
they share with the teacher as a way to reflect on the immediate visit and to guide work until the 
next visit. Finally, either during or in response to monthly visits, coaches provide teachers with 
resources tailored to their needs and goals. 

Beyond these regular activities, coaches perform a number of ad hoc activities in response to 
program and teacher needs and desires. For example, coaches help programs prepare for and 
respond to assessments of classroom quality (including the CLASS and ERS). Coaches also offer 
individualized trainings to support teachers in their problem areas or to help them adopt a new 
focus. In addition, coaches work to reinforce the Teacher Institute training through focused 
reflection topics, goal setting, and the opportunity to participate in learning communities (a one-time 
meeting during which teachers may bring up to two assistant teachers to learn about topics covered 
at the Teacher Institute). Coaches also provide programs with information about external training 
opportunities in areas such as parent engagement, the Desired Results Developmental Profile-
School Readiness Version (DRDP-SR), the specific curriculum used by the program, and from the 
CSEFEL. 

3. Outputs 

When all of the inputs and activities are implemented with fidelity, Quality Support Coaching 
should produce outputs centered on intentional, reflective coaching with a positive, strong coach–
provider relationship. Specifically, outputs include at-least-monthly visits where coaches observe and 
discuss their observations with teachers, making strong use of appreciative inquiry. Coaches and 
teachers form shared expectations and create an action plan around goals that are specific, 
measureable, attainable, relevant, and timely (SMART). Coaching activities foster creation of activity 
logs that document goals and work toward those goals; offer feedback on successes, actions steps, 
and/or strategies; and incorporate the teacher’s voice through teacher input or teacher reflection on 
her own practice. Teachers use these activity logs and resources to inform their work toward goals. 
Intentional, reflective coaching also includes documentation in the LAUP administrative database 
(LEO) to be used for future review and reflection, as well as the creation of a QIP that documents 
goals set, pursued, and completed or otherwise resolved. In addition, coaching outputs include a 
sufficient number of trainings to meet provider needs across the year.  
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4. Outcomes 

LAUP hopes that the model’s outputs will foster a number of proximate outcomes that involve 
changes in teaching practice and classroom environments, which will in turn promote the ultimate 
outcome of kindergarten readiness. Proximate outcomes begin with providers who are motivated to 
improve classroom and instructional quality and who are able to identify key problems and to craft 
solutions in response. Such providers have the capacity to foster other proximate outcomes: 
programs where classroom environments and interactions are safe, positive, organized, and 
supportive of learning; teacher interactions with students that are positive and promote 
development, particularly in language and cognitive areas; and teaching that is intentional. These 
outcomes engender an increase in positive ratings on observations of classroom quality and create a 
continuous learning cycle in which lessons from reflection on practice feed back into improvement 
of future practice for LAUP staff, coaches, and teachers. Ultimately, these proximate outcomes work 
together toward the ultimate outcome of ensuring that all children are ready to succeed in 
kindergarten and beyond. 

5. Assumptions 

A number of assumptions—both theoretical and operational—underlie LAUP’s Quality 
Support Coaching model. On a theoretical level, this model assumes the basic premise of Process 
Consultation—namely, that “one can only help a human system help itself” (Schein 1999, p. 1). 
From this tenet stems the model’s emphasis on motivating teachers through strong coach–provider 
relationships. Indeed, this theory of change holds that relationship building is fundamental for any 
and all organizational improvement. Specifically, the coach–provider relationship is the key 
facilitator of effective coaching and, in turn, positive provider change. Likewise, the model assumes 
that teachers and providers possess the capacity to support high quality programs.  

On an operational level, LAUP’s coaching model assumes—and has a contractual agreement in 
place to ensure—that coaches will have access to the classroom in order to conduct observations. 
Without access to the classroom, “coaching” becomes “training.” The model is also grounded in 
two assumptions about LAUP’s programmatic approach: (1) LAUP early childhood education is 
child-centered and (2) all levels of LAUP staff embrace continuous learning and responsive change. 
Finally, the LAUP model is anchored in the premise that coaching remains distinct from 
accountability; a separate LAUP department determines a program’s quality rating, so that the 
teacher can feel that the coach is “in her corner.” 

6. Context for Coaching 

Finally, the model depicts the context within which Quality Support Coaching takes place. 
Coaches’ work with providers is influenced by factors from within and beyond LAUP. First, 
network providers are rated in the 5-Star system (which includes CLASS and ERS reviews), with 
implications for their funding. This rating system can influence both the coach–provider relationship 
and the content of their work. Beyond LAUP, coaching implementation and quality is influenced by 
the additional public and private resources available to programs, program structure, characteristics 
of individual staff, the children and families that attend programs, and the broader community 
within which programs operate.  
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B. The Core of LAUP Coaching: Affirmation and Support in a Climate of 
Continuous Improvement 

As depicted by the model shown in Figure V.1, LAUP brings multiple resources to bear on and 
has developed a multifaceted approach to enacting change through Quality Support Coaching. While 
the process LAUP aims to enact is complex, a more limited set of key components can be identified. 
These components are shown in Figure V.2, an illustration of LAUP’s affirming approach to 
improving quality. 

While LAUP inputs are varied, together they reflect a committed, experienced coaching staff 
focused on continuous learning and feedback. In all of their work, coaches aim to employ research 
and evidenced-based practices to help ensure they achieve the outcomes depicted on the right-hand 
side of the model. To get to those outcomes, the coaching staff undertake five key activities 
including relationship building, information sharing, inserting a new perspective in the classroom, 
setting goals and developing action plans, and engaging in observation and feedback cycles. By 
working with teachers through these actions steps, coaches aim to give teachers the motivation for 
improving quality on their own and the tools (the practices) to do so.   

Figure V.2. LAUP Quality Coaching: Affirming Support in a Climate of Continuous Improvement 

Inputs  Provision of Support  Outcomes 

Committed, 
experienced coaching 
staff focused on 
continuous learning and 
feedback 

Research and evidence-
based practices 

 

 

 

 

Positive, affirming, 
collaborative 
relationships formed 

Information about best 
practices shared 

Viewing the classroom 
with new perspective 

Goal setting and action 
plans 

Observation of 
instruction and 
feedback cycles 

 

 

 

 

Motivation for improving 
quality 

Informed, intentional 
teaching using evidence-
based practices  

Reflection on practices and 
continuous improvement 

Higher quality leading to 
better outcomes for 
children 
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VI. FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

We now offer a number of considerations for practice reflective of the literature on coaching 
and consistent with the theories underlying the LAUP coaching model as described in this report. 
The suggestions are intended to help address some of the key challenges faced by LAUP in the 
implementation of coaching (for example, finding sufficient time), while being consistent with both 
findings from the literature regarding factors that affect the efficacy of coaching and the theory of 
change for LAUP coaching.   

Consider mechanisms for encouraging greater teacher reflection, in particular related to 
instructional interactions. For example, create a series of questions divided into planning and self-
reflection after a lesson for teachers to use that are aligned with the instructional support dimension. 
Likewise, as an alternative to coach modeling, a library of video clips can provide a useful way to 
reflect on how and when practices might best be implemented. Another way to foster provider 
reflection is by encouraging the use of coaching questions. Although the use of questions seems to 
have increased for at least some coaches by the end of the year (following the coaches’ meeting 
about this topic and including the teacher’s voice in the logs), we did not see evidence of a lot of 
variety. Similar to posting open-ended questions in the classroom, coaches might consider using 
“cheat sheets” or posting examples of reflective questions used for different purposes21

Explore ways to cultivate interaction with the full teaching team and perhaps other 
staff. According to appreciative inquiry (Cooperrider and Whitney 2005), the process of selecting 
affirmative areas for change should involve a cross-section of people from throughout the 
organization. This would suggest involving the assistant teachers, as well as teachers and directors. 
As stated by Cooperrider and Whitney (2005): “For Appreciative Inquiry to be a viable philosophy 
and tool to revitalize the culture of passion for service, whole-system involvement was needed. 
Everyone, at all levels throughout the entire organization, had to be invited to participate in such a 
way as to rally their support and involvement” (p. 22). This year we observed more involvement of 
the assistant teaching staff than in the pilot and sometimes involvement of teachers from other 
classrooms who came to an on-site training about the CLASS and effective teaching interactions. 
One teacher expressed her desire for assistants to join in the coaching experience:  

 in their 
offices to use as they plan their next coaching visits.   

I think maybe if we were to have been able to somehow schedule a time for all three teachers to 
meet with [the coach], maybe after the observation, that way we could sit down and talk about 
the activity log or what s/he has observed or anything related to the CLASS or ECERS. That 
would work, and also more [time spent] reflecting with us. 

 With the introduction of the CLASS and more goals focused on interaction, the involvement of the 
coaches, assistant teachers, teachers, and others in the organization who interact with children 
becomes more important for success. The more pronounced the change in culture, the more 
everyone should be involved in order to support one another in the change. 

Given the stresses that many providers face, consider additional promising approaches 
consistent with the principles of LAUP’s coaching model to help address them. In several of 
the case study sites, teachers experienced personal or professional stress that made it more difficult 

                                                           
21 For example, see Appendix B of The Early Childhood Coaching Handbook (Rush and Shelden 2011). 
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to attend to and consistently implement the selected strategies. One new approach to professional 
development involves developing positive professional dispositions among teachers through the use 
of mindfulness training (Roeser et al. 2012). Although the research in this area is currently very 
limited, it offers promise as an approach to helping teachers and coaches who work in challenging 
circumstances. Mindfulness is consistent with the principles of Servant Leadership (Autry 2001), in 
particular being present, but goes beyond that to helping the individuals involved to regulate 
emotion and attention in ways that support positive growth.  

Set providers up for success by starting the coaching year with a focus on classroom 
organization and behavior management. Prior to setting goals each program year, coaches 
should start their first visit with a focus on the classroom environment and organization. When 
those are managed well, both the case study findings and the research more broadly suggest that 
teachers may be better able to focus on goal-related work. For example, coaches could conduct a 
walk-through of classroom centers, thinking about the numbers of kids in each center. Once 
children come to the classroom, coaches and teachers could revisit and tweak goals and associated 
action steps in response.  

Use coaching time more intentionally and efficiently. Consider affording greater flexibility 
for coaches and programs to tailor the frequency and intensity of coaching activities to teachers’ 
stage of development and progress—and the strength of the relationship. While the regularity of 
monthly in-person visits may be well suited to some programs, other programs may require an ebb 
and flow to the coaching cycle, with more intense coaching during times when providers are 
beginning a new goal and do not yet feel “natural” in their work. Likewise, the intensity and 
emphasis of goals may need to vary depending on where the teacher is on the learning curve, 
especially when focused on instructional support (for example, few big goals, many small goals, one 
goal at a time). It is important that the providers “own” the goals and are able to reflect and question 
ways that they might improve. Contact with the coach will be important, but it may not always need 
to be on-site. In one of the programs, teachers video-recorded themselves and reflected together 
about their progress. The coach was not there, but was available as a resource for the process. Once 
a strong, trusting relationship is formed and teachers have some skills in self-reflection, 
communication might take place using technology (phone, video calls, email). 

Use logs as effectively as possible to extend work of coaching. In order to effectively guide 
provider work between coaching visits, consider making several changes in coaches’ approach to 
activity logs. First, working with the teacher, coaches should take care to identify one big takeaway 
from the session, a “next step” for the teacher/program to work on over the next month. Second, 
logs should also incorporate “the teacher’s voice” in accordance with the Process Consultation 
model. Logs currently reflect an expert model, which describe what a teacher did during the 
observation and what she should do moving forward. Instead, coaches should record reflective 
questions about the observation and the teacher’s response, including the teacher’s thoughts on next 
steps. In this way, teachers may become the agents of change. Third, logs should be neither too 
short nor too detailed. Coaches should keep detailed notes for themselves to reflect on their 
coaching between visits, but the teacher does not typically find such level of detail useful. Logs given 
to providers should instead record clear takeaways. This change poses a challenge, however, as 
coaches will need to quickly decide on the most useful details to give the teacher. 

Consider the effect of including references to the CLASS dimensions in the coaching 
process. Some coaches noted the CLASS dimensions (for example, language modeling, a dimension 
of the Instructional Support domain) in the logs and in discussion with teachers, helping to 
familiarize them with the terminology of the CLASS, while others talked mainly about effective 
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teaching practices and did not make frequent references to how these practices relate to the CLASS. 
References to the CLASS helped some teachers feel better prepared for their CLASS observation. 
However, care is needed in taking this approach so that providers do not view coaching and these 
practices as just “preparing for a test.” Providers made comments about wanting their CLASS score 
sooner and in one setting, the coaching process lost energy after the CLASS observation. The score 
on the CLASS is an external motivator, but Process Consultation approaches strive for internal 
motivation.  

Continue Coach Trainings and Reflective Supervision. The efforts made to improve the 
coaching process were evident across the year, with changes in the content of the logs and increased 
use of questioning with providers. The coaches appreciated the peer support that they received. 
Coaches also commented on how the process of becoming reliable on the CLASS helped them in 
feeling confident in coaching around teacher–child interactions related to the CLASS. It might be 
helpful to continue to maintain a common understanding of the CLASS by periodically viewing and 
rating CLASS video clips as a team and then reflecting on how to support teachers in particular 
dimensions, sharing strategies that are successful in the programs that they visit, and perhaps 
generating reflective questions for teachers or self-assessment checklists related to these effective 
teaching interactions. 
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