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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Overview of ALCP 
 

Recognizing that reading and mathematics are “gateway skills” necessary for all 
Kentucky students to achieve the state’s academic goals, the Kentucky General Assembly in 
2005 passed legislation that would result in establishment of the Adolescent Literacy Coaching 
Project (ALCP).  The goal of ALCP was to develop a statewide network of literacy coaches to 
work full-time with teachers of grades 4-12 of all content areas to infuse literacy throughout the 
curriculum. The Kentucky Department of Education contracted with the Collaborative Center for 
Literacy Development (CCLD), a collective of eight state universities based at the University of 
Kentucky, to develop ALCP.  

 
 ALCP provided a two-year training and support program at regional university sites led 
by university faculty with expertise in literacy and experience working with classroom teachers. 
Participants attended eight-day summer institutes at regional sites for two consecutive summers, 
as well as monthly professional development or networking sessions during the school year for 
two years. Participants earned 12 hours of graduate credit by the time they completed the 
program. 
 

The project paid for all of coaches’ training and materials and provided a mini-grant of 
no less than $6,500 to each coach for training, materials, and school-based needs.  Participating 
schools or districts were required to fund the position of literacy coach. While ALCP was funded 
to prepare as many as 500 coaches at eight regional university sites over four years, participation 
in ALCP was much lower than anticipated, most likely because districts had to fund the literacy 
coach position.  In addition, when the 2008 Kentucky General Assembly experienced a budget 
shortfall, funding for ALCP was reduced, resulting in the project being unable to prepare a third 
and fourth cadre of coaches.  Because of the low participation rate and funding cuts, only 46 
literacy coaches completed the two-year program. 

 
Research Design 

 
Earlier evaluation reports provided descriptive information about ALCP training and 

implementation during the first two years of the project. This report shares findings from 
research on the project’s third year of operation—2008-09. Recognizing that it takes two to three 
years for literacy coaching to begin to have a school-wide impact, the research in 2008-09 
focused primarily on Cadre 1 coaches who had “graduated” from ALCP and who had been doing 
the work of literacy coaching for nearly three years. The following research questions provided a 
focus for the research: 
 
1. What coaching models or approaches were stressed by ALCP and to what extent were those 

models or approaches implemented? 
2. What is the impact of ALCP coaches on their schools and teacher practice, and on student 

behavior, attitudes, and learning after three years? 
3. What factors facilitated or hindered the influence of literacy coaches? 



  3 

4. What impact has the ALCP preparation and support program had on coaches who completed 
the program? 

5. What aspects of the coaching model have been sustained in schools that participated in 
ALCP? 

 
To explore these questions, we made site visits to five schools in which Cadre 1 

participants continued to provide coaching services. While there, we interviewed 
superintendents, principals, coaches, and at least one teacher at each grade level and subject area; 
and administered questionnaires to all teachers in the schools.  In addition, we conducted phone 
interviews with principals, teachers, and coaches at project schools not visited.  The phone 
interviews included conversations with educators in five schools that had discontinued the 
literacy coaching position, and in two schools where the ALCP coach left the position and was 
replaced with a literacy coach who had not participated in ALCP.  While every attempt was 
made to triangulate data, it should be noted that the findings are based on a small number of 
cases and on self-report data. 
 
 

Major Findings 
 
The ALCP Model   
 

ALCP stressed an approach to coaching with the following characteristics: 
o Each school would be served by a full-time literacy coach. 
o The coach would work directly with teachers to effect instructional change. 
o The coach would play a supportive, non-evaluative role with teachers. 
o The coach would not be unduly distracted by non-literacy-coaching duties.   
o The coaches’ work would be framed around the literacy coaching standards of the 

International Reading Association, with emphasis on standards 1-3 that focus on 
literacy planning, promoting productive relationships with school staff, providing 
embedded professional development to content area teachers, assisting with student 
assessment and analysis for instructional planning, and continuing the coaches’ own 
professional development. ALCP placed less emphasis on the content-specific 
literacy strategies contained in IRA standard 4. 

 
Fidelity to the Model   
 

The literacy coaching approach implemented across schools showed fidelity to the ALCP 
model in many respects, although there were exceptions. Roughly 75 percent of ALCP 
participants served as full-time literacy coaches in their schools as envisioned by ALCP; another 
25 percent, however, served more than one school or role.  The great majority of coaches spent 
the bulk of their time working directly with teachers as intended, but most coaches also worked 
directly with students, typically in the context of helping prepare them for the writing 
components of the state test. With a few exceptions, coaches were highly regarded for playing a 
supportive, non-judgmental role with teachers. Coaches shaped their work around IRA coaching 
standards 1-3 in that they shared general literacy strategies (through embedded professional 
development) with teachers of all content areas, working most frequently with language arts and 
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social studies teachers.  Most coaches also assisted with data analysis and literacy planning, and 
provided materials to teachers. Reflecting ALCP training, coaches did not typically emphasize 
strategies that were specific to the literacy demands of each content area, but shared strategies 
that could be implemented across content areas.  A major focus of coaches’ work that was not 
strongly emphasized by ALCP was helping teachers prepare students for the kinds of writing 
required on the state assessment.   
 
Impact of Coaches on Teacher Practice  
 

Principals, coaches, and teachers reported that as a result of the literacy coaches’ work, 
teachers were: 

o More aware of the importance of teaching literacy across the content areas;   
o Using materials provided by the coach to incorporate literacy into their instruction; 
o Using targeted strategies to help students write more effectively—particularly the 

kinds of writing they would use on the state test; 
o Teaching content vocabulary and implementing strategies to improve student 

comprehension of content-related text; 
o Using formative assessment strategies to monitor student understanding; 
o Engaging in more effective planning to incorporate literacy instruction and to align 

instruction to state and local expectations for literacy learning;   
o Implementing school-adopted reading programs more effectively; and, 
o Implementing student self-monitoring systems that enabled students to track their 

own progress.  
 

Larger numbers of language arts, social studies, and seventh-grade teachers implemented 
these practices than teachers of other content areas. Generally, teachers reported using strategies 
learned from coaches with all of the students they taught, suggesting the potential for literacy 
coaches to have a school-wide impact. 

 
Impact of Coaches on Students   
 

Educators in schools reported that as a result of the coaches’ work, student performance 
in the classroom and on formative assessments had improved, as had student attitudes toward 
literacy and their motivation to read and write.  Evaluations in 2007 and 2008, however, found 
no significant differences in student performance on the state test for schools with ALCP coaches 
when compared with comparable schools that did not have literacy coaches. (2008-09 test scores 
were not available at the time of this writing.) 

 
Facilitating Factors   
 

A number of factors contributed to literacy coaches influencing instructional practice in 
their schools, including: (1) alignment of the coaches’ work with state or local policy and 
improvement initiatives; (2) district support and funding; (3) principal support and leadership; 
(4) coaches’ knowledge, competence, and interpersonal skills; and (5) ability of the coach to 
reach all teachers in a school. 
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Factors that hindered implementation of the ALCP model included (1) being assigned 
more than one school or additional job responsibilities; (2) state and district budget shortfalls that 
made it difficult for districts to continue supporting a literacy coach position; (3) weak district 
and principal support for literacy coaching; and (4) coaches who had difficulty maintaining a 
supportive, non-judgmental attitude toward teachers. 
 
Impact of ALCP on Participants   
 

ALCP helped develop participants into “literacy experts” who worked effectively with 
adult learners through providing embedded professional development and a wealth of strategies 
and resources for teaching literacy across the content areas.  Participants also reported that ALCP 
had motivated them to continue their own professional learning and networking.  Just over half 
of participants reported that their leadership responsibilities had increased as a result of 
participation in ALCP. 

 
Sustainability of ALCP   
 

In schools where ALCP coaches remained in place, the literacy practices they promoted 
appear likely to continue with their support.  In schools where ALCP coaches left the position 
but new literacy coaches were hired, those coaches continued using the structures, knowledge, 
and resources passed along by the ALCP coach—but desired the kind of training and support 
ALCP coaches had received.  In schools that lost the literacy coach position, educators reported a 
new awareness of the importance of literacy and that teachers were continuing to implement 
reading and writing strategies learned from coaches—although they were concerned that it would 
be difficult to maintain the quantity and quality of literacy support without a coach. In the face of 
a state budget shortfall, the prospects for sustaining literacy coaching are uncertain.  There was a 
high rate of attrition among ALCP participants who completed the program; only 55 percent of 
Cadre 1 participants continued to provide literacy coaching in some capacity after they left 
ALCP. In short, a preparation and support program for literacy coaching has been developed and 
appears to be of high quality.  It is uncertain at present, however, how this program might be 
utilized in the future to continue preparing a statewide network of literacy coaches.  
 

Implications 
 

ALCP effectively prepared a small number of literacy coaches to help content area 
teachers incorporate literacy instruction into their classrooms.  Principals and teachers were 
impressed with the knowledge and skills of ALCP-trained coaches—and the coaches themselves 
reported that ALCP had effectively prepared them for their work.  In schools where coaches 
were in place for three years, most teachers had come to appreciate the importance of 
incorporating literacy instruction into their teaching.  In addition, most teachers were 
implementing literacy practices such as teaching content-specific vocabulary, reading 
comprehension strategies, and writing in the content area.  Many also incorporated content-
related literature into their instruction, and engaged in formative assessment practices to stay 
abreast of what students were learning.  As a result, students’ classroom performance and 
attitudes toward literacy had reportedly improved. 

 



  6 

With content coaching emerging as a viable school improvement strategy, it is important to 
build on the lessons learned from ALCP.  Several issues emerged from this research as 
potentially important for the future of literacy coaching in Kentucky and elsewhere: 
 
¥ Sustaining literacy coaching programs in tight economic times:  Models are needed that will 

enable school districts to support literacy coaching, such as part-time coaching models or 
guidance on funding sources;  

¥ Capitalizing on the literacy coach preparation program that ALCP has developed: ALCP has 
developed a high-quality preparation and support program for literacy coaches that might 
continue to be utilized by districts that wish to implement literacy coaching; 

¥ Helping administrators understand and support literacy coaching:  Literacy coaching 
programs should include professional development for administrators, given the critical role 
they play in school improvement; 

¥ Communicating with stakeholders about how and when to measure the impact of literacy 
coaching is critical if programs are to remain in place long enough to be successful; and,  

¥ There is a strong need for research on specific literacy coaching practices that are most likely 
to lead to improved adolescent literacy learning.  

 
The emphasis on adolescent literacy development and its importance in day-to-day 

instruction is critical if students are to be successful in all of the core content areas. The 
Commonwealth of Kentucky has piloted a program that prepared a small cadre of literacy 
coaches who understand the need for better literacy instruction and know how to help teachers 
implement such instruction.  In the future, perhaps Kentucky policymakers and educators can 
identify funding and strategies to build on the knowledge that has been accumulated through 
ALCP to benefit adolescent literacy learners across the state. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In 2005 the Kentucky General Assembly passed House Bill 93, which identified reading 
and mathematics as “gateway skills” necessary for all Kentucky students to achieve the state’s 
academic goals.  The legislation included provisions to create statewide programs to train 
literacy and mathematics coaches to assist teachers.  This report focuses on the Adolescent 
Literacy Coaching Project (ALCP), a program created by that legislation to assist teachers of 
grades 4-12 in incorporating literacy practices into their classroom instruction. 
 
 The Kentucky Department of Education contracted with the Collaborative Center for 
Literacy Development (CCLD), a collective of eight state universities based at the University of 
Kentucky, to develop ALCP.  The Kentucky Department of Education has contributed expertise 
and support to CCLD throughout the project. This report shares findings from research on the 
project’s third year of operation—2008-09.  The report begins with an overview of ALCP and 
the research design.  We then consider the coaching approach promoted by ALCP, the extent to 
which this approach was implemented, the impact of ALCP on those who participated and on the 
schools in which they worked, factors that facilitated and hindered the influence of coaches, and 
the sustainability of the ALCP coaching model. 
 
 

OVERVIEW OF ALCP 
 

The National Context for Literacy Coaching 
 

Kentucky’s literacy coaching program was created at a time when in-school coaching 
was coming to the forefront nationally as a professional development strategy to help teachers 
change classroom practice.  This approach to bringing about instructional change flowed from 
research showing that to be effective, professional development must be ongoing, intensive, and 
supported by modeling, coaching, and collective problem-solving (International Reading 
Association, 2006; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Poglinco et al, 2003). Literacy coaching is a form of 
content coaching, which focuses on improving teachers’ instructional strategies in specific 
content areas (Costa & Garmston, 2002; Joyce & Showers, 1996; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; 
Poglinco et al, 2003).  Content coaching has gained momentum as an instructional change 
strategy—particularly in the areas of reading and language arts—due to state and federal 
mandates that schools show improvement in these two core content areas. 

 
Literacy coaching also emerged at a time when the need to improve the literacy skills of 

adolescents was coming to the forefront.  State and federal programs to improve reading 
achievement in the primary grades had experienced some success, but early learning gains 
disappeared by the time students reached eighth grade (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Results of 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in 2005 (the year ALCP was created) 
showed that 69 percent of eighth graders and 65 percent of 12th graders were reading below the 
proficient level; and 69 percent of eighth graders and 76 percent of 12th graders were writing 
below the proficient level.  In Kentucky in 2005, 65 percent of fourth graders and 75 percent of 
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eighth graders scored below proficient on the NAEP reading tests 
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde/)1.   

 
 These sorts of reading achievement results led many education foundations and 
governmental bodies to create initiatives to address the problem of adolescent literacy.  In 
developing such programs, it was recognized that the literacy demands confronted by 
adolescents are different from those experienced in the primary grades.  Young children learn 
highly generalizable basic literacy skills needed to perform most reading tasks, such as decoding 
and recognizing high frequency vocabulary words.  Once their learning becomes differentiated 
by content area (typically beginning in fourth grade), however, students encounter more complex 
forms of text organization that differ across content areas (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007; Jacobs, 
2008; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008).  For this reason, much of the literacy instruction that 
adolescents receive should occur in the content areas (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004).   
 

The great majority of middle and high school teachers, however, have had little or no 
preparation to provide such instruction and so, need a great deal of professional development and 
support to begin doing so. Literacy coaching is a form of professional development that provides 
this support to teachers at the school site.  It differs from other forms of reading intervention in 
that the literacy coach works with teachers to improve their literacy instruction rather than 
providing intervention directly to students.  Moreover, because students must learn to read 
complex text in all subject areas, literacy coaches typically work not only in the area of 
reading/language arts, but with teachers in other core content areas (particularly mathematics, 
science, and social studies) to help them incorporate text-based strategies into their classroom 
instruction.  Literacy coaching is viewed as a promising approach because it embeds professional 
development for teachers into their daily instruction (Deshler, Palincsar, Biancarosa, & Nair, 
2007; Heller & Greenleaf, 2007; NCTE, 2006).  (A more in-depth review of the literature on 
literacy coaching can be found in Appendix A; references for the literature review and this report 
are provided in Appendix B.) 
 

Kentucky’s Approach to Literacy Coaching 
 
 Reflecting national trends, ALCP sought to develop a statewide network of literacy 
coaches to work full-time with teachers of grades 4-12 of all content areas to infuse literacy 
throughout the curriculum. The program was developed by CCLD staff, education faculty at the 
eight universities that comprise the CCLD, and Kentucky Department of Education literacy staff. 
ALCP provided a two-year training and support program at regional university sites led by 
university faculty with expertise in literacy and experience working with classroom teachers. 
Participants began their preparation at an eight-day summer institute at the regional site and 
attended a second summer institute the following year. During each of the subsequent school 
years, participants attended monthly professional development or networking sessions.  Two of 
these days were at the regional university site; other monthly sessions included attendance at 
professional conferences or sessions planned by central ALCP staff.  The Kentucky Department 
of Education has also provided professional development for literacy coaches. Participants 
earned six hours of graduate credit each year they participated in the project, accumulating 12 

                                                        
1 NAEP has not reported 12th grade scores for individual states. 
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hours of graduate credit by the time they completed the program. 
 

Teachers who wished to participate in ALCP submitted an application signed by their 
principal and district superintendent. Applicants were expected to have a Master’s degree and a 
minimum of three years teaching experience. The program also sought applicants with 
experience and/or personal qualities that predicted success working with and supporting other 
teachers, strong reading and writing skills, ability to communicate effectively with parents and 
other stakeholders, ability to manage multiple priorities and challenging work environments, and 
a commitment to ongoing professional growth and excellence. 
 

The project paid for all of the training and materials and provided a mini-grant of no less 
than $6,500 to each coach for training, materials, and school-based needs.  In what would turn 
out to be a major barrier to participation, participating schools or districts were required to fund 
the position of literacy coach. 

The project was intended to train up to 20 coaches at eight regional sites each year, for a 
possible total of 160 coaches trained per year.  ALCP was initially funded for four years, with 
each cadre to receive training in two-year blocks.  Thus, if project funding had been maintained 
for the four-year period with new cadres of coaches trained each year, and if each institute had 
been filled to capacity, over 500 literacy coaches could have been trained across the state.  

 
In reality, participation in ALCP was much lower than anticipated, most likely because 

districts had to fund the literacy coach position.  In addition, when the 2008 Kentucky General 
Assembly experienced a budget shortfall and greatly reduced funding to the Kentucky 
Department of Education, one of the casualties was ALCP.  Operating with a reduced budget, the 
project was unable to prepare a third and fourth cadre of coaches.  Because of the low 
participation rate and funding cuts, only 48 literacy coaches in two cadres were accepted into 
ALCP rather than the 500+ originally envisioned; only 46 completed the two-year program.  The 
low participation rate has been exacerbated by the fact that several Cadre 1 coaches, for various 
reasons, were returned to the classroom or moved to other positions after they completed ALCP.  
Table 1 shows the number of ALCP participants who served as literacy coaches each year of the 
project. In total, 51 schools in 27 of Kentucky’s 176 school districts have been served by ALCP 
coaches at some time during the three years of the project. 
 

Table 1:  Number of ALCP Participants Serving as Coaches 
 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Cadre 1 22 18 10 

Cadre 2  26 18 

Total 22 44 28 

 
  

RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

Years 1 and 2 of the evaluation (2006-07 and 2007-08) provided a detailed description of 
how coaches were selected, prepared, and supported in their work; the activities in which 
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coaches engaged in their schools; and the degree to which their work aligned with national 
literacy coaching standards.  It shared the perceived impact of the coaches on teachers and 
students.  The evaluation included a quasi-experimental component that compared the literacy 
environment and student achievement in schools with ALCP coaches with comparable schools 
that did not have literacy coaches.  Findings of the prior years’ evaluations can be found at the 
CCLD website.2  Relevant findings from prior years are also embedded in this report as they 
relate to current research questions and findings. 

 
Recognizing that it takes two to three years for literacy coaching to begin to have a 

school-wide impact, the research in 2008-09 focused primarily on Cadre 1 coaches who had 
“graduated” from ALCP and who had been doing the work of literacy coaching for nearly three 
years.  Due to attrition, the number of active Cadre 1 literacy coaches had dropped considerably 
from the prior year.  Of the 20 Cadre 1 coaches who completed the training program, only ten 
continued to work as literacy or instructional coaches in their schools.  Of this number, one was a 
literacy coach in a primary school; she was allowed to participate in ALCP because the district in 
which she worked was implementing literacy coaching district-wide and wanted all coaches to 
participate in the training.  The coach was not included in the research, however, because the 
focus of ALCP is on adolescent literacy.  Another ALCP participant became a literacy coach in 
the federal Striving Reader program, which uses a different literacy coaching model. The 
remaining pool of eight Cadre 1 coaches included the following: 

 
¥ 1 full-time literacy coach in an intermediate school; 
¥ 3 full-time literacy coaches in middle schools; 
¥ 2 full-time instructional coaches in middle schools; 
¥ 1 middle school consultant providing literacy coaching to 3 middle schools; and, 
¥ 1 full-time instructional coach in a high school. 
 

The following research questions provided a focus for the Year 3 research: 
 
¥ What coaching models or approaches were stressed by ALCP, and to what extent were those 

models or approaches implemented? 
¥ What is the impact of ALCP coaches on their schools and teacher practice, and on student 

behavior, attitudes, and learning after three years? 
¥ What factors facilitated or hindered the influence of literacy coaches? 
¥ What aspects of the coaching model have been sustained in schools that participated in 

ALCP? 
¥ What impact has the ALCP preparation and support program had on coaches who completed 

the program? 
 

To explore these questions, we conducted interviews with seven of the eight Cadre 1 
participants who continue to do literacy coaching (the eighth coach did not respond to interview 
requests). We made site visits to five of the ALCP project schools, including an intermediate 
school and four middle schools. While there, we interviewed superintendents, principals, 
coaches, and at least one teacher at each grade level and subject area.  In addition, we conducted 

                                                        
2 http://www.kentuckyliteracy.org/alcp/research.html 
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phone interviews with principals, teachers, and coaches at project schools not visited.  The phone 
interviews included conversations with educators in five schools that had discontinued the 
literacy coaching position, and in two schools where the ALCP coach left the position and was 
replaced with a literacy coach who had not participated in ALCP (A more complete description 
of the research design and protocols can be found in Appendices C and D.) 
 
 In reviewing the major findings shared in subsequent sections of the report, it should be 
noted that the ALCP research findings are based on a small number of cases due to low 
participation in ALCP.  In addition, the research design relies heavily on self-report data from 
coaches, principals, and teachers.  Even though we requested interviews with teachers from all 
grade levels and subject areas—and coaches identified teachers for interviews within those 
guidelines—coaches may have selected teachers who were supportive of literacy coaching. 
 

Our data could be strengthened by more observational data, including observations of 
coaches’ activities and of changes in teacher practice.  Resources for the research, however, 
permitted only one-day site visits to a small number of schools, resulting in limited observational 
data.  To offset these limitations, every attempt was made to triangulate data and eliminate bias.  
For instance, as noted above, we requested to interview teachers of each grade level and subject 
area during site visits to ensure representation from all teachers targeted by ALCP.  In addition, 
data gathered from coaches about their activities were triangulated with data from interviews 
with principals and teachers, and with questionnaire data from all of the target teachers within 
the school that were visited—although the response rate was only about 40 percent in all but one 
school.  Even so, it is possible that teachers and coaches overestimated the degree of change in 
teacher practice.  
 
 

MAJOR FINDINGS 
 
 Data from Year 3 continues to support findings from earlier reports that ALCP developed 
an intensive, high quality training and support program for literacy coaches based on national 
coaching standards.  The preparation program was highly regarded by participants, and 
principals and teachers in the schools were impressed with the knowledge and skills literacy 
coaches brought to their work. The program showed great potential for preparing a statewide 
network of literacy coaches (as was the original intent), but was greatly hampered by the fact that 
districts had to fund the literacy coach position, resulting in very low participation in the project. 
The major findings listed below, which will be elaborated upon in the following sections, are 
based on the small numbers who did participate in the program. 
 
!  The ALCP model:  ALCP stressed an approach to coaching with the following 

characteristics: 
o Each school would be served by a full-time literacy coach. 
o The coach would work directly with teachers to effect instructional change. 
o The coach would play a supportive, non-evaluative role with teachers. 
o The coach would not be unduly distracted by non-literacy-coaching duties.   
o The coaches’ work would be framed around the literacy coaching standards of the 

International Reading Association, with emphasis on standards 1-3 that focused on 
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literacy planning, promoting productive relationships with school staff, providing 
embedded professional development to content area teachers, assisting with student 
assessment and analysis for instructional planning, and continuing the coaches’ own 
professional development. ALCP placed less emphasis on the content area literacy 
strategies contained in IRA standard 4. 

!  Fidelity to the model:  The literacy coaching approach implemented across schools showed 
fidelity to the ALCP model in many respects, although there were exceptions. Roughly 75 
percent of ALCP participants served as full-time literacy coaches in their schools as 
envisioned by ALCP; another 25 percent, however, served more than one school or role.  The 
great majority of coaches spent the bulk of their time working directly with teachers as 
intended, but most coaches also worked directly with students on occasion, typically in the 
context of helping prepare them for the writing components of the state test. With a few 
exceptions, coaches were highly regarded for playing a supportive, non-judgmental role with 
teachers. Coaches shaped their work around IRA coaching standards 1-3 in that they shared 
general literacy strategies (through embedded professional development) with teachers of all 
content areas, working most frequently with language arts and social studies teachers.  Most 
coaches also assisted with data analysis and literacy planning, and provided materials to 
teachers. Reflecting ALCP training, coaches did not typically emphasize strategies that were 
specific to the literacy demands of each content area, but shared strategies that could be 
implemented across content areas.  A major focus of coaches’ work that was not strongly 
emphasized by ALCP was helping teachers prepare students for the kinds of writing required 
on the state assessment.   

!  Impact of coaches on teacher practice:  Principals, coaches, and teachers reported that as a 
result of the literacy coaches’ work, teachers were: 

o More aware of the importance of teaching literacy across the content areas;   
o Using materials provided by the coach to incorporate literacy into their instruction; 
o Using targeted strategies to help students write more effectively—particularly the 

kinds of writing they would use on the state test; 
o Teaching content vocabulary and implementing strategies to improve student 

comprehension of content-related text; 
o Using formative assessment strategies to monitor student understanding; 
o Engaging in more effective planning to incorporate literacy instruction and to align 

instruction to state and local expectations for literacy learning;   
o Implementing school-adopted reading programs more effectively; and, 
o Implementing student self-monitoring systems that enabled students to track their 

own progress.  
Larger numbers of language arts, social studies, and seventh-grade teachers implemented 
these practices than teachers of other content areas. Generally, teachers reported using 
strategies learned from coaches with all of the students they taught, suggesting the potential 
for literacy coaches to have a school-wide impact. 

!  Impact of coaches on students:  Educators in schools reported that as a result of the 
coaches’ work, student performance in the classroom and on formative assessments had 
improved, as had student attitudes toward literacy and their motivation to read and write.  
Evaluations in 2007 and 2008, however, found no significant differences in student 
performance on the state test for schools with ALCP coaches when compared with 



  13 

comparable schools that did not have literacy coaches. (2008-09 test scores were not 
available at the time of this writing.) 

!  Facilitating factors:  A number of factors contributed to literacy coaches influencing 
instructional practice in their schools, including: (1) alignment of the coaches’ work with 
state or local policy and improvement initiatives; (2) district support and funding; (3) 
principal support and leadership; (4) coaches’ knowledge, competence, and interpersonal 
skills; and (5) ability of the coach to reach all teachers in a school. 

!  Hindering factors:  Factors that hindered the implementation of the ALCP model included: 
(1) being assigned more than one school or additional job responsibilities; (2) state and 
district budget shortfalls that made it difficult for districts to continue supporting a literacy 
coach position; (3) weak district and principal support for literacy coaching; and (4) coaches 
who had difficulty maintaining a supportive, non-judgmental attitude toward teachers. 

!  Impact of ALCP on participants:  ALCP helped develop participants into “literacy experts” 
who worked effectively with adult learners through providing embedded professional 
development and a wealth of strategies and resources for teaching literacy across the content 
areas.  Participants also reported that ALCP had motivated them to continue their own 
professional learning and networking.  Just over half of participants reported that their 
leadership responsibilities had increased as a result of participation in ALCP. 

!  Sustainability of ALCP:  In schools where ALCP coaches remained in place, the literacy 
practices they promoted appear likely to continue with their support.  In schools where ALCP 
coaches left the position but new literacy coaches were hired, those coaches continued using 
the structures, knowledge, and resources passed along by the ALCP coach—but desired the 
kind of training and support that ALCP coaches had received.  In schools that lost the literacy 
coach position, educators reported a new awareness of the importance of literacy and that 
teachers were continuing to implement reading and writing strategies learned from coaches, 
although they were concerned that it would be difficult to maintain the quantity and quality 
of literacy support without a coach. In the face of a state budget shortfall, the prospects for 
sustaining literacy coaching are uncertain.  There was a high rate of attrition among ALCP 
participants who completed the program; only 55 percent of Cadre 1 participants continued 
to provide literacy coaching in some capacity after they left ALCP. In short, a preparation 
and support program for literacy coaching has been developed and appears to be of high 
quality.  It is uncertain at present, however, how this program might be utilized in the future 
to continue preparing literacy coaches.  

 
 

The ALCP Model 
 

ALCP did not set forth a structured model that literacy coaches were expected to 
implement, but certain expectations were established by the project. ALCP specified that 
participants should be full-time literacy coaches but noted that literacy coaches might hold 
related duties, such as writing portfolio cluster leader or curriculum coordinator. Project 
materials stated that the literacy coach must be a school-level (not district-level) position.  The 
project recommended one coach per school. 
 

ALCP made clear that literacy coaches should work directly with teachers to effect 
instructional change rather than working one-on-one with students as reading specialists do. 
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Literacy coaches were expected to work with content area teachers to help them infuse literacy 
strategies into the curriculum. They would do this by modeling instruction, observing and 
providing feedback, and leading teacher inquiry groups and professional development sessions. 
It was emphasized throughout their training that coaches should work with teachers in a 
supportive, non-evaluative manner. In addition, coaches were expected to serve as liaisons 
between instructional leaders, teachers, and administrators, including helping assess the school's 
literacy needs, disseminating relevant data, and collaborating to create a school literacy plan. 
ALCP also emphasized that coaches should not be assigned administrative or managerial duties 
that would distract them from supporting literacy instruction. 

 While it was anticipated that the actual work of coaches would look different in different 
schools, coaches’ preparation was framed around the International Reading Association’s (IRA) 
Standards for Middle and High School Literacy Coaches (2006).  This framework consists of 
four categories of standards; the first three are leadership standards and the fourth category 
includes content area standards:3 
 
¥ Standard 1 focuses on the role of coaches as collaborators to help develop, implement, and 

monitor school literacy plans; to promote productive relationships within and among school 
staff; and to strengthen their own professional knowledge and skills. 

¥ Standard 2 focuses on job-embedded coaching with content area teachers, including sharing 
strategies in workshops or through modeling, helping select materials, and observing and 
giving feedback in the classroom.   

¥ Standard 3 emphasizes coaches as evaluators, assisting teachers with assessing student 
literacy skills, analyzing assessment and classroom data, and using this analysis to design 
instruction.   

¥ Standard 4 identifies coaches as instructional strategists in each of four core content areas: 
English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. Coaching performances 
listed under this standard identify specific aspects of the standards, literacy demands and text 
structures of each content area that coaches will understand, and around which they will help 
teachers implement instructional strategies.  

 
Data from Years 1 and 2 of the ALCP evaluation revealed that the summer institutes and 

follow-up support for coaches focused most heavily on standards 1-3, including literacy 
planning, developing coaching skills, and arming coaches with a wealth of strategies and 
resources to share with teachers to help them integrate literacy into their instruction. Standard 2, 
in particular, appeared to form much of the core of ALCP training.  The performances listed for 
coaches under this standard envision coaches teaching literacy across content areas, but in a 
somewhat general way.  For instance, sample performances state that coaches will provide 
content area teachers with professional development related to metacognitive reading strategies 
such as before/during/after reading strategies as well as vocabulary development strategies for 
teaching content vocabulary. This emphasis on “generic” literacy strategies is consistent with 
recent literature noting that such strategies can help students learn a number of routines for 
comprehending many different kinds of text (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007). 

                                                        
3 The standards may also be downloaded in their entirety at 
http://www.reading.org/resources/issues/reports/coaching.html 
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In both Years 1 and 2, coaches were provided with resources and strategies that might 

address standard 4—literacy in the content areas. For the most part, however, the strategies could 
be applied across content areas, such as teaching vocabulary, familiarizing students with 
textbooks, and incorporating writing into instruction, actually reflecting the performances listed 
under standard 2 more so than standard 4, which emphasizes standards, text structures, and 
writing specific to content areas.   

 
Year 1 of coaches’ training included general information on the IRA standards, helping 

coaches develop a coaching plan to get started, and school-wide strategic planning. During Year 
2 of coaches’ training, a great deal of time was devoted to helping coaches understand and 
design an action research project that they would be expected to implement that year. The action 
research component was added the second year in order to satisfy the concerns of some institute 
directors that ALCP coursework be rigorous enough to constitute graduate coursework. 
Additional topics of focus in Year 2 were formative assessment, differentiation, and professional 
learning communities. Summer institutes both years included reviewing research on adolescent 
literacy, working with adult learners (including role-playing coaching situations), and integrating 
technology into literacy instruction. 
 
 The “take-away” for coaches from their ALCP preparation, then, was that they would 
serve as full-time literacy coaches in a single school. They would work closely with school 
administrators to support literacy instruction, but their work with teachers would be supportive 
and non-evaluative so that teachers would feel comfortable inviting them into their classrooms.  
Coaches would not work directly with students on a regular basis, nor would they be unduly 
distracted by non-literacy responsibilities.  They would help teachers integrate literacy 
instruction in the content areas by modeling literacy strategies that could be implemented across 
content areas, offering professional development, assisting with planning and curriculum 
alignment, and helping teachers analyze data to inform instruction.  They would also conduct 
their own action research project, focusing on a topic that was relevant to their work. 

 
 

Fidelity to the Model 
 

The literacy coaching approach implemented across schools showed fidelity to the ALCP 
model in many respects, although there were exceptions.  Below we consider the extent to which 
literacy coaching by ALCP coaches adhered to the ALCP model in these areas:  full-time literacy 
coaching, coaching focused on direct work with teachers, coaching across content areas, and 
coaching focused on the IRA coaching standards.  We also discuss how state and district policy 
initiatives shaped the work of coaches in ways that had not been emphasized by ALCP. 
 
Full-Time vs. Part-Time Literacy Coaching 
 

 Roughly 75 percent of ALCP participants served as full-time literacy coaches in their 
schools as envisioned by ALCP; another 25 percent served more than one school or role.  During 
the 2007-08 school year, for instance, nine ALCP participants served more than one school—a 
workload that appeared more manageable for two coaches who each served two relatively small 
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elementary schools than for five coaches who served three or more K-8 schools, middle schools, 
or high schools. In 2008-09, six of 32 ALCP participants across both cadres who continued to 
serve as coaches served more than one school; one of these coaches served 11 schools, while 
others served 2-4 schools.   
 
 During Year 3 of ALCP, the majority of participants who continued to serve as coaches 
reported that they focused 75 percent or more of their time on literacy coaching.  For several 
participants, however, their work expanded beyond literacy.  Among ten Cadre 1 participants 
who continued to work as coaches, six were designated full-time literacy coaches and three were 
designated as instructional coaches. Similarly, among 22 Cadre 2 participants who were 
coaching in 2008-09, 17 considered themselves literacy coaches while five reported that they had 
become instructional or curriculum coaches. While those who had become instructional coaches 
perceived that their duties had broadened beyond literacy, many of the activities they reported 
were similar to those of ALCP literacy coaches, such as promoting effective instructional and 
classroom management practices and working with teachers on curriculum alignment and data 
analysis.  
 
Working with Teachers vs. Students 
 

ALCP, like many literacy coaching programs, promotes a coaching model in which 
coaches work directly with teachers rather than students. And indeed, the majority of ALCP 
coaches spent the bulk of their time working with teachers.  However, about half of coaches each 
year indicated that they spent some time working directly with students. Often, this work 
involved helping students with the kinds of writing tasks that appear on the state assessment, 
such as conferencing with students on their writing portfolio entries or teaching lessons on how 
to answer open-response questions or respond to on-demand writing prompts. In 2007-08, for 
instance, at least two coaches worked with small groups of students to help prepare them for the 
state testÑ although this activity only occurred in the months before testing. In Year 3 (2008-09), 
three Cadre 2 coaches reported teaching a class period or a rotation class focused on literacy.  
Similarly, four of five Cadre 1 coaches who were visited reported spending some time working 
with individual students.  Two of these coaches worked with individual students on their writing 
portfolios.  Another coach reported that she frequently taught lessons on portfolio and on-
demand writing in teachersÕ classrooms: 
 

I probably don’t do it the way I am supposed to do it. I do more with the students than I 
am probably supposed to.  The teacher is there the whole time.  Usually it becomes a 
team-teaching kind of thing. Right now in science I am teaching on-demand writing. 
Content area teachers are not comfortable with writing at all.  So I go in and help them; I 
teach the lesson. 

 
Coaching Teachers in All Content Areas 
 
 ALCP envisioned a coaching program in which coaches would use a variety of methods 
to work with teachers of all content areas to help them integrate literacy strategies into their 
classroom instruction. Our data showed that by their third year of coaching, most of the coaches 
were, indeed, interacting with all teachers in their schools in one way or another.  Whereas in 
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their first year, many coaches tended to work with individual teachers, by the third year they 
were doing more activities with groups of teachers such as in department or team meetings or in 
professional development activities.  Most of the coaches had developed sufficient credibility by 
this time that few “resistant teachers” remained among the faculty. 
 

As part of our interviews with coaches during site visits, we asked them to indicate on a 
faculty list those teachers with whom they had worked individually during the 2008-09 school 
year. We also asked teachers on questionnaires to indicate the frequency with which they 
interacted with literacy coaches.  These data revealed that the proportion of teachers with whom 
coaches worked individually was at least 50 percent in all five of the site visit schools. When 
literacy coaches and instructional coaches were considered together, four of seven coaches did 
most of their work individually with teachers, modeling lessons or team teaching, assisting 
teachers with planning, or finding materials.  Two coaches reported engaging in a balance of 
individual and group activities.  The remaining coach served three schools and consequently, did 
the bulk of her work through teams or departments in order to reach more teachers.  

 
All coaches used more than one method to support individual teachers.  The method 

reported by the largest number (6 of 7) was modeling in the classroom.  One teacher described 
how this works: 
 

Usually, she models one period and the teacher is teaching the same lesson the 
other periods. Then she will come in and watch us and see if the reading 
strategies are done right. Then we’ll sit down say, “How did it go? What did you 
think? What could we change to make it better?” 

 
Other common methods for supporting teachers were providing professional 

development and working with teams or departments (reported by 5 of 7).  The least common 
activity—reported by only two coaches—was observing teachers teaching and giving them 
feedback. 
 

Data from teacher questionnaires indicated that coaches worked most frequently with 
language arts teachers (averaging about once a week); and social studies teachers to a lesser 
extent.  Mathematics teachers tended to have the least amount of contact with literacy coaches, 
typically averaging contact with the coach once a month or less.  The extent to which coaches 
worked with science, special education, and related arts teachers varied across sites. In middle 
schools, coaches as a group had more frequent contact with seventh-grade teachers than with 
sixth- or eighth-grade teachers.  This may be a by-product of the fact that seventh-grade students 
were required to submit writing portfolios as part of the state assessment (although this 
requirement was discontinued in late spring 2009), and most coaches spent a great deal of time 
helping teachers and students develop portfolio entries.   
 
Adherence to IRA Coaching Standards 
 

Data from Year 3 of ALCP confirmed findings from prior years that the work of ALCP 
coaches strongly reflected the emphasis of their training on IRA coaching standards 1-3.  Four of 
five coaches who were visited in 2008-09 assisted teachers with planning and alignment 
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activities, such as aligning curriculum and assessment to standards or planning lessons or unit 
activities as a team. Across all three years of the project, principals and teachers have spoken 
highly of the productive relationships promoted and modeled by coaches; nearly all coaches 
appear to have taken to heart the notion that they should play a supportive, non-evaluative role 
with teachers.  All coaches were providing practical support to teachers by modeling or 
providing other professional development on reading and writing strategies in the content areas, 
such as helping teachers incorporate strategies to teach content vocabulary or comprehension in 
the context of their subject matter. Three literacy coaches among the five visited were cited as 
providing a wealth of literacy materials and resources to teachers, and one coach was credited 
with helping teachers incorporate technology into instruction.  Four of the five coaches were 
involved in some sort of assessment-related activity, such as helping implement formative 
assessment in the classroom (exit slips, for example) and helping students track their own 
progress; or helping teachers analyze assessment data and determine instructional implications.  
 
 Coaches did not appear to focus their work on content-specific reading and writing, as 
emphasized by IRA standard 4.  For instance, standard 4 suggests that coaches should (among 
other things): 
¥ Work collaboratively with science teachers to implement model strategies in science 

classrooms that teach students to write clear and testable questions; design and describe 
laboratory procedures; record observations; and use evidence and logical thinking to 
develop, write, and defend their explanations; 

¥ Work with science teachers to help students identify core science concepts and concept 
relationships presented in text; develop propositional concept maps to organize 
concepts/relationships and to illustrate concepts/relationships with examples; 

¥ Know and assist mathematics teachers in understanding the text structures that students 
commonly encounter in mathematics; and, 

¥ Know and help teachers teach students the specific demands of social studies textbooks, 
such as using and interpreting maps, globes, and other nonlinguistic or graphic tools such 
as timelines, photographs, charts, statistical tables, and political cartoons. 

 
We heard few, if any, examples of coaches getting into this level of content-specific 

literacy.  This is not surprising, given that their training through ALCP had placed more 
emphasis on the generic literacy practices listed under standard 2.  In addition, we heard no 
reports that teachers or principals were requesting more focus on content-specific literacy 
strategies.  Given that few models yet exist for content-specific literacy strategies (see literature 
review in Appendix A), it may well be that teachers and even literacy coaches are unaware of the 
potential that a more content-specific approach to literacy instruction might hold.   
 
The Pressure of State and Local Initiatives 
 

Pressures from Kentucky’s testing and accountability system resulted in coaches 
spending a large proportion of their time on activities that had not been strongly emphasized by 
ALCP.  All schools in Kentucky are held accountable for improving student performance on the 
state assessment program (known as the Commonwealth Accountability Testing System, CATS). 
Many directives to coaches about how they should spend their time came from the district or 
principal and were designed to improve student writing on portfolios, open-response questions, 
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and on-demand writing tasks—all components of CATS.  In addition, coaches in three schools 
were given the responsibility of facilitating scripted reading programs that had been adopted by 
the district or school in hope of improving student reading indicators.  We consider below how 
the emphasis on CATS preparation and school-adopted reading programs shaped coaches’ work. 
 

Coaching to improve CATS-based writing.  Coaches in virtually all schools assisted 
teachers in improving student performance on the written components of CATS. At one school, 
for example, the literacy coach reported that early in the school year, she demonstrated to all 
teachers how to teach students a strategy for answering open-response questions entitled “ROAR 
for 4:”  Read all parts of the question, Organize your thoughts, Answer all parts of the question, 
and Review what you have written.  At this school, Roar for 4 charts were posted in all 
classrooms and teachers were expected to remind students to use the strategy each time they 
answered an open-response question.   

 
In addition, the district had requested that teachers in all schools use a technique known 

as “live scoring” to provide real-time assistance to students by giving them “descriptive 
feedback” as they answered open-response questions.  The literacy coach at this school provided 
professional development to the entire faculty on giving descriptive feedback to students about 
their written responses.  She and the curriculum coach shared the responsibility of assisting 
teachers in the classroom as they implemented live scoring. Vignette #1 describes a live scoring 
session that we observed in a middle school science classroom. 
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Vignette #1:  Coaching to Improve Students’ CATS-Based Writing 
 
The setting is a seventh grade science classroom.  Numerous artifacts indicate that the teacher incorporates 
literacy strategies into the classroom, including the ROAR for 4 poster, a poster with an “On-Demand Hand” 
that lists components to include in responding to on-demand writing prompts, and a display of student 
worksheets entitled “Vocabulary bookmark” for a lesson on weathering in which students have written 
vocabulary words, definitions, and comments or pictures.   
 
The teacher and coach facilitate the live scoring activity.  This activity is part of a unit the teacher has been 
presenting on force and motion. The outcomes for the activity are displayed on a screen.  Students are given a 
two-page handout entitled “Puppy Power.”  The first page contains the task, the second page is the “Puppy 
Power Scoring Guide” that describes characteristics of student responses at each scoring level 0-4 (with 4 
being the highest score).  Page 1 has an illustration of five dogs, two of which are pulling on either end of a 
rope.  The description of the scene explains that each dog has potential for moving objects using force 
measured in Newtons.  The illustration shows how much potential each dog has, ranging from 25 Newtons to 
200 Newtons.  Students are provided with three scenarios that they must address in terms of whether the force 
exerted on the rope would be balanced or unbalanced, depending on which dogs were engaged in the tug-of-
war. 
 
The teacher gives students time to review their notes on force and motion in their science notebooks, warning 
them that they may not look at their notes in answering the question.  She urges them to pay close attention to 
the vocabulary in their notes and to use it in their responses.   
 
Students have cardboard “stoplights” on their desk that are multi-sided, with a red circle on one side, yellow 
on another, and green on another. The coach reviews the procedures for live scoring:  “Now your traffic light 
is a neat little tool for communicating with us.  We will let you do Part A of the question first, we will give 
you feedback and you can make improvements or get the go-ahead to start Part B.  While you are working, the 
red light should face the board. This means, ‘Hold off, I am thinking and writing.’ This tells us we are not 
going to come over and be all up in what you are doing.  A green light means ‘I am ready for you to check Part 
A so I can go on to Part B.’  Yellow means you have a question; we will get to you as soon as possible.” 
 
The coach then talks through the ROAR for 4 poster, reminding students of the steps they should take in 
answering each part of the question.  As she recaps each step of the process, she points out key features of the 
illustration and key words in the questions that will help students stay focused in their responses. 
 
Students begin working; the teacher and coach circulate. They are kept busy throughout the lesson answering 
student questions and giving feedback to students on each part of the open-response question.  The coach asks 
one student, “What can you do to make this arrow represent a larger force?”  The girl responds, “Make it 
bigger.”  The coach goes on to describe in detail what the girl did well on Part A of the question, then instructs 
her to proceed to Part B.  She helps another student: “You have your arrow showing direction and have labeled 
the number of Newtons; you are ready to move on to Part B.”  To another student, the coach comments, “You 
are this close—you have the right dogs listed, but you have left out an important fact about these dogs.  How 
do I know that all of those dogs pulling against each other will be balanced?  Prove it to me.” 
 
The teachers run out of time to have the students complete the task in class.  The teacher announces, “If you 
are not finished, your homework is to take it home and finish it.  There will be a quiz tomorrow on Newton’s 
first law and balanced and unbalanced forces. From what I have seen today, the quiz will not be a problem.  
Great job!” 
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Another example of coaches helping teachers with CATS-based writing was found at an 
elementary school, where the literacy coach was instrumental in making sure every teacher knew 
how to implement a strategy for responding to on-demand writing prompts—another format for 
assessing student writing on CATS.  When a district administrator pointed out that students at the 
school were not performing well in on-demand writing, the literacy coach devised a plan for all 
teachers in the school to give an on-demand writing prompt on the same day once a month.  She 
provided the prompts and the entire school engaged in the activity from 8:00 until 9:00 on the 
specified day. Teachers then scored students’ work, sometimes with the literacy coach’s help. 
Results were shared with the coach, and she identified weak areas and concentrated her attention 
on helping in those areas.  One teacher explained: 

 
One thing [the literacy coach] really helped with was on-demand writing… She 
demonstrated the SPAT technique and how to walk the students through that. It’s a new 
technique. You get the situation, purpose, audience, and the task. You do that first, then 
there is a form…it goes through each paragraph and the conclusion paragraph. She even 
helped score [student responses] for me.  We teach students to build up as they go 
through….You start by modeling, then as the year progresses, you turn them loose and 
they use that process. It is just like open-response, you start out modeling and then 
eventually turn them loose. 

 
Coaching to facilitate scripted reading programs.  In addition to spending a great deal 

of time helping teachers improve student performance on CATS-like writing tasks, coaches in 
three schools that we visited were responsible for overseeing district- or school-adopted scripted 
reading programs. All three of these schools had 80-90 percent of students participating in the 
free-reduced lunch program.  Although the schools were located in two different districts, they 
were implementing the same reading program:  SRA’s Direct Instruction/Corrective Reading.  
As facilitators of the school reading program, these three coaches tested and placed students in 
the appropriate leveled reading classes, provided professional development (both workshops and 
modeling) to teachers on how to implement the program, and assisted teachers in monitoring 
student progress and changing placement as needed.   
 

At one middle school, virtually all teachers taught reading during the school’s literacy 
block while the literacy coach circulated and provided support.  A mathematics teacher who 
entered teaching as a second career spoke of how the literacy coach had supported him as he 
learned to implement the reading program and also helped him incorporate literacy into 
mathematics: 

 
I was…coming in as a second profession teaching math; [I] found at this school, I had to 
teach reading. I was in a bit of a panic.  [The literacy coach] worked very closely with 
me the first two years to get my comfort level up.  She showed me different ways to teach 
reading and ways to incorporate reading and writing into the regular math curriculum.  
She would come in and model and run things by me... It has tapered some this year 
because I worked so much with her the first two years; whereas this year, I feel more 
comfortable being on my own. 
 

Summary of Fidelity of Implementation 
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 The examples shared above reveal that literacy coaching as implemented in the schools 
adhered to the ALCP model in several important ways—but there were deviations from the 
model.  Just over half of ALCP participants who continued to practice coaching were full-time 
literacy coaches in one school, as encouraged by ALCP.  The remainder served more than one 
school or had expanded roles that went beyond literacy.  Nearly all coaches spent the majority of 
their time working directly with teachers, but over half of coaches also worked individually with 
students, typically in response to state and local initiatives such as facilitating the implementation 
of scripted reading programs or helping students improve their writing for the state test. The 
work of coaches adhered closely to IRA standards 1-3, which emphasize literacy planning, 
productive relationships, providing practical support to content area teachers through embedded 
professional development and providing materials and resources, and assisting teachers with 
assessment practices and analysis.  
 

Literacy coaches worked with teachers in all content areas as emphasized by IRA 
standard 4, although they spent more time with language arts teachers and with teachers at tested 
grade levels.  Their work with content area teachers was mostly of the generic type listed under 
standard 2; that is, they shared strategies that could be used across content areas rather than 
focusing on text structures and writing specific to each content area.  This more general focus 
reflected their ALCP preparation, but may have been partly influenced by pressures to focus 
their attention on helping teachers prepare students for the state test and/or helping teachers 
implement school-adopted reading programs.  These were activities that had not been strongly 
emphasized by ALCP, yet were seen as critical by local districts and schools.  

 
Some experts fear that this sort of focus on test-based writing will “create incentives for 

teachers to drill students in simple, formulaic kinds of writing, at the expense of time they might 
otherwise spend teaching them to write thoughtful, independent, and varied kinds of papers in 
science, history, and other subjects” (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007, p. 18).  Yet there has been 
virtually no research to date linking specific coaching activities or literacy practices to improved 
student outcomes (Snow et al, 2006).  In the absence of such research, it made sense for coaches 
to assist teachers with literacy strategies that were directly linked to the state test, for which 
teachers are held accountable.   
 
 

Impact of ALCP Coaches on Schools, Teachers, and Students 
 

The primary role of the literacy coach is to work directly with teachers to help them more 
effectively teach or integrate literacy into their classrooms.  The ultimate goal is improved 
student achievement, but the immediate focus is teacher learning (IRA, 2006; Toll, 2005, 2006, 
2007).  Because it may take two to three years for coaches to develop “the full complement of 
coaching skills” (IRA, 2006, p. 5) and to reach all teachers in the school, Year 3 of ALCP 
seemed the ideal time to examine more carefully the impact coaches were having on schools, 
teachers, and students.  As noted earlier in the report, we focused on Cadre 1 coaches who had 
been doing literacy coaching for three years because we believed this group of coaches would be 
most likely to have reached all teachers and students in their schools. We consider first the 
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impact coaches had on schools and on teacher attitudes and practices.  We then share the 
reported impact of the coaches’ work on student attitudes and performance. 
 
Impact of Coaches on Schools and Teachers 
 
 Coaches were reported to have had an impact on schools and teachers in both attitudes 
and thinking about literacy, in organization and planning, and in actual instructional and 
assessment practices that were used school-wide and in individual teacher classrooms.  The main 
areas of impact were increased awareness of and resources for literacy instruction; 
implementation of strategies for writing in the content areas, reading in the content areas, and 
classroom assessment and monitoring; more focused planning and alignment by individual 
teachers, departments and schools; and more effective implementation of school-adopted reading 
programs.  We describe each of these areas in more detail below; then consider how widespread 
the coaches’ influence was within the schools. 
 
 Increased awareness and resources.  There was general agreement across schools 
served by Cadre 1 ALCP coaches that the coaches’ work had increased awareness of the 
importance of literacy instruction across content areas and had provided teachers with many 
resources to incorporate literacy into their instruction.  Even in schools where the literacy coach 
position was discontinued, respondents believed that having a literacy coach for two years had 
increased teachers’ awareness of and tools for incorporating literacy.  The principal in one such 
school commented: 
 

[The literacy coach] has left a lasting effect in things she has taught the teachers.  When 
I’m in the classrooms, I see all kinds of literacy circles and word walls. Yesterday, I saw 
two [groups] out in the hall doing literacy circles. There are word walls up now. I know 
she had a big part in getting them to do those. 

 
 Writing in the content areas. According to principals, coaches, and teachers, numerous 
instructional strategies were being implemented in classrooms as a direct result of the coaches’ 
work.  In all schools, teachers were using strategies for teaching CATS-related writing (i.e.,open-
response questions, on-demand writing, portfolio writing), including a variety of graphic 
organizers, strategies for paragraph development, live scoring, descriptive feedback, and 
structures for answering open-response questions (such as ROAR for 4).  Teachers also reported 
that they were doing more writing in their content areas in general as a result of their work with 
the coaches.  Teachers were asked during interviews what they were implementing now that they 
would not be implementing if they had not worked with the literacy coach. A middle school 
mathematics teacher responded: 

 
I would not have been writing about math as much. We have learning logs, and every day 
[the students] make entries in the learning logs. Today, I have given them problems to do 
but I have structured the problems to get to the difference between experimental and 
theoretical probability. They not only have to determine whether it is experimental or 
theoretical, they have to explain the difference. They have to compare and contrast, and 
so they do more reasoning. In the past, I might have been more of the math nerd, get the 
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answer and move on. It has changed my style of teaching a lot—and I have seen the 
results from it. 

 
Reading in the content areas.  It was also common to hear of specific reading strategies 

teachers were using to integrate literacy instruction into their content area.  These strategies 
included teaching content vocabulary through word walls, graphic organizers such as the Frayer 
model,4 or other methods. At one school, the coach reported that the district required all teachers 
to implement vocabulary word walls to teach content vocabulary.  The literacy coach provided 
professional development at the start of the year on creating and using word walls. It was not 
uncommon in ALCP schools for all teachers to have word walls on display by school mandate. 
 

Teachers also reported that they were using reading comprehension strategies such as 
before/during/after reading strategies to help students understand content area reading.  Some 
teachers reported using literature books that corresponded with topics they were covering in their 
classes.  A middle school mathematics teacher, when asked what she was implementing that she 
would not be doing if she had not worked with the literacy coach, responded: 
 

I don’t think that we would be trying to write a short story in math class. I don’t think I 
would have implemented a specific vocabulary strategy, the Frayer model. I think I 
would have not been intentional [about literacy]; we would have been, “Whenever I get 
to it.” 

 
Classroom assessment and monitoring.  Teachers at all schools said they were 

implementing formative assessment strategies shared by the coach, such as exit slips in which 
students reflect on what they learned at the end of a lesson, questioning strategies, student 
learning folders, and carefully-designed open-response questions that measured different levels 
of knowledge. 

 
At two schools, coaches facilitated the implementation of student self-monitoring 

strategies, called “learning logs” at one school and “GROW folders” at the other.  All students 
were required to keep these records.  Learning logs were notebooks kept by students in which 
they recorded the learning goal for a lesson, took notes during the lesson, and reflected on their 
learning.  GROW folders were used by students to monitor and chart their performance on 
classroom quizzes and exams. An eighth grade social studies teacher and a special education 
teacher who collaborated described how the GROW folders, which the literacy coach had taught 
them to use, motivated students. 
 

Special education teacher:  It is a self-monitoring [tool] and I think it increases 
motivation.  I notice the higher [performing] students, they are more competitive about 
it; they will pull out their GROW folder if he [the teacher] passes something out. 
Social studies teacher:  They start comparing how they did in their GROW Folder.  They 
are so competitive. 

                                                        
4 The Frayer model is a 2X2 chart in which students write the definition in one quadrant, facts 
about the word in the second quadrant, examples of the word in the third quadrant, and non-
examples in the fourth quadrant. 
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Special education teacher:  They want to do better, they compete against themselves.  
And I use it in the support skills class and put it in front of them again.  In that class I 
have students who are identified and some who are struggling and it helps them focus on 
their own progress even if they would not compare it with their neighbor.  We can set 
goals a little higher and I have gotten good results with that.  They are excited about 
their own progress. 

 
More effective planning and alignment. Sources at two schools reported that teachers 

were doing more effective planning, either individually or collegially, as a result of their work 
with the literacy coach.  The principal at one school explained: 
 

She plays a major role in collegial planning; that is significant.  She keeps them on task 
and focused on the work.  Some groups need her to keep focus, some need her to listen 
and make suggestions, some need her to be right there with them and talk through with 
them and develop with them; so coaching, mentoring, or collaborating. 

 
Teachers at all schools reported that they were planning and implementing more hands-

on or varied instructional strategies as a result of their work with the coach, such as online 
academic games suggested by the literacy coach, differentiation, or hands-on activities.  A 
teacher of practical living in one school described many things that she would not be doing if it 
were not for the coach: 

 
I would not be using technology the way she has shown me. I would not be properly 
teaching to the correct standards…I would not know how to create a DOK35 rather than 
a DOK1 question. I would not be on task as much because before she came, I was all 
over the place.… I was not using learning logs properly…She makes sure that I reach the 
different learning styles of students. 

 
More effective implementation of school-adopted reading programs. In three schools, 

teachers were implementing prescribed reading programs with help from the coaches. At these 
schools, coaches were ensuring that the reading program was being implemented effectively and 
that students were appropriately placed in the program.  Principals and coaches alike reported 
significant growth in students’ reading abilities over the years of implementing the programs.  
While teachers would have implemented the programs even without a coach, they credited the 
coaches with making sure the programs were properly implemented.  One teacher commented: 

 
If there is not someone there to head up the [reading] program to make sure the time is 
in the schedule and that everyone is doing it, I really believe that even if I did it in my 
classroom (as a special needs teachers since it is remedial program), I don’t know that 
the other teachers would [implement the program[, and eventually the benefits would not 
be there. 

                                                        
5 Depth of knowledge (DOK) is a concept created by Norman Webb of the Wisconsin Center for 
Education Research to ensure alignment between the complexity of learning objectives and how 
those objectives are assessed.  DOK levels are recall (level 1), skill or concept (level 2), strategic 
thinking (level 3), and extended thinking (level 4). 
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Reach of the coaches’ impact.  To gauge the extent of the coaches’ impact, it is 

important to consider how many and which teachers were implementing the practices described 
above. Data from interviews and teacher questionnaires indicated that larger numbers of teachers 
of language arts and social studies—and seventh grade teachers—were implementing literacy 
strategies and processes shared by the coach.  This is not surprising, given that literacy has 
historically been considered the domain of language arts and social studies teachers—and that 
until spring 2009, seventh grade teachers in Kentucky were responsible for helping students 
prepare writing portfolios.  Even so, in all schools that were studied, some teachers in all content 
areas and grade levels were implementing literacy strategies learned from the coach.   

 
Mathematics appeared to be the area least affected.  As noted earlier, the average 

frequency of contact with literacy coaches reported by mathematics teachers was once a 
month—compared to weekly contact with teachers in some other content areas.  More than one 
literacy coach expressed regret that they had not figured out how to be of more help to 
mathematics teachers.  Said one coach: 

 
I don’t think I ever got across to the math teachers.  I thought they were buying in, and 
then it was, “No, that doesn’t work for math.” That was my biggest disappointment. 

  
As implied by these remarks, some coaches found that mathematics teachers were 

resistant to incorporating literacy into their instruction.  Some coaches, as well, reported that they 
were not as comfortable in mathematics classrooms as in other content areas.  Even so, most 
coaches worked with at least a few mathematics teachers; and in some schools, the frequency of 
contact with literacy coaches reported by mathematics teachers was as high as in other content 
areas.  Mathematics teachers who had worked with literacy coaches generally reported that the 
interactions had been beneficial, as illustrated by the remarks of this mathematics teacher: 

 
I think we have benefited from the literacy exposure, raising our level of awareness for 
math teachers… I have done books in math that I swore I would never do, like Leap 
Frog…I was like, You have got to be kidding me!  But this book [Esio Trot by Roald 
Dahl), the kids just loved it, it is [about] a literary mathematical relationship.   

 
There was only one high school continuing with an ALCP-trained coach by Year 3.  Both 

the principal and coach at this school reported that the coach had not yet reached all teachers, 
suggesting that it may be more difficult for high school literacy coaches to have an impact—
either because of school size or high school culture. The principal remarked: 
 

My literacy coach has accomplished what I wanted her to accomplish, but she hasn’t 
accomplished her goals until all teachers have come on board with really knowing and 
understanding and internalizing the importance of teaching reading in an organized way, 
having strategies for kids. 

 
Frequency of implementation of literacy strategies depended on the strategy and the 

teachers. Generally, teachers reported implementing literacy strategies learned from the coach on 
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a somewhat regular basis and at appropriate times—such as introducing content vocabulary at 
the beginning of a unit or working on open-response questions at the end of a unit. 
 
 In short, sources at all schools reported that teachers were incorporating reading and 
writing strategies and assessment techniques in their classrooms with greater frequency as a 
direct result of the work of literacy coaches.  The strategies were typically strategies that teachers 
of all content areas could use, such as strategies for answering open-response questions, word 
walls, the Frayer model, exit slips, and content-related literature.  Few examples were shared of 
strategies that were specific to a content area, the focus of IRA coaching standard 4—such as 
strategies for helping students interpret dense science text or mathematics word problems.  On 
the other hand, there did not seem to be a perception on the part of principals, coaches, or 
teachers that the literacy strategies learned from the coach needed to address content-specific 
literacy issues. 
 
 
Impact of Coaches on Students 
 

Reported impact.  Teachers in all schools reported almost universally that the strategies 
they learned from the coaches were implemented with all of the students they served—
suggesting that all students in these schools were exposed to new literacy practices.  Some 
sources at all schools reported that the work of the coach had resulted in improvements in 
students’ classroom performance; attitudes toward reading, writing, and/or learning; and reading 
test scores.   

 
On teacher questionnaires, when asked how the work of the literacy coach had impacted 

students, improved classroom performance was listed by either the largest or second largest 
number of teachers at all seven schools served by Cadre 1 literacy or instructional coaches.  One 
teacher remarked, “I can see a difference in their understanding of vocabulary terms…in how 
they work with the vocabulary.” Teachers also remarked during interviews that student learning 
in the classroom had improved as a result of the literacy coaches’ work.  A mathematics teacher 
commented: 

 
I think they are more aware of what is being asked of them when they read a question or 
when they are solving math or thinking about math through literature.  It has helped them 
analyze the problems, analyze the story to get the information they need from that. 

 
Improved attitudes were in the top two changes listed at four schools.  Teachers typically 

noted that students enjoyed reading more or were more motivated to read.  A middle school 
language arts teacher commented: 
 

I have students who still come back to me and say, “Can we listen to The Highwayman 
again?”  Like with anticipation guides that I use with those stories, they will ask if I am 
reading this with my class now.  It seems like they are more into it, they are more linked 
to it and have a connection, so they think more about it when they do it. 
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 Some teachers commented that students had gained a greater appreciation for the 
importance of literacy in all content areas.  A middle school special education teacher 
remarked: 
 

The group of students I work with has a better sense of self and a better sense of literacy 
in their lives because of the ways she has helped us present all the facets of literacy to 
them. I see in them a change in perspective on reading, writing and other strands of 
literacy because of the way she has helped us learn to present what is going on in the 
classroom. The children don’t view what they do as independent, but as a 
conglomerate—and that is what we want, for them to realize that it is all connected, not 
just activities they do in a classroom. I think they are starting to develop that and one of 
the reasons is because of the way she has taught us to connect everything together. 

 
 Teachers in a school where the literacy coach had instituted student assessment and 
self-monitoring systems pointed out that students became more motivated once they 
understood how to track and improve their own progress.  Said one teacher: 
 

I can see improvement in their open-response questions and their attitudes from using the 
Grow Folder.  They like to see it, it is right there and the graph outlines their 
improvement so they can see it and they get excited; and the descriptive feedback also is 
very effective.  I have taught them to do the descriptive feedback, they will get post-its 
and for practice, I will pass out the open-responses that students have written and they 
will take turns and grade each other’s work and say what they liked, what they think the 
score is, and what the student needs to do to raise it.  That helps them become aware of 
what they need to do themselves. 

 
Improved test scores tended to be mentioned by smaller numbers; often an administrator 

or the coach, rather than teachers, mentioned this as an effect. One principal commented, “”Our 
writing scores and reading scores have gone up every year” since hiring the coach. The 
superintendent in a different district remarked: 

 
Basically, at the schools where coaches are assigned, we have had schools in AYP 
[annual yearly progress under the No Child Left Behind Act] situations be able to boost 
themselves out of AYP.  With the coaching model, we hope to provide resources to every 
school so we are not getting three [schools] out of AYP and three falling into it.  

 
 A literacy coach, when asked if her work could be expected to be reflected in a school’s 
test scores, responded: 
 

I know it will be reflected in the test scores, it was last year.  It had a big impact in 
science because it is assessed in seventh grade, and they [seventh grade science 
teachers] are very open to working with both of the coaches and they are very strong in 
specific strategies.  The other impact will be the descriptive feedback on the open-
response questions.  We saw from the first learning back in October to the second we had 
a big impact—and that is just the descriptive feedback.  Every student in this building has 
been exposed to solid descriptive feedback and that had a huge impact.   
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There were few cases in which teachers reported that the coach had not had an impact on 

students. At two of five schools where teacher questionnaires were administered, none of the 
teachers said that the literacy coach had no effect on students. At a third school, only one teacher 
reported no effect and at a fourth school, two teachers indicated no effect.  The exception was a 
school where the literacy coach served other schools and was at the target school half-time.  
Here, when asked what impact the coach’s work had on students, “no effect” was listed by the 
largest number of teachers (39%).  These results support findings from Year 2 of the research 
(Kannapel, Moore, Coe, & Hibpshman, 2008) indicating that teachers in schools served by part-
time coaches perceive the coaches as less influential than do teachers in schools with full-time 
literacy coaches. 
 
 State test results.  In the first two years of ALCP, we compared state test scores of 
students in schools with ALCP coaches with those of students in a set of schools with similar 
demographics and pre-ALCP test score trends that did not have literacy coaches.  No significant 
differences were found in either of those first two years (Hibpshman, 2008; Kannapel, 2007, 
2008; Kannapel et al, 2008).  This is not surprising, given that ALCP coaches were still involved 
in the training program at the time the test scores were compiled—and that it takes two to three 
years before coaches are likely to have an impact on all teachers and consequently, all students in 
a school.  State test scores for the 2008-09 school year were not available at the time of this 
writing.  In addition, legislation was passed in spring 2009 calling for the state test to be 
revamped, making yearly comparisons difficult.  Moroever, there are numerous additional 
obstacles to linking literacy coaching directly with student achievement scores on instruments 
that assess at the broad level that state tests tend to do.  This issue will be discussed more fully in 
the final sections of this report. 
 
 

Factors Influencing Coaches’ Effectiveness 
 
 There are many factors that can make or break literacy coaching as an approach to school 
improvement. Our prior research, as well as that of others who have studied literacy coaching 
(see Appendix A for a review of the literature), has illuminated many factors that can facilitate or 
hinder the coach’s effectiveness.  We considered these issues again during Year 3 because the 
success of any intervention strategy should not be considered in isolation from contextual factors 
that play such a strong role in whether the strategy can be effectively implemented.  We begin by 
discussing factors that facilitated the ability of coaches to be effective, and then share hindering 
factors—many of which represent the reverse of facilitating factors.   
 
Factors Critical to the Coach’s Effectiveness 
 

Factors that contributed to the coach’s ability to influence teacher practices were (1) 
alignment of the coach’s work with state or local policy and improvement initiatives; (2) district 
support and funding; (3) principal support and leadership; (4) the coach’s knowledge, 
competence, and interpersonal skills; and (5) ability of the coach to reach all teachers in a school. 
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Alignment of the coach’s work with state and local initiatives. Data from site visits 
and interviews over the last three years suggest that when the coach’s activities are perceived as 
contributing to school, district, or state improvement initiatives, teachers are more motivated to 
change their practices—and welcome the literacy coach’s assistance in doing so.  We identified 
three scenarios in which the coaches’ work was closely aligned with other improvement 
initiatives.  The most common scenario, found in all ALCP schools, was that coaches were 
assisting teachers with improving the kinds of student writing used on the state test.  Teachers 
appreciated and expected this sort of assistance because they and their schools were held 
accountable for improved test scores.   

 
A second scenario was found at one school that had a full-time literacy coach for the 

entire three years of the project. At this school, the literacy coach was part of a leadership team 
consisting of the principal, literacy coach, and curriculum coach, which oversaw implementation 
of the Comprehensive School Improvement Plan (CSIP).  All teachers in the school were 
involved in developing the CSIP, and its implementation was strongly endorsed by the principal.  
Consequently, teachers supported the goals and activities contained in the plan and, therefore, 
valued the assistance provided by the coaches in implementing those activities. The CSIP, and 
hence the work of the two coaches, focused quite strongly on improving student skills on the 
writing components of the state assessment. This focus on improving student performance on the 
state test provided an additional incentive for teachers at this school to work with the coaches. 

 
The third scenario occurred in the three schools that used coaches to facilitate 

implementation of scripted reading programs adopted by the district or school. Here again, 
because coaching was tightly linked to a district and/or school improvement initiative, the work 
of the coach in facilitating the program was well-received by teachers. Indeed, coaches appeared 
to play a key role in the fidelity of implementation of the reading programs. Too many 
instructional reform programs are adopted and never implemented properly because there is no 
one at the school to see to it that teachers know how to implement the program and to make sure 
it is done correctly. Principals, teachers, and coaches in these schools reported that student 
reading levels had increased significantly since these reading programs were instituted—and 
they credited the coaches with much of this success. One might argue, then, that the use of a 
literacy coach to facilitate a school-adopted reading program is highly effective. On the other 
hand, the time coaches spent testing and placing students into the correct levels of the program 
and modeling the program for teachers in the classroom may have detracted from assisting with 
content area reading and other literacy issues. 
 

District support and funding.  An understanding of and commitment to literacy 
coaching by top leaders in the district is essential for sustainability of the program.  ALCP 
coaches who were returned to the classroom after completing their training often worked in 
districts in which district leaders had not initiated ALCP participation and were relatively 
uninformed about the coaches’ work.  In contrast, all six of the Cadre 1 coaches who continued 
to function as literacy coaches worked in districts with more than one ALCP participant, 
indicating a district commitment to literacy coaching.  A Cadre 1 literacy coach in a district that 
had placed literacy coaches in all of its schools remarked: 
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The people we have in the central office have faith in this program, they believe in it.  
They like to use us because we are one contact person who can oversee reading, writing, 
parent contact, after-school programs and they like having the one person they can go to 
to target these programs.  There is a lot of belief in the program at the central office right 
now. 

 
 The superintendent in another district that was implementing coaching district-wide 
explained why his district invested in coaching: 
 

We decided [that] in order to change the district, professional development needed to be 
job-embedded. [Before], we had all these consultants and we had all these resource 
teachers.  Working with a consultant from the outside, we spent the last year taking the 
consultant job description and meshing those into a new job description for coaching…At 
tomorrow’s board meeting, we are asking the board to approve the new coaches’ job 
description and we are eliminating the consultant description and having the consultants 
re-apply for the coaching position because … we don't want to mix coaching and 
consulting…We will have a full day of coaching training in the summer for those who 
start the program next year, and also a full day of training for the principals on how the 
coach is to interact with the principal so that the coach does not have their own definition 
of what a coach is.  The coach is not on bus duty and working the cafeteria.  

 
Principal support and leadership.  Principal support is also critical to the sustainability 

and effectiveness of literacy coaching.  Principals who were reported to work closely with the 
literacy coach appeared to be the most supportive over time.  Principal support was manifested 
by regular communication with the literacy coach about the substance of the coach’s work, not 
assigning coaches extraneous work responsibilities that made it difficult for them to spend time 
with teachers, providing collegial planning time for teachers, and encouraging teachers to work 
with the literacy coach in specific ways that were linked to teacher and/or school goals and 
priorities. One principal described how he and the literacy coach worked together: 

 
We meet constantly, I am in her room all the time.  We talk about how things are going in 
different classrooms, different teacher needs.  I have a couple of [first-year] teachers, 
one in language arts and I told [the literacy coach] “We need to go in and model things 
for her;” and she has requested that [the literacy coach] come in. The teachers feel very 
comfortable with [the coach]. 

 
 The teacher in another school described how the principal, curriculum coach, and literacy 
coach worked as a team: 
 

The main principal, the literacy coach and our curriculum coach, they are like the three-
headed dragon.  They do late hours and it is a team and they all have their role.  You 
know when it comes from one, it comes from all of them.  I know when she [the literacy 
coach] comes in here that she has had discussions with the administration.  Maybe the 
principal does not come in here but you know they have met for hours before she even 
gets to us.   
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Coaches’ knowledge, competence, and interpersonal skills.  Coaches’ knowledge, 
competence, and interpersonal skills were extremely important in building trust among teachers. 
ALCP coaches were universally praised for the knowledge, experience, and expertise they 
brought to the work.  It was clear that the resources and strategies coaches acquired through 
ALCP training were being put to use. A literacy coach remarked on the benefits of the ALCP 
preparation:   
 

The ALCP training is perfect for a curriculum and instruction coach because the literacy 
part is so big and it touches on so many different areas that are almost foundational. The 
literacy coaching project prepared me to be a curriculum coach with a literacy emphasis.  
I had a small little training from [this district] on cognitive coaching and it was useful 
but not the depth I needed and not the support and resources I needed and knowledge of 
PLCs [professional learning communities]. 
 
  Teachers appreciated it when coaches were always available and responsive to their 

needs, appeared willing to help them, and were non-judgmental in their approach.  Teachers and 
principals also appreciated it when coaches showed commitment to instructional improvement 
and student learning—and exhibited a strong work ethic.  One teacher remarked: 

 
[The literacy coach] tries to help all of us try some things and try it enough that it can 
become effective. The first time you try it, it won’t work well and you are tempted to give 
it up, but [the coach] encourages you. I tease her all the time that she should have been a 
cheerleader… because she is an encourager and supporter and celebrates even small 
moves by teachers to be effective. 

 
Ability to reach all teachers in a school.  If coaches are to have an impact on student 

learning, they must ultimately be able to work with all teachers in the school in some manner.  
We found that the great majority of Cadre 1 participants who were still serving as coaches were 
reaching all teachers, whether in groups or individually, by their third year on the job. Coaches 
who were full-time literacy coaches in one school had an advantage over those who were split 
between schools or other responsibilities.  Teachers with full-time coaches commented that their 
coaches were always available and were a regular presence at team meetings and faculty events: 

 
She is always at the language arts meetings, she offers suggestions, we do book studies, 
the emails she sends out to offer herself.  She is always in the collegial planning so once 
a week we have access to her and can share what we are doing and get her feedback and 
ideas for improving.  That collegial planning is that time I always know I will see her and 
I really enjoy that…She is in there and helps every week. 
 

 
Factors Hindering the Coach’s Effectiveness 
 

Major factors that hindered implementation of ALCP included (1) being assigned more 
than one school or additional job responsibilities; (2) state and district budget shortfalls that 
made it difficult for districts to continue supporting a literacy coach position; (3) weak district 
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and principal support for literacy coaching; and (4) coaches who had difficulty maintaining a 
supportive, non-judgmental attitude toward teachers. 
 

Assignment to multiple schools or job responsibilities. Coaches who were assigned 
more than one school or were asked to play multiple roles struggled to find time to work with all 
teachers in the school; hence, their potential for having a school-wide impact was diminished.  
For instance, one school was served by a highly experienced literacy coach who divided her time 
among three middle schools, only spending about 2.5 days per week at the school that was the 
focus of this research. With limited time available, the coach worked with teachers primarily 
through team meetings, spending less time with individual teachers than she would like.  In this 
context, she focused on helping all teachers implement CATS-based writing strategies—as 
requested by the principal.  As a result of this work, all teachers in the school were teaching 
writing and had student writing folders.  The coach also presented professional development on 
the five components of literacy—and teachers reported that there was greater awareness school-
wide of the importance of literacy. The school had a literacy plan, which it did not have before 
the literacy coach started working at the school. 

 
Working part-time, then, this coach chose to focus on a few school-wide strategies and to 

make teachers more aware of what literacy is and how to integrate it into their instruction.  
Teachers at this school valued the coach’s knowledge, expertise, and experience.  They noted, 
however, that she was not always available. One teacher commented: 

 
Having to share her with other schools [is a hindrance] because some time when you 
need her she is somewhere else. She is over-obligated; because she is so good at what 
she does, she is needed in a lot of different places. 

 
Asking a literacy coach to serve more than one school is a practical decision made by 

districts to make best use of scarce resources. The superintendent in a district that assigned 
coaches to more than one school and more than one content area expressed frustration that 
funding would not permit the district to have coaches for each content area: 
 

Because of state cutbacks, we had to come up with a model we could sustain over time.  I 
believed the best route would be content area coaches in math, science, and 
reading/language arts, but that is not going to happen because of resources. So I 
combined consultants and GT [gifted and talented] teachers to come up with a total of 17 
instructional coaches we will have next year….Our instructional coaches will have a 
focus on literacy and numeracy in the buildings [but]….If I had the money, I would have 
a numeracy and literacy coach in every school.  

 
 This superintendent’s remarks point toward another scenario that could potentially 
limited coaches’ influence on literacy practices—expanding coaches’ responsibilities to include 
instruction generally.  Evidence from our research, however, suggests that ALCP participants 
who became instructional coaches engaged in many of the same activities as those who 
continued as literacy coaches.  This may be because the ALCP training included an emphasis on 
general improvement strategies such as differentiated instruction, curriculum alignment, and 
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using data to inform instruction. One ALCP participant who transitioned from literacy coach to 
instructional coach believed that the change had made her more useful to teachers: 

 
As a literacy coach, I worked in all content areas anyway… but [now] I am playing a 
bigger role in other types of problems… [Before] I was working with all teachers in their 
content and they have to have the reading strategies to teach their content, so even as 
curriculum coach, it is still pulling reading strategies. Now I might find them other 
strategies and I think that is a plus—they see me as more useful now. Sometimes when I 
would bring them a literacy strategy, it was “Oh, not another reading strategy!”  Where 
now it is, “She is giving me other strategies; she knows what I am trying to teach here.”  
I have not seen it [the change in job title and responsibilities] as a negative thing. 

 
Instructional coaching, then, served needs the schools had beyond literacy and 

represented a practical choice for districts in the face of limited resources.  Coaches were still 
able to draw on the knowledge gained from ALCP in such areas as formative assessment, data 
analysis, and differentiation. Although, the concentrated focus on literacy may have been diluted 
when coaches were used in this way, there is no evidence yet available about whether this 
broadened focus for coaches is more or less effective than an exclusive focus on literacy.  For 
schools in which reading scores were relatively high, a reduced focus on literacy may be of less 
concern than in schools with lower reading and writing scores.  
 
 Budget shortfalls.  It almost goes without saying that state and local budget shortfalls 
can have a negative impact on literacy coaching.  From its inception, ALCP was plagued by 
insufficient funds to help districts support the literacy coach position, resulting in a very low 
participation rate.  When the state experienced a budget shortfall, ALCP itself experienced 
enough budget cuts that it could not prepare new cadres of coaches.   
 

As the shortfall was felt at the local level, several districts made the decision to eliminate 
the literacy coach position.  Four Cadre 1 coaches lost their positions after two years because of 
district budget cuts accompanied by decisions at either the district or school level to use the 
limited funds available to support classroom or intervention teachers rather than instructional 
support positions.  A principal in a school that had discontinued the literacy coach position 
described her dilemma: 
 

I think the issue is not that [ALCP] wasn’t effective. The issue is it didn’t fund a position. 
With budget cuts and all that, it’s hard for schools—It would have been hard for us to say 
we needed a coach more than we needed intervention. You had to look at what each 
school needs. If we had the funds, we’d have had  [a literacy coach].  We have a math 
intervention grant, and it pays for the [math coach] whereas [ALCP] just paid for the 
training… If funding and conditions were right, we would definitely have that position 
again.   

 
Weak district and principal support. The majority of Cadre 1 ALCP participants 

entered the program on their own initiative or at the urging of their principal. For this first cadre 
of coaches, we found that district leaders played a minimal role in the literacy coaching program 
(Kannapel, 2007).  This lack of strong district involvement in literacy coaching may partly 
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account for the high attrition rate among Cadre 1 coaches.  Clearly, district support is critical to 
maintaining literacy coaching, particularly when the budget is tight.  A former ALCP coach who 
was back in the classroom noted that both the superintendent and principal had changed since 
she joined ALCP:  
 

Our new superintendent…is not a big professional development person. He is from the 
old school—you came through college, you got what you need, so use it in your 
classroom and you’re in pretty good shape….[Also] the principal wanted me back in the 
classroom. He never wanted me out of the classroom. I make his life easier when I am in 
the classroom. 

 
The principal in a school that discontinued the literacy coach position after two years 

described his ambivalence about taking an excellent teacher out of the classroom, and the 
difficulty of choosing between an extra teaching position and a literacy coach—foreshadowing 
the subsequent decision to eliminate the literacy coaching position: 
 

The teacher-student ratio has gone up. The board is looking at that and they will not give 
me another teacher to bring the ratio down.  The board looks at dollar signs, and I don’t 
see them supporting this [the literacy coaching position] strictly from a dollar-and-cents 
point of view.  It is a little bit selfish on my part, but [the literacy coach] is one heck of a 
[writing] portfolio person, and I have had nothing but problems since she left seventh 
grade, to be honest with you…so I have been selfish is wanting [her] to do that. 

 
 In other cases, principals made it difficult for coaches to do their work by assigning other 
job responsibilities, not including coaches in leadership conversations about literacy issues, and 
not encouraging teachers to make use of the coach. 
 

 Balancing support and evaluation. For the most part, ALCP coaches took to heart the 
IRA coaching standards that emphasize developing trusting, non-judgmental relationships with 
teachers. At the same time, it was challenging for literacy coaches to strike the right balance 
between nudging teachers out of their comfort zones and not coming on so strongly that teachers 
felt intimidated or stopped listening.  Of the seven literacy and instructional coaches we studied 
in 2008-09, there were two cases in which a few teachers reported that the coaches were more 
aligned with the administration than with teachers—and more in the mode of telling teachers 
what to do than facilitating teachers’ own learning.  Said one teacher: 

 
There are teachers that … perceive [the literacy coach] as dictating and feeling she is 
telling us we are not doing it right or well enough… so she could kind of back off on 
telling us we are not doing it well enough or doing it the wrong way and come at it in a 
different way….Maybe she needs to get to know them better first so they don’t feel 
intimidated.  I have many years of experience with her and I know her more on a 
personal professional level so I understand where she is coming from and others may 
not, or she doesn’t understand where they are coming from. 
 

One coach shared her own belief that it is her responsibility to make sure teachers do 
what is best for students: 
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If someone is mad at me, I don’t care any more:  “You can be mad, but you are still 
going to do what is best for kids.” That is how I have evolved.  I have said that to a 
couple of them, that it is best for kids and that is what you are going to do and if you 
don’t like it, you can go to [the principal]—and they have, and he has said, “You are to 
do what [the literacy coach] wants.” 

 
 The two cases highlighted here reflected neither the dominant pattern among ALCP 
coaches, nor the views of all teachers in those two schools.  To the contrary, since the inception 
of ALCP we have heard few reports of this nature.  We mention the issue here, however, to 
emphasize that literacy coaches who are perceived as authority figures may find it difficult to 
develop sufficient trust among teachers to gain ready access to classrooms. 
 

Impact of ALCP on coaches 
 
 We have considered the impact of ALCP coaches on schools, teachers, and students. An 
additional question of interest to those who have invested considerable resources, time, and 
expertise in ALCP concerns the impact of this intensive professional development and support 
program on those who participated.  We have already acknowledged that ALCP intended to 
develop a statewide network of highly trained literacy coaches, and that the network was much 
smaller than intended.  Even so, what capacities did ALCP develop in these individuals, and 
what leadership roles have they assumed as a result? 
 
 We should acknowledge first that ALCP participants entered the project with varying 
levels of experience and education. About half of Cadre 1 and one-third of Cadre 2 coaches had 
played some sort of leadership role prior to becoming a literacy coach. Roughly one-fourth of 
coaches had been writing portfolio cluster leaders in their schools, at least four of the 46 coaches 
had served as district resource teachers, and at least seven had been in coaching roles such as 
writing specialist or instructional coach.  (These prior roles likely contributed to the strong 
emphasis many coaches placed on writing later on—it was something they knew and the state 
promoted.)  The majority of these participants, however—as well as those coaches who had not 
been teacher leaders previously—had not been in the position of actively coaching teachers in 
the classroom or being available to teachers as full-time coaches. 
 
 Interviews and observations across the three-years of ALCP indicate that participation in 
the program did, indeed, help participants become literacy “experts” in their schools.  Principals 
and teachers alike remarked on the wealth of knowledge their literacy coaches had about literacy 
strategies, resources, and current research. On teacher surveys administered in prior years, more 
than 90 percent of teachers agreed that their coaches had a wealth of reading strategies to share 
and model (Kannapel et al, 2008).  In many schools, the literacy coach was viewed as the literacy 
leader for the school, essentially acting as the principal’s designee to support teachers in their 
literacy instruction. One principal remarked, “If I were not here, in terms of instructional 
knowledge, she would be the only person who could step in and do instruction…She is very 
strong.” 
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 Contributing to the reputation coaches earned as literacy experts was their ability to work 
effectively with adult learners.  The IRA literacy standards include a component focused on 
professional qualities that coaches should possess, such as inspiring trust, honoring issues of 
confidentiality, responding promptly to requests for help, communicating respect, and being non-
judgmental.  These qualities were strongly emphasized during coaches’ preparation.  By all 
accounts, the great majority of ALCP literacy coaches had taken this instruction to heart—or 
perhaps were hired because they possessed these qualities.  On teachers surveys administered in 
2007 and 2008, over 85 percent of teachers indicated that their coaches possessed the 
professional qualities listed above (Kannapel, 2007; Kannapel et al, 2008).  
 
 ALCP coaches also became skilled at delivering professional development in various 
formats.  A component of their preparation included doing a book study with other ALCP 
participants; many coaches later facilitated book studies at their own schools often using books 
they had acquired during their training.  These included books on formative assessment and on 
literacy strategies across the content areas. Coaches typically offered book studies on a voluntary 
basis during after-school meetings over a period of weeks, but one coach at a rural, mountain 
school where many teachers had long commutes “over the mountain” to get home offered the 
book study in an on-line format.  There, teachers read designated chapters each week and held 
on-line discussions.  Many coaches also provided professional development in a workshop 
format on school professional development days, shared strategies during team or department 
meetings, and modeled literacy strategies in teachers’ classrooms. 
 
 Finally, participation in ALCP broadened participants’ horizons in terms of their own 
professional growth and participation in professional networks.  Virtually all participants spoke 
of how valuable it had been to develop relationships with ALCP institute directors, all of whom 
were college faculty, as well as with other literacy coaches.  Many of them had maintained 
communications with these networks after their formal participation in ALCP ended.  They also 
valued the opportunity to attend professional conferences on a regular basis. Cadre 1 participants 
who had completed their formal training sorely missed those opportunities.  Said one coach: 
 

I missed it this year…I miss the camaraderie.  I still talk to “the girls” over email…I miss 
the books, I have read every one of those and they have made me aware of the subject 
matter, being able to pull it off my shelf and give it to the science teacher and say, “This 
will help” if I can’t get to them in time.  If they have a special needs child and I can’t get 
to them right way, I can pull this out. I miss the professional development part of it.  I 
miss [the institute director], but he stops in all the time.  I miss…being able to go to the 
conferences, I did not get to go this year because of budget cuts….Conferences, they are 
like a B12 shot, they energize you to come back and do the job that you need to do, and I 
miss that. 

 
 Given the knowledge and skills acquired by coaches through ALCP participation, what 
are the prospects that they will use the skills to provide literacy leadership in their schools and 
beyond?  First, it should be acknowledged that in their role as literacy coaches, at least half of 
ALCP participants were playing a much stronger leadership role than in the past. An analysis of 
Cadre 1 participants’ roles prior to joining ALCP compared with roles in 2008-09 revealed that 
56 percent had increased their leadership roles.  About 40 percent had not experienced any 
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change in their leadership roles, often because they had engaged in leadership activities 
previously. 
 

About 60 percent of coaches across cadres reported that in their role as literacy coach, 
they also served on school leadership teams, literacy committees, and/or school-based decision 
making (SBDM) councils.  For coaches who are able to retain their positions, it is likely that they 
will continue to exert literacy leadership within their schools that may expand to their districts 
and beyond as their expertise becomes more widely known. The real question is whether the 
state, districts, or schools can determine how to tap into the knowledge and skills of ALCP 
participants in ways that will improve the literacy learning of students within their jurisdictions. 
 
 

Sustainability of ALCP 
 

ALCP had a goal of developing a statewide network of literacy coaches to support 
teachers in grades 4-12 in integrating content area literacy instruction into their classrooms.  As 
noted previously, the fact that districts had to fund the literacy coach position likely accounted 
for the small number of participants in the project—48 literacy coaches (the number who entered 
the program) hardly constitutes a statewide network.  Still, it is important to track what happened 
to these coaches over the years as they worked through the ALCP training and beyond, as well as 
the aspects of literacy coaching that were sustained in school that participated in ALCP. 

 
Current roles of coaches. Table 2 provides an overview of the Year 3 status of all 48 

individuals who entered the ALCP program.  
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Table 2:  2008-09 Status of ALCP Participants 
 Cadre 1 Cadre 2 Total 
Literacy coach 6 17 23 
Instructional coach/facilitator 3 5 8 
Striving Reader coach 1 0 1 
ALCP Participants still coaching in some capacity 10 22 32 
Kentucky Department of Education employee 1 0 1 
District office administrator 0 1 1 
School administrator 1 1 2 
ALCP participants who have advanced professionally 2 2 4 
Classroom teacher 4 0 4 
Inactive (i.e., on leave, resigned, fired) 2 0 2 
Dropped out of ALCP before completing program 4 2 6 
ALCP participants with limited/no role in whole school literacy 
improvement 

10 2 12 

TOTAL 22 26 48 
 

The table indicates that six participants dropped out of the project before completing the 
two-year training program.  At the time the data were gathered, Cadre 2 coaches were in their 
second year of ALCP training and nearly all were still serving as coaches. Of Cadre 1 coaches 
who completed the training in 2008, only 60 percent continued as literacy or instructional 
coaches, while 30 percent had returned to the classroom or were inactive for various reasons. 
These data suggest that in the absence of external funding for the literacy coach position, it may 
be difficult to maintain the momentum for literacy coaching once participants “graduate” from 
the program. 

 
Lasting impact of ALCP coaches.  In schools and districts where ALCP participants 

continue to practice some form of coaching, their impact will obviously continue to be felt.  In 
these schools, teachers have an instructional support person with expertise in literacy who can 
assemble materials and resources, help them plan for incorporating literacy into their instruction, 
assist in analyzing student data to inform instruction, and provide embedded professional 
development to individuals and groups. Having an on-site coach to facilitate these activities takes 
the burden off principals and ensures that literacy activities occur that otherwise might be pushed 
out by competing priorities.   
 
 But what of schools where ALCP coaches are no longer serving as literacy coaches—
what lasting impact do we find here?  Let us consider the few cases in which the coach moved 
into a district or school administrative position.  These individuals clearly bring to those 
positions expertise about curriculum and instruction that, in the past, was all too rare for 
administrators.  In the last decade, there has been recognition in the education community that in 
order for administrators to guide schools toward achieving academic goals specified by the 
federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act and by states, administrators will need to be 
instructional leaders rather than mere managers.  ALCP would seem to be excellent preparation 
for that role because of its emphasis on working with adult learners, delivering professional 
development, integrating literacy strategies and resources in the content areas, implementing 
effective instructional practices, and leading change. 
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Two ALCP participants became assistant principals—which would seem to place them in 
a strong position to provide instructional support to teachers.  In one of these cases, the ALCP 
participant’s literacy coach position was filled with another teacher, who may now benefit from 
having an assistant principal on-site who gained expertise and on-the-job training as a literacy 
coach and can pass that knowledge along to the new literacy coach.  The other school where the 
literacy coach became an assistant principal is served part-time by another ALCP-trained literacy 
coach.  With the combination of an ALCP-trained assistant principal and part-time literacy 
coach, this school continues to benefit from ALCP.  Still, if literacy coaches were to advance to 
administrative positions within their schools and not be replaced with on-site literacy coaches, it 
is unlikely that they would be able to maintain the level of support for literacy instruction that 
they provided while they were coaches.   
 
 Another scenario among Cadre 1 coaches occurred in two schools where ALCP-trained 
coaches left their positions.  In both cases, the schools hired new literacy coaches who had been 
teachers in the school and who had worked with the ALCP coach for two years.  Both of these 
coaches reported that they consulted with the former coaches or shadowed them before taking 
their positions.  They inherited a toolkit of resources and strategies from the ALCP-trained coach 
and initially based their coaching approach upon the model established by the ALCP coaches.  In 
this way, new coaches were influenced indirectly by ALCP.  These new coaches commented: 
 

I worked with [the ALCP-trained literacy coach] for a few months at the end of the year 
when we knew she was leaving and I was taking her position, I actually shadowed [her] 
pretty consistently for the last two weeks of school last year. Before that I was able to be 
with her …. I met her during lunch. 
 
[The former literacy coach] was a resource. I called her. She met with me at school and 
brought me resources she had. My training has been on the job, but I do think having 
worked with [the former coach] for several years very closely, I had an idea what she 
did.  

 
Both of these coaches believed they were adequately prepared to get started with literacy 

coaching.  Teachers in these schools reported that the transition from one literacy coach to the 
next was seamless and that the new coaches had fulfilled the role very well. They attributed the 
smooth transition, at least in part, to the fact that the new coaches had benefited from the 
knowledge and materials from the ALCP-trained coaches. The new coaches, however, wished 
they could receive ongoing training and support as their predecessors had done in order to learn 
new strategies and stay abreast of current research. One of these new coaches spoke of the 
challenge of seeking out her own professional development, given that there was no program in 
place to support her professional growth: 
 

I emailed someone in the [ALCP] and she said I could email her with questions, but there 
isn’t any [training available]… I used another literacy coach here in the county as a 
resource as well… I am registered to do some training through the Kentucky Writing 
Project about school-wide literacy planning. I have sought out things on my own. 
[Professional development for literacy coaches] has got to be driven by the person in this 
position. The district doesn’t give me training. It is based on what I see the needs in my 
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building are; I’ve sought that out…Has it been adequate? Probably not; I have figured it 
out as I go along. 

 
 A final scenario that helps gauge the lasting impact of ALCP concerns the four Cadre 1 
literacy coaches who returned to the classroom after they completed the two-year program.  
Principals, former coaches, and teachers at these schools were interviewed about the impact the 
literacy coach had on the school, and the prospects for those influences to be sustained over time.  
At three schools, respondents indicated that the literacy coach had brought about greater 
awareness of the importance of integrating literacy instruction across content areas.  It was also 
noted that individual teachers continue to implement literacy strategies and resources acquired 
from the coach, such as vocabulary word walls, literacy books in mathematics instruction, 
literature circles, various reading comprehension strategies such as anticipation guides and text 
connections, and writing strategies such as graphic organizers.  One former literacy coach 
identified the impact she believed her work had on the school: 
 

I do feel like I made a difference…I helped the intermediate teachers become more 
literacy focused and know what literacy ought to look like…. I feel like I showed the 
teachers how to run an effective literacy block. They had no structure before as to what it 
looked or sounded like. I got the classroom libraries organized—they didn’t have 
libraries before—areas for students to read and select books on their level. I brought 
resources to them to use for reading centers and ideas. I was able to take data to them, 
and we talked about what we needed to focus on, what the students got and what they 
didn’t and how we were going to get them there. 

 
There is a question about the sustainability of these practices and approaches, however, 

without a literacy coach to keep literacy at the forefront, to introduce new strategies and 
resources, and to bring new teachers into the fold. Family literacy nights fell to the wayside at 
two schools because there was no one to organize and facilitate them.  In one school where the 
principal had not actively supported the literacy coach position, the former coach was finding no 
outlets to share her knowledge and skills.  In other schools, principals, former coaches, and 
teachers expressed concern that without a literacy coach, it would be difficult to maintain the 
focus and momentum for literacy: 
 

I don’t see [literacy] being taken across the content as it could be [in fourth and fifth 
grade]… I do it with my own [third-grade] team, but they are on a totally different 
team—the teachers I worked with last year (fourth and fifth), books were purchased for 
them to be able to do that, but they are not using them as much as they could be 
[because] I’m not down there. (former literacy coach) 

 
I would say probably [teachers] are not getting the same quantity [of literacy support]. 
Quality is current information, but it is not getting to everyone. Our professional staff 
assistant, the assistant principal, and I have meetings, we get information and share it at 
team meetings, but it’s not as much as with the literacy coach; it’s only once a month. 
There is very little of that in fourth and fifth grade [now], maybe more in K-3 because of 
the Reading First coach. (principal) 
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I am not learning new literacy strategies anymore. No one is teaching me anything unless 
I go do my own professional development. Overall, I haven’t seen a huge change, but not 
having someone to go to for resources and stuff.  We are having to do a lot more of 
finding them ourselves, and not having anyone who is excellent in finding them. (teacher) 

  
Clearly, each of the schools in this final scenario now has access to a teacher who is 

highly trained and knowledgeable about literacy—but schools don’t seem to draw upon this 
knowledge unless they have principal buy-in to the program.  The influence of the literacy coach 
may continue to be felt for those schools in which the principal has found a way to continue to 
use the former coach’s skills—but the impact will be reduced because the former coaches have 
less time to devote to coaching nor the authority to engage teachers in work that is new or 
difficult.  In schools where no structures are in place for the former coaches to continue sharing 
their knowledge and skills, the lasting impact will likely be only in the classrooms where the 
former coaches are now teaching. 
 
 
 

IMPLICATIONS 
 
 ALCP provided a preparation and support program for literacy coaches that was regarded 
by coaches and the educators in their schools as effective in preparing and supporting them to be 
literacy leaders.  Coaches learned practical strategies and tools that they could take back to their 
school and use immediately with teachers, and also developed an understanding of the research 
behind literacy practices.  Networking with university faculty and other literacy coaches helped 
coaches gain the confidence and competence they needed to return to their schools in leadership 
positions.  
 

Even in schools where the coaching position was discontinued, educators believed that 
the coach had raised awareness of literacy and shared many strategies and resources that teachers 
would continue to use.  A principal remarked: 
 

I don’t think [the state’s investment in ALCP] was wasted. It helped us focus attention 
on literacy. Sometimes, that’s what worth it. You have to draw attention to a situation 
if you want people to do something about it. (The state said) We are putting money in 
literacy; it is up to you to do something with it. 
 

 By their third year on the job, literacy coaches had facilitated many school-wide literacy 
practices.  At nearly all ALCP schools, teachers were teaching writing across the curriculum, 
with a focus on improving student performance on the writing components of the state 
assessment.  At most schools, all teachers were teaching content vocabulary and many were 
engaging students in comprehension strategies and integrating literature into their content area 
instruction.  Teachers reported that coaches helped them plan for literacy, including aligning 
their instruction with the requirements of the state assessment program.  In schools with full-time 
coaches, teachers and principals perceived improved student literacy skills in the classroom and 
on tests, and also noted that student attitudes toward reading and writing had improved. 
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 While the program has generally been effective for the small number of literacy coaches 
that have been prepared, we may conjecture about how the program might build on what has 
been learned, continue to provide support to literacy coaches in tight economic times, and 
contribute to the knowledge base about literacy coaching.  With content coaching emerging as a 
viable school improvement strategy, it is important to build on the lessons learned from ALCP.  
Below, we discuss several issues that emerged from this research as potentially important for the 
future of literacy coaching in Kentucky and elsewhere: 
 
¥ Sustaining literacy coaching programs in tight economic times;  
¥ Capitalizing on the literacy coach preparation program that ALCP has developed; 
¥ Helping administrators understand and support literacy coaching; 
¥ Communicating with stakeholders about how and when to measure the impact of literacy 

coaching; and,  
¥ The need for research on specific literacy coaching practices that are most likely to lead to 

improved adolescent literacy learning.  
 
Sustaining Literacy Coaching Programs in Tight Economic Times 
 

The lack of state funds to support the literacy coach position resulted in low participation 
in ALCP.  Moreover, as districts experienced state budget cuts, many of them withdrew funding 
for literacy coaching. Given the investment made by the Kentucky General Assembly in 
developing ALCP, some thought should be given to how to sustain literacy coaching in 
Kentucky so that what has been learned will not be lost. If policymakers wish to ensure 
widespread implementation of literacy coaching, they may want to look to models in other states 
such as Florida, which has implemented a statewide literacy program in which the state allocated 
funds to districts to hire reading coaches. Florida required that, at a minimum, coaches be placed 
in all of the lowest-performing schools (Marsh et al, 2008).  In the face of budget shortfalls, 
providing state funding to schools with the greatest need makes practical sense. 
 

If Kentucky were to follow the Florida approach, policymakers would need to determine 
how many low-performing schools could benefit from the services of a literacy coach and 
allocate funds to support coaches in those locations. The principal in a school that discontinued 
the literacy coach position explained the importance of securing at least some external funding to 
support the literacy coach position: 
 

We have a math intervention grant K-3 that pays for the [math coach] position….If they 
could do that for adolescent literacy, everyone would take it.  It is much easier for us to 
come up with $10,000 than it is for us to come up with $70,000.  If you have a $60,000 
grant, you can find money for the rest. 

 
From a practical standpoint, projects such as ALCP should consider approaches to 

literacy and instructional coaching that will allow coaches to reach all teachers.  The models 
might look different in elementary, middle or high schools.  In small rural districts, for instance, 
literacy coaches may be able to reach all teachers if they are assigned to two, small elementary 
schools.  In larger schools, creative use of Title I or other funding sources may help support a 
full-time coach. 
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In high schools, very large schools, or in situations where coaches must serve more than 

one school, a model might be promoted in which the coach works with teachers in cycles. At one 
ALCP school, for example, the principal and coach identified ninth- and tenth-grade social 
studies and science classrooms for targeted help. The principal described how they worked: 

 
We meet at least once per week sometimes more often; and we talk about status, 
especially now that we are on the home stretch for assessment. We have targeted real 
impact teachers: One high impact will be our World Civ, ninth grade. They are high 
impact for reading assessment. She has taken that teacher and the biology teachers--
that’s content in tenth grade. She has taken them and really worked with them in 
interpreting the Program of Studies really accurately and given them resources and 
modeled for that. That has been pretty intensive for the last two months for tenth grade 
students.   

 
Along this same line, a coach might work with a department or teacher team for a six-

week cycle with a focus on analyzing student work in the content area to identify text issues for 
students and design activities to address these issues. Using this model, coaches could work with 
teachers intensely but still get to all teachers over the course of the year.  Part of the coach’s 
focus during this concentrated period could be to help teacher teams develop into professional 
learning communities that could continue the work later on with reduced support from the coach. 
 
How to Capitalize on the Literacy Coach Preparation Program Developed by ALCP 
 
 The preparation and support ALCP provided for literacy coaches was framed around 
national coaching standards, and was highly regarded by participating coaches and the educators 
with whom they worked.  While state budget cuts have reduced ALCP’s capacity, some thought 
should be given to how to make use of and build on the program that has been developed.  There 
appears to be an ongoing need for such programs.  For instance, the research team is aware of at 
least three schools that hired new literacy coaches when the ALCP coaches left for other 
opportunities, and of school districts that are implementing literacy coaching without providing 
intensive training and support to coaches.  Without a program like ALCP, many new literacy 
coaches will not have access to professional development focused specifically on literacy 
coaching.  A new coach pointed out the importance of continued support for literacy coaching: 
 

I think the investment [in ALCP] was a good one because it brought awareness to the 
need for literacy coaching and keeping the importance of literacy alive in the middle 
schools and high schools… I hate it [the loss of state funding], though, because I think 
over time you’ll see these positions go away without backing. I hate it that they haven’t 
continued the program… Over time, if the legislature doesn’t think it is important enough 
to continue and to allocate funds for the training of literacy coaches, then it’s a trickle-
down effect and other people will not see the importance either… And the less training 
we have and the less resources we have, then the less productive we may be. Then I can 
see that over a few years, those schools may decide to allocate that money somewhere 
else. That would be a shame.  
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In order to sustain what has been developed in these schools through ALCP, districts 
would do well to offer ongoing professional development and support opportunities for veteran 
ALCP coaches and for those who replace them.  CCLD and/or the Kentucky Department of 
Education—as well as regional education cooperatives—might consider how to offer continuing 
professional development and support to content and instructional coaches across the state, using 
what has been learned from the ALCP experience. Districts might then pay a fee to take 
advantage of these training opportunities. 
 
Helping Administrators Understand Content Area Literacy Instruction 
 

The importance of support from district and school administrators to the success of any 
school improvement effort has been well-documented. ALCP project leaders initially intended to 
include administrators in a portion of the summer institutes for coaches, and to provide follow-up 
meetings during the school year.  Developing the training and support program for coaches, 
however, took priority. In the end, no ongoing opportunities for administrator involvement were 
created.   

 
The ALCP research shows that administrator support is critical—and that administrators 

must do more than provide lip service in support of the coach. Superintendents and principals 
who were informed about and involved in the work of literacy coaches were more likely to retain 
coaches than those who were not involved. Preparation programs for literacy coaches, then, 
should include a component to inform district and school administrators about all aspects of 
literacy coaching and its integration into school improvement initiatives.  Central to this training 
for administrators will be to provide administrators with a vision of what effective content area 
literacy instruction looks like, articulate how coaches can help realize this vision, and make clear 
the connections between this instruction and improved student learning as measured by state 
tests. 
 
Communicating with Stakeholders About the Impact of Literacy Coaching 
 

As noted in the prior section, schools are under a great deal of pressure to improve 
student achievement as measured by state tests, particularly in the areas of reading and 
mathematics.  They are unlikely to implement any program that does to show potential for 
improving school test scores.  Hence, there is a great deal of pressure for any improvement 
initiative, including literacy coaching, to demonstrate that it contributes to improved student test 
scores. 

 
Thus far, however, research on literacy coaching has failed to make a definitive 

connection to improved student achievement. (Buly et al, 2006; IRA, 2006; Neufeld & Roper, 
2003; Poglinco et al, 2003).  Concomitantly, a systematic review of professional development 
studies by Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007) revealed that few studies that meet 
the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) criteria for experimental or quasi-experimental research 
have linked any kind of professional development with improved student achievement.  

 
While policymakers and stakeholders feel a need to justify literacy coaching through 

impact data on student achievement, there is some question about whether student achievement 
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is even the most appropriate measure of the effectiveness of literacy coaching. Proponents of 
literacy coaching argue that the goal of the coaches’ work is to change teacher practice, and that 
the most appropriate measure of the coaches’ success is whether those changes have occurred 
(Fisher, 2007; IRA, 2006; Toll, 2005).  Indeed, numerous studies, including this one, have 
documented that coaches contribute to changes in teachers’ practice (Hough et al, 2008; 
Kannapel, 2007; Kannapel et al, 2008; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Neuman & Cunningham, 2009). 

 
Yet policymakers and other stakeholders rightfully demand evidence that literacy 

coaching helps improve student learning. As pointed out by Buly et al (2006), in the current age 
of testing and accountability, the systematic collection of data on individual students “is essential 
if coaching is going to receive the funding and support needed to continue” (p. 28).  Indeed, if 
states, districts, and/or schools did not believe that literacy coaching would improve student 
learning (as measured by state tests), they would not implement it at all. 
 
At the same time, there are many issues that make it difficult to make a direct link between 
literacy coaching and student learningÑ and these issues need to be compressed into a simple, 
understandable format to share with stakeholders.  Building on the thinking of Desimone 
(2009)Ñ and taking literacy coaching as a form of embedded professional developmentÑ there is 
a whole sequence of events and consequences that would need to be documented to prove the 
linkages that policymakers desire.  
 

Literacy coaching, by itself, is a method of delivering professional development; the 
substance and form of the delivery may vary across coaches.  The first step, then, would be to 
describe what the coaches did, with which teachers, and how often. Then some measures would 
need to be taken of those teachersÕ increased knowledge and skills and changed attitudes or 
beliefs as a result of specific coaching activities. Once these changes in teachers have been 
documented, measures of instructional change would need to be established. When specific 
instructional changes have been demonstrated, achievement measures for students of the target 
teachers would need to be identified that would be likely to capture the impact of these changes.  
These instruments might not be state tests because such assessments may not be fine-grained 
enough to capture the specific content literacy skills promoted by coaches. 

 
Consider, for example, that literacy coaches may not work with all teachers on a regular 

basis the first year or even the second.  Initial measures of student learning, therefore, would 
need to use instruments that measured growth in student learning at the classroom level, only in 
the classrooms of participating teachers, and only after those teachers had worked with the coach 
long enough to begin implementing literacy strategies on a regular basis.  Because it may well be 
the third or fourth year of coaching before coaches reach all teachers in the school, it begins to 
become reasonable to use state tests to examine student outcomes only after three or four years 
of coaching.  

 
 In the meantime, students have been moving through the grades, so the research must 
consider how long students have been exposed to literacy strategies learned from the coach.  In 
the context of this research, in a middle school in its third year with a Cadre 1 literacy coach, 
eighth grade students would have had the most exposure to the literacy coachÕs influence.  
Because they were sixth graders when the coach began her work and the coach may have worked 
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with only a few teachers that first year, however, the students may not have had full exposure 
until the eighth-grade year.  A case could be made, therefore, that one should look at longitudinal 
measures of student achievement for students who entered middle or high school when a coach 
had been working at the school for at least three yearsÑ then follow those students for the next 
three years in comparison with similar students whose schools were not served by literacy 
coaches. Even then, mediating variables would need to be considered such as teacher 
characteristics, student demographics, school climate, and other programs and activities to which 
teachers and students are exposed.  
 

But as this research demonstrates, sustaining a policy initiative for three or more years 
without showing evidence of improved student achievement is a challenge.  A teacher in a school 
that discontinued the literacy coach position after two years expressed frustration that the 
program had not been given enough time to show results: 
 

I feel like the investment was there, but people didn’t open-handedly accept it. They 
didn’t stick with it…They seem to think, “We did this [literacy coaching], but this [other 
program] might be cheaper.” They never let it stay long enough. Maybe we would have 
made a higher gain this year, but we didn’t get an opportunity to prove that.  

 
Clearly, then, linking literacy coaching directly to student achievement is complicated.  Yet 

researchers are challenged to meet the demand of policymakers to provide evidence that literacy 
coaching positively impacts student achievement.  And policymakers, in the face of competing 
initiatives and programs, are challenged to accept a realistic time frame for expecting 
demonstrable changes in student achievement. 

Findings shared in this report establishing that most coaches were working with all 
teachers in their schools by their third year on the job suggest that we might reasonably expect to 
see some effects of literacy coaching on student learning by year three or four—but likely no 
sooner than that.  In fact, our prior reports after one and two years of literacy coaching found no 
such linkages (Kannapel, 2007; Kannapel et al, 2008). It may be possible in 2009-10 to again 
look at measures of student achievement in schools that have been served by ALCP coaches, 
although the numbers of such schools are quite small.  Still, it is important to continue to develop 
methods that make connections between intervention programs and student learning—and to 
help policymakers understand how and when such connections can reasonably be made. 
 
The Need for Research on Effective Literacy Coaching Practices 
 

ALCP’s stated goal was to develop a statewide network of literacy coaches to work full-
time with teachers of grades 4-12 of all content areas to infuse literacy throughout the 
curriculum. What this “infusion” meant was not specifically articulated, but the decision to shape 
coaches’ training program around the IRA coaching standards gave direction to the coaches’ 
work. The IRA standards cover a lot of territory, and the training coaches received ultimately 
focused most strongly on standards 1-3—the “leadership standards.” Particular emphasis was 
placed on standard 2, which centers on providing job-embedded support to help teachers 
implement literacy strategies that may be used in any content area. 
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 As pointed out by Heller and Greenleaf (2007), focusing on generic literacy strategies is 
an appropriate starting place for coaches and teachers.  For the most part, these were strategies 
that were relatively easy for teachers to learn that could be implemented in any content area—
such as graphic organizers for teaching vocabulary, familiarizing students with textbook 
organization, before/during/after reading strategies, and recommendations for literature books 
that could be incorporated into instructional units. Promoting these strategies was a sensible 
approach for coaches to take initially to raise teacher awareness of literacy, build credibility by 
giving teachers tools they could use immediately, and ensure that all teachers were, at a 
minimum, implementing the most obvious and easy-to-master literacy strategies.   

 
Once teachers master these strategies, however, what should come next? What should 

teachers do to ensure that students are successfully reading and writing complex text in each 
content area?  IRA coaching standard 4 suggests a direction by articulating specific 
“performances” in which coaches will engage to help teachers with literacy issues specific to 
English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.  ALCP training, however, did 
not focus strongly on this standard.  This may be because literacy coaching is new enough that 
no model has yet emerged depicting what content-specific literacy strategies might look like.  
Indeed, a review of the literature on literacy coaching produced little insight into this issue.  
More research and development is needed on the specific kinds of literacy instruction that will 
help adolescents become competent readers and writers in all content areas.   

 
Closing Thoughts 

 
There has been recognition across the country, as well as in Kentucky, that if adolescent 

students aren’t assisted in developing text-based strategies and writing competencies, they will 
have a difficult time being successful in any of the core content areas. Grade-level reading is 
foundational to success with any content and if it is absent, it must be developed strategically and 
systematically. The Commonwealth of Kentucky has piloted a program that has prepared a small 
cadre of literacy coaches who understand the need for better literacy instruction and know how 
to help teachers implement such instruction.  In the future, perhaps Kentucky policymakers and 
educators can identify funding and strategies to build on the knowledge that has been 
accumulated through ALCP to benefit adolescent literacy learners across the state. 
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APPENDIX A: LITERACY COACHING:  A Review of the Literature 
by Patricia J. Kannapel & Beverly D. Moore, September 2009 

The Need for Adolescent Literacy Instruction 

 Since the 1983 publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education), there has been a nationwide push to reform public education to ensure that the 
United States remains competitive in the global economy. Initially focusing on a wide range of 
outcomes for students, the reform movement over time has come to emphasize quite strongly the 
need to ensure that young students acquire the reading and mathematics skills that will serve as a 
foundation for more complex learning later on.  In the 1990s, various state and federal program 
were enacted to improve the reading achievement of young children.  While national reading 
tests indicated that these programs were improving the reading achievement of younger children, 
these improvements were not maintained for older children.  Instead, early learning gains 
disappeared by the time students reached eighth grade (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008).  

The International Reading Association reported in 2006 that over six million U.S. 
students in grades 8-12 were struggling readers; one in four adolescents could not read well 
enough to identify the main idea in a passage or to understand informational text; and three-
quarters of students who exited third grade as struggling readers continued to read poorly in high 
school.  Findings from a Carnegie Corporation project reported that almost half of students 
entering ninth grade were reading several years below grade level (Henriquez, 2005).  Results of 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in 2005 showed that 69 percent of 
eighth graders and 65 percent of 12th graders were reading below the proficient level; and 69 
percent of 8th graders and 76 percent of 12th graders were writing below the proficient level.  In 
Kentucky in 2005, 65 percent of fourth graders and 75 percent of eighth graders scored below 
proficient on the NAEP reading tests (http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde/)6.   

 
 Perhaps because of the nation’s laser-like focus on reading problems and interventions in 
the primary grades, an organized response to the apparent crisis in adolescent reading did not 
gain momentum until the mid- to late 1990s (Jacobs, 2008). The International Reading 
Association issued a position statement on adolescent literacy in 1999 listing seven principles for 
supporting adolescents’ literacy growth (Moore, Bean, Birdyshaw & Rycik, 1999). Following 
the publication of this position statement, a series of reports and position papers were issued by 
various organizations in an attempt to define the problem of adolescent literacy and suggest 
solutions (Jacobs, 2008). 

 Since that time, educational foundations and governmental bodies have begun to create 
initiatives to address the problem with adolescent literacy.  For instance, in 2003 the Carnegie 
Corporation created the Advancing Literacy Initiative to build research, practice, and policies for 
adolescent literacy to benefit students in grades 4 through 12, with an emphasis on reading to 
learn and disciplinary literacy (Henriquez, 2005).  In 2004, the U. S. government created the 
$200 million Striving Readers Program to help struggling readers in low-income middle schools 

                                                        
6 NAEP has not reported scores for individual states at 12th grade. 
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and high schools (Jacobs, 2008).  In 2007, the Council of Chief State School Officers issued a 
Content Area Literacy Guide offering practical strategies for teaching literacy in the content 
areas.  And it was in 2005 that the Kentucky General Assembly created the Adolescent Literacy 
Coaching Project to develop a statewide network of literacy coaches to help teachers in grades 4 
through 12 integrate literacy into their instruction. 

Distinctive Features of Adolescent Literacy 
 

 Literacy demands confronted by adolescents are different from those encountered in the 
primary grades.  Young children learn highly generalizable basic skills needed to perform most 
reading tasks, such as decoding, recognizing high-frequency words, and responding to basic 
punctuation. These skills are typically mastered in the primary grades, but even students slow to 
develop the skills typically master them before entering high school (Shanahan & Shanahan, 
2008). 

 Literacy becomes more sophisticated in the upper elementary grades, although much of 
the learning is still generalizable.  Students develop skills to decode multi-syllabic words, 
respond automatically to words that do not appear with high frequency, understand less common 
forms of punctuation, and expand their vocabulary (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008).  At the same 
time, learning begins to be differentiated by content area in about the fourth grade, resulting in 
students experiencing more complex forms of text organization (Jacobs, 2008; Shanahan & 
Shanahan, 2008). 

 When students reach middle and high school, the literacy skills they acquired in 
elementary school are not always generalizable across content areas.  Students who competently 
read and understand a story in English class may find that they cannot make much sense of their 
algebra or integrated science textbook.  This is because every academic discipline has its own set 
of characteristic literacy practices (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008).  As adolescents move through 
middle and high school, they must learn to read and write in increasingly varied ways in the 
different content areas (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007). 

 Mathematics texts, for instance, are densely populated with symbols, equations, and 
graphic explanations.  Students must read slowly and carefully, and may need to reread multiple 
times to understand problems and proofs. Falling back on generalized literacy skills learned in 
elementary school, students may attempt to read mathematics texts for the general idea, but this 
kind of text cannot be appropriately understood without close reading. Understanding technical 
vocabulary is also critical; students need to learn multiple meanings of words that have specific 
meanings in mathematics (e.g., power, root, degree, reciprocal).  Some mathematicians 
emphasize the importance of memorizing definitions of mathematical vocabulary to understand 
the precise meanings (CCSSO, 2007; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). 

Science texts have a higher degree of lexical density (i.e., use of specialized vocabulary) 
than either mathematics or history and are often written on a much higher reading level than 
students’ actual levels. This technical vocabulary must be deeply learned in order to understand 
the science behind the words. For example, to understand digestion, students must know not only 
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that it is the assimilation of food in the body; they must also understand the process by which 
digestion occurs.  In addition, science reading requires that students recognize symbols and 
formulas, and use critical reading skill such as following directions, drawing conclusions, and 
problem solving (CCSSO, 2007; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). 

In social studies, the emphasis is much less on precise vocabulary and careful reading of 
texts.  Instead, students must consider the source of the material in interpreting what is read and 
understand that text does not represent “truth” or “facts.”  They must identify cause and effect 
relationships, recognize bias, distinguish fact from opinion, compare and contrast, and synthesize 
information from multiple texts.  They must also learn to read graphs, maps, and various 
representations of data. The vocabulary they learn may include archaic terms (e.g., the Gilded 
Age) or may need to be understood terms metaphorically (e.g., Black Thursday) (CCSSO, 2007; 
Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). 

In English language arts, students must master grammar, academic writing (e.g., essay, 
short story, personal narrative), and literary devices of fiction and nonfiction genres. They must 
also learn how to read, critique, and discuss what they have read (CCSSO, 2007). 

Components of Adolescent Literacy Instruction 

 Adolescents who are struggling with basic literacy skills should receive specialized 
intervention from a reading specialist (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007). The kind of literacy 
instruction that is the focus of this review, however, should be delivered within the context of 
each academic subject. Because the majority of children master basic reading and writing skills 
by fourth grade—and recognizing that literacy demands become more complex and 
differentiated in upper elementary—it has become widely accepted that adolescent literacy 
instruction is pertinent to grades 4 through 12 (Jacobs, 2008). 

 Because most adolescent readers can read words accurately, the emphasis of adolescent 
literacy instruction should be on helping students comprehend what they are reading.  Adolescent 
literacy instruction, then, should include explicit instruction on comprehension that is embedded 
in the content areas (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004).  This means that literacy instruction will need to 
be delivered by content area teachers.   

 The notion that literacy instruction should occur in content-area classrooms has been 
around since at least the early 1900s, but the idea did not begin to be operationalized until much 
more recently.  The first textbook dedicated to the teaching of reading in the content areas was 
published in 1970; by the early 1980s, at least 20 such texts had appeared. Most of these texts 
suggested generic approaches to content-area reading that could be used across content areas, 
such as focusing on decoding, reading rate, comprehension, vocabulary, and study skills (Jacobs, 
2008).   

 Heller and Greenleaf (2007, p. 8) assert that such generic reading comprehension strategies 
have merit, and that “students can learn a number of routines that can help them comprehend 
many different kinds of written documents.” These include pre-reading activities such as 
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reviewing vocabulary, making predictions, and identifying text features (e.g., tables of contents, 
headings, illustrations etc.); “during reading” strategies such as visual representations or making 
note of questions, unfamiliar words, concepts, or ideas to research after reading; and post-reading 
activities such as summarizing and restating the text’s main points, or comparing notes with 
other students. Heller and Greenleaf state: 
 

Given that content area reading materials are often quite difficult…it makes good sense 
to encourage all teachers to become familiar with these strategies. If teachers want their 
students to be able to handle such assignments, they would do well to help them become 
more competent in reading difficult texts in general (p. 10). 
 

At the same time, relying solely on generic reading comprehension strategies may not be 
sufficient to help adolescents negotiate the complex text they will encounter in different content 
areas.  Heller and Greenleaf (2007, p. 10) note that not all literacy skills are easily transferred 
from one field to another.  For instance, “the ways in which students write up their chemistry 
notes (crafting a detailed, impersonal, accurate record of steps taken and reactions observed) may 
not be helpful when trying to write a history paper or a literary analysis.”  Similarly, Shanahan 
and Shanahan (2008, p. 54) state that a focus on highly generalizable literacy skills “becomes 
increasingly problematic as students advance through the grades because many literacy skills and 
texts are highly specialized and require actions that are relatively unique.” 

This notion that literacy instruction should be specific to each content area, however, 
appears to be new enough that few models have been created to provide guidance to teachers on 
what this sort of literacy instruction should look like.  The International Reading Association in 
2006 published standards for middle and high school literacy coaches that included guidelines 
for coaches to provide literacy strategies that could be used across content areas—but also 
included a set of guidelines suggesting that literacy coaches should be knowledgeable about and 
provide guidance to teachers on literacy instruction specific to each of the four major content 
areas:  English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.  The Council of Chief 
State School Officers published a content area literacy guide in 2007 that included several 
strategies that could be used across content areas; some of these appeared to be adaptable for use 
with literacy demands specific to content areas.  Shanahan and Shanahan (2008) report on a 
Carnegie-funded project to try to identify the reading skills students need to make progress in 
different content areas, and to develop strategies to help students them acquire these skills. This 
work is relatively new, however; more research and development is to develop literacy strategies 
specific to each content area. 

Generally, it would seem that some combination of generic literacy strategies and 
content-specific strategies would be in order, given that there are strategies for teaching 
vocabulary and comprehension that could be used in any content area—but that some content 
areas require specific literacy skills unique to that domain (CCSSO, 2007; Heller & Greenleaf, 
2007). The key to knowing which approach to use at any given time may lie in another 
component of adolescent literacy instruction that is viewed as essential:  ongoing formative and 
summative assessment of students.  Biancarosa and Snow (2004) identified 15 elements of 
effective adolescent literacy programs, but noted that the minimum foundation for such programs 
would include three key elements:  professional development for teachers, ongoing formative 
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assessment of students, and ongoing summative assessment of students and programs.  The 
NCTE principles of adolescent literacy reform (2006) also identify ongoing formative and 
summative assessment as key components.  The rationale for including ongoing assessment as a 
key element is that teachers must closely examine student learning on a regular basis in order to 
identify what students are struggling with and plan strategies to address those areas. 

 One factor that could undermine efforts to help content area teachers integrate content-
specific literacy into their instruction is the assessment and accountability programs in place in 
most states. Heller and Greenleaf (2007) note that no clear message has been sent to middle and 
high school teachers as to whether they will be held accountable and rewarded for helping 
students develop advanced, discipline-specific literacy skills. On the contrary, most reading tests 
used for accountability purposes are designed to measure basic and intermediate skills, not to 
assess the sorts of higher-level skills students need to read and comprehend specialized, 
disciplinary texts. Heller and Greenleaf note that most state testing systems include open-ended 
writing activities, but that scoring rubrics promote quick, superficial essays.  They add:  
 

Some experts worry that existing accountability systems create incentives for teachers to 
drill students in simple, formulaic kinds of writing, at the expense of time they might 
otherwise spend teaching them to write thoughtful, independent, and varied kinds of 
papers in science, history, and other subjects (Heller & Greenleaf, 2007, p. 18). 

 
Helping Content Area Teachers Incorporate Literacy Into Their Instruction 

 While it has come to be widely accepted that adolescents need content area literacy 
instruction, it is also acknowledged that the great majority of middle and high school teachers, 
particularly in science, mathematics, and social studies, have had little or no preparation to 
provide such instruction—and many resist the idea that they should do so (Heller & Greenleaf, 
2007; Jacobs, 2008; NCTE, 2006; Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008).  If the adolescent literacy crisis 
is to be addressed, then, teachers will need a great deal of professional development and support.  
Content area teachers need to know how to integrate reading comprehension strategies into their 
instruction; they should also understand what is distinct about reading and writing in their own 
discipline and know how to convey those distinctive features to students (Heller & Greenleaf, 
2007). 

 NCTE (2006) recommends three components to a content area literacy professional 
development program for teachers: (1):  professional learning communities that create a safe 
environment for teachers to experiment with new approaches, (2) interdisciplinary collaboration 
in which teachers work together to identify and implement literacy approaches that can be used 
across and within content areas; and (3) literacy coaching in which a skilled professional helps 
facilitate both a schoolwide culture and individual teacher practices around integrating literacy 
into content area classrooms. Heller and Greenleaf (2007) also believe that literacy coaching 
shows great promise for providing embedded professional development to teachers as they 
attempt to change their practices. 

The Literacy Coaching Model 
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Background 
 
As noted above, literacy coaching has come to the forefront as a school improvement 

strategy in the wake of data showing that adolescents are struggling to master the reading 
demands they confront as their instruction becomes differentiated by content area. It is 
recognized that literacy must be integrated into content area instruction, yet teachers in grades 4-
12 are largely unprepared to do so. Literacy coaching is believed to be a promising approach to 
providing teachers with the support they need to develop a new repertoire of strategies. 

 
The move toward in-class coaching in Kentucky and elsewhere is firmly rooted in 

research on professional development, which has found that to be effective, professional 
development must be sustained, ongoing, intensive, and supported by modeling, coaching, and 
collective problem-solving (International Reading Association, 2006; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; 
Poglinco et al, 2003).  In-class coaching is a form of embedded professional development in 
which teachers receive assistance, support, and instruction from an instructional support person 
on-site to help them make changes in classroom practice.   
 

Numerous types of coaching models have been developed in recent years.  These include 
cognitive coaching to help teachers reflect on how to improve their effectiveness, technical 
coaching to teach new teaching practices, peer coaching in which two or more teachers work 
together to improve their professional knowledge and skills, mentoring of a novice teacher by an 
experienced teacher, and change coaching that addresses whole-school organizational 
improvement. Literacy coaching contains elements of these strategies, but falls more solidly in 
the realm of content coaching, which focuses on improving teachers’ instructional strategies in 
specific content areas (Costa & Garmston, 2002; Joyce & Showers, 1996; Neufeld & Roper, 
2003; Poglinco et al, 2003).  Content coaching has gained momentum as an instructional change 
strategy—particularly in the areas of reading and language arts—due to state and federal 
mandates that schools must show improvement in these two core content areas. 

 
Another approach to helping struggling readers is through reading specialists—a role that 

pre-dates, and may have served as an antecedent to the literacy coach. The difference in the two 
roles is that reading specialists work directly with students to improve student skills, while 
literacy coaches try to improve student achievement by working directly with teachers (Toll, 
2005, 2006, 2007).  The literacy coach’s task is to help teachers recognize what they know and 
can do, assist teachers in strengthening their ability to make more effective use of what they 
know and do, and support teachers as they learn and do more (Toll, 2005, p. 4).  Hasbrouck & 
Denton (2007) advocate an approach combining the two strategies—Student-Focused 
Coaching—where the coach and teacher work together to identify and overcome obstacles to 
student success.  

 
Because students must learn to read complex text in all fields, IRA (2006) emphasizes 

that literacy coaches should work not only in the area of reading/language arts, but with teachers 
in other core content areas (i.e., mathematics, science, and social studies) to help them 
incorporate text-based strategies into their classroom instruction.  Middle and high school 
content area teachers have resisted this idea because they perceive teaching reading as the job of 
primary school teachers, they have no expertise in literacy, and they fear it will take too much 
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time away from their subject matter.  Data exist, however, showing that teachers who infuse 
literacy instruction into their classes are able to introduce more content effectively, and their 
students are able to learn the content more successfully (International Reading Association, 
2006).  Sturtevant (2004) emphasizes the need to build students' literacy skills in the content 
areas, as does Barton (2006), who studied the experience of a high school in Oregon that raised 
test scores in the content areas over two years. Puig and Froelich (2007) describe the link 
between the processes of reading and writing and learning in the content areas.  Thus, ALCP’s 
emphasis on assisting teachers across the content areas has a strong basis in the research. 

 
Desired Qualifications of Literacy Coaches 

 
In 2004 as instructional coaching was gaining momentum, the IRA developed and 

publicized roles and qualifications of reading coaches, noting that because the demand for 
reading coaches has grown so rapidly, there was little consistency in the training, background, 
and skills required for such positions and in the general competence of coaches.  In 2007, the 
IRA revised role definitions for several categories of reading professionals, one of which was the 
reading specialist.  In this guide, literacy coach was listed as one of three possible roles that a 
“reading specialist” might play in a school.  The qualifications for reading specialist were listed 
as follows: 
 
¥ Previous teaching experience; 
¥ Master’s degree with concentration in reading education; 
¥ A minimum of 24 graduate semester hours in reading and language arts and related courses; 

and, 
¥ An additional 6 semester hours of supervised practicum experience. 

 
In the 2004 guidelines, the IRA had acknowledged that, given the immediate need for 

reading coaches, school districts may select candidates who do not meet the highest standards—
although no such provisos could be found in the 2007 revised guidelines. The Literacy Coaching 
Clearinghouse (LCC), however, noted that at times educators chosen to be literacy coaches may 
not have all of the qualifications suggested by IRA.  In these instance, the LCC suggested, those 
chosen as literacy coaches should be successful teachers who are knowledgeable about literacy 
development, curriculum, and instruction.  The LCC goes on to suggest that these coaches 
should be given the opportunity to enroll in professional development that builds their 
knowledge of literacy, literacy instruction, and literacy coaching.7 
 

The approach suggested by the LCC is precisely the approach taken by ALCP and other 
projects that have, no doubt, found it difficult to recruit candidates for literacy coaching who 
have the strong background in reading coursework and practicum suggested by the IRA.  
Poglinco et al (2003), in their study of literacy coaches working within the America’s Choice 
whole school reform program, reported that only five of 29 coaches studied had specific 
knowledge of or experience with teaching reading and/or literacy.  Similarly within ALCP, fewer 

                                                        
7 For more information on perspectives of the Literacy Coaching Clearinghouse, go to: 
http://www.literacycoachingonline.org/aboutus/literacy_coach.html 
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than one-fourth of applicants reported holding a reading/language arts teaching endorsement.  
Indeed, ALCP did not require that applicants meet IRA’s 2007 suggested qualifications for 
reading specialists—but the program did build in graduate coursework and on-the-job 
experience. 

 
Cathy Toll, former director of the Center for Literacy at the North Central Regional 

Educational Laboratory (NCREL) and now director of a consulting firm specializing in literacy 
coaching, states that effectiveness does not hinge on the coach’s knowledge of reading; rather, 
coaches should develop respect, listen to teachers, provide resources, make suggestions, 
demonstrate strategies, etc. (Toll, 2005).  Consistent with the LCC  perspective and Toll’s 
recommendations, ALCP qualifications emphasize a strong work ethic and personal qualities that 
predict success working with teachers over reading background. 

 
Training and Support for Coaches 

ALCP training and support program for coaches, including the eight-day summer 
institutes and monthly follow-up and networking sessions, is consistent with the research and 
literature on the training needed for literacy coaches.  The IRA (2004) states that even coaches 
who meet the minimum qualifications should be involved in ongoing professional development 
to strengthen their knowledge, skills, and effectiveness.  The IRA coaching standards document 
(2006) notes that it takes two to three years to develop the full complement of coaching skills, 
which aligns well with ALCP’s two-year training program. Buly et al (2006) recommend that 
professional development and ongoing support for coaches be part of the program design before 
coaches are hired.  One of the IRA standards for literacy coaches specifies that coaches should 
strengthen their professional teaching knowledge, skills, and strategies by staying current with 
literacy and research on adolescent literacy, routinely examining best practices and curriculum, 
being open to new ideas, meeting regularly with other coaches to build professional skills and 
community, and attending professional seminars, conventions, and other trainings (IRA, 2006).  
Other sources have noted the need for ongoing support for coaches as they do their work 
(Burkins & Ritchie, 2007; Fisher, 2007, Taylor et al, 2007). 

 
Regarding the content of training for literacy coaches, Toll (2005) suggests that literacy 

coaches must be well-versed in the characteristics of adult learners; processes for successful 
coaching; essential elements of effective instruction, literacy learning and processes; and 
measures of reading achievement.  At the middle and high school levels, literacy coaches must 
have sufficient knowledge of specific content areas in which they are assisting teachers.  They 
need not hold a degree or be an expert in those areas, but they need to be adept enough and 
understand the content enough to be able to assist with the literacy aspects of the lesson they are 
coaching.   

 
Again, the ALCP model aligns with this research in that the focus areas for the training 

include coaching skills; effective literacy instruction; content area literacy strategies; and literacy 
assessment.  The ALCP model also emphasizes strategic planning.  In the second year of the 
ALCP, each Cadre 2 coach (i.e., coaches in their first year) was assigned a mentor from Cadre 1, 
which is consistent with recommendations from Burkins and Ritchie’s (2007) “Coach-to-Coach 
Cycle,” in which coaches work together to provide each other professional support.  In addition, 
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ALCP coaches received ongoing mentoring and support from the directors and participants in 
their regional institutes. 

 
Roles and Responsibilities of Literacy Coaches 

 
The primary role of the literacy coach is to work directly with teachers to help them more 

effectively teach or integrate literacy into their classrooms.  The ultimate goal is improved 
student achievement, but the immediate focus is the learning of teachers (IRA, 2006; Toll, 2005, 
2006, 2007).   

 
 The actual design of a literacy coaching program may vary, depending on the goals of the 
state, district, or school implementing the program. Some school improvement programs, such as 
America’s Choice, use coaches to support the implementation of a particular program or 
curriculum. More commonly, instructional coaches focus on helping teachers in a more general 
way to implement literacy practices. In recent years, a number of organizations and researchers 
studying literacy coaching have developed a set of activities and/or standards for literacy coaches 
that spell out the types of activities in which coaches are likely to engage.  The ALCP model 
uses as its framework the coaching standards developed by the IRA (2006). Below is a list of the 
possible roles and responsibilities of literacy coaches that draws on the IRA standards and other 
sources: 
 
· Assist the school with literacy needs assessment and development of a school literacy plan; 
· Assist teachers in selecting, scheduling, and administering literacy assessments; and in 

interpreting assessment data and information from student work in order to inform 
instruction; 

· Model instructional strategies for teachers; 
· Observe teachers and provide feedback on their instruction; 
· Provide information and resources on literacy; 
· Provide professional development to small groups of teachers; 
· Know literacy demands of the various content areas; 
· Encourage and facilitate sharing of strategies among teachers; 
· Assist teachers in planning and implementing lessons; 
· Assist/mentor new teachers; 
· Engage in productive relationships with school staff; and 
· Strengthen own professional knowledge and skills.8 

 
Some sources offered a list of “don’ts” for literacy coaches.  Topping the list for all 

sources is that coaches should not play an evaluative role with teachers (Bean & DeFord, N.D.; 
Buly et al, 2006; Fisher, 2007; Joyce & Showers, 1996; Shanklin, 2006; Toll, 2005).  Dialogue 
and interactions between coaches and teachers should be free of judgment so that teachers feel 
safe working with the coach and will be more open to the changes the coach is trying to 
facilitate.  It is important, then, for principals to understand that coaches should not be used to 
assist in teacher evaluation.  Fisher explained, “To support the coach as a resource, 

                                                        
8 Sources for this list of roles are as follows: Bean & DeFord, N.D.; Buly et al, 2006; IRA, 2006; 
Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Shanklin, 2006; Toll, 2005. 
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knowledgeable other, and ally, administrators cannot ask the coach about an individual teacher’s 
performance” (2007, p. 3).  Neufeld and Roper (2003) suggest that coaches and principals must 
work out the delicate balance between confidentiality and reasonable feedback, and that the issue 
of coaches and teacher evaluation needs to be addressed directly from the outset. 

 
A second important “don’t” for literacy coaches is that they not play the role of expert 

(Bean & DeFord, N.D.; Fisher, 2007; Toll, 2005).  When coaches portray themselves as the 
expert, teachers will view the work of the coach more critically, expecting them to have all the 
answers, demonstrate lessons flawlessly, etc.  Instead, the coach should establish a collegial 
relationship, working with teachers to solve problems, find resources, and try out new strategies. 

 
 

Literacy Coaching in Practice:  Research to Date 
 
As literacy coaching has gained momentum as a school improvement strategy, research 

on the practice has been slowly accumulating—although there is still much to learn.  In this 
section, we summarize findings of recent research on literacy coaching regarding what coaches 
do, facilitators and barriers to the work of coaches, and impact of literacy coaches on schools, 
teachers, and students. 

 
Preparation of Literacy Coaches 
 

States, school districts, and school improvement programs use different approaches to 
preparing coaches, but most preparation programs appear to share one common characteristic:  
coaches receive training simultaneously with conducting coaching in schools.  In the America’s 
Choice program, for instance, training for literacy coaches was organized into several multiple-
day sessions spread throughout the year, although the timing was such that most coaches began 
their work with teachers after only one such session—hence, staying only one step ahead of 
teachers in their knowledge about the America’s Choice literacy program (Poglinco et al, 2003). 
 
 Neufeld and Roper (2003) reported that most of the coaching programs they studied 
provided professional development to coaches one day per week, with coaches working in 
schools the other four days.  Neufeld and Roper recommend that new coaches be provided with 
an initial orientation before they begin their work—which is an approach adopted in several 
places.  Within ALCP, for instance, coaches attend an eight-day summer institute before 
beginning their work, and then participate in monthly sessions throughout the school year.  They 
also participate in a second summer institute followed by a second year of monthly professional 
development sessions (Kannapel, 2007; Kannapel et al, 2008).   
 
 In Florida, the state recommends—but does not require—that new coaches participate in 
at least five days of professional development before starting their position.  These days are often 
obtained at an annual state reading leadership conference, which is not specifically geared to 
coaches but offers sessions that are appropriate to coaches’ needs.  The state expects that school 
districts will provide monthly professional development sessions to coaches (Marsh et al, 2008). 
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 Literacy coordinators for the Literacy Collaborative program receive their training over 
the course of a year while they continue to teach in their own classrooms; then begin serving as 
literacy coordinators half-time in year 2 (Hough et al, 2008). 
 
 Some coaching programs build in a mentoring component for new coaches—a strategy 
recommended by Neufeld and Roper (2003).  In Florida, several districts provided mentoring, 
although it was not required by the state (Marsh et al, 2008).  America’s Choice coaches received 
support from a “cluster leader,” who worked with groups of schools at the regional level. This 
support generally took the form of monthly meetings held at one of the schools in the cluster 
(Poglinco, 2003). ALCP instituted a mentoring program in year 2, pairing each new coach with a 
coach who had already been through the first year of ALCP training and support.  In addition, all 
ALCP coaches received extensive mentoring from the university-based leaders of their training 
programs (Kannapel et al, 2008). 
 
 
Activities of Literacy Coaches 

 
Poglinco et al (2003), who studied America’s Choice literacy coaches in action, reported 

that most literacy coaches did some modeling and/or demonstration lessons in which they taught 
first, then co-taught with the teacher, then allowed the teacher to teach the lesson alone.  
Ongoing classroom observations by coaches were less common.  However, informal one-on-one 
coaching happened more often than expected and seemed important to teachers.  Coaches 
sometimes mentored new teachers.   

 
America’s Choice literacy coaches also facilitated some small group professional 

development.  Teachers and principals, however, reported that job-embedded professional 
development (such as demonstration lessons and one-on-one conversations with teachers) was 
more helpful than group professional development, but that the latter reinforced the work of the 
coach and helped build professional communities (Poglinco et al, 2003).  Similarly, Shanklin 
(2006) reported that in-classroom coaching was viewed by teachers and coaches as the coaching 
activity with the most potential for impact.  In contrast, Neufeld and Roper (2003), who studied 
coaching in a number of urban school districts, observed that coaching models that relied solely 
on one-on-one interactions between the coach and teacher did not show as much promise as 
those that incorporated small group learning, the latter of which led more quickly to the 
development of instructionally-focused school cultures.  

 
An International Reading Association survey returned by 140 literacy coaches (Roller, 

2006) found that the coaches worked primarily with teachers and spent significant time in 
assessment and instructional planning activities.  Most worked at the elementary level (with 17 
percent middle school teachers and seven percent high school).  The main activities of the 
coaches who were surveyed were observing teachers and modeling lessons, followed by 
discussions with the teachers.  These coaches did little specific lesson planning with the teachers. 

 
RAND Corporation conducted a study of a state-wide reading coach program in Florida 

that was part of the implementation of a state-wide literacy initiative (Marsh et al. 2008). The 
state encouraged coaches to work with all teachers across content areas, new teachers, and those 
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teaching struggling students—and to avoid evaluating teachers and duties that detracted from 
coaching.  The study of 113 middle schools found that the work of the coaches included formal 
and informal work with teachers, one-on-one coaching, data analysis, coaching-related 
administrative duties, and non-coaching duties. The coaches worked mostly with reading 
teachers, new teachers, and teachers identified as needing support.  

 
 

Facilitators and Barriers to Literacy Coaching 
 
Those who have studied literacy coaching have identified a number of factors that can 

facilitate or hinder the work of literacy coaches.  These factors can be grouped into four broad 
categories:  coaches’ professional development and support; personal and professional 
characteristics of coaches; support from district leaders, principals, and teachers; and coaching 
practicalities. 
 
 Coaches’ professional development and support. Support from program or project 
leaders was identified as important for coaches’ effectiveness within the America’s Choice 
model (Poglinco et al, 2003).  These literacy coaches felt that the timeliness of their training was 
critical, and that they were staying only one step ahead of teachers.  They also felt their training 
should have included more information on balanced literacy.  Other key issues these coaches felt 
were lacking in their training was dealing with English Language Learners and special education 
students, managing change including teacher resistance and motivation, basic knowledge about 
writing, and effective coaching, especially how to provide feedback to teachers. Other authors 
who recommended ongoing professional development to keep coaches' knowledge base current 
include Brown et al, (2007), Kowal & Steiner (2007) and Taylor et al (2007). The Florida 
coaches (Marsh et al, 2008) had high-regard for their on-going professional development, which 
occurred at least monthly. They requested additional professional development on supporting 
adult learners, teaching special populations, working with teachers, and incorporating literacy 
across content areas.   
 
 In the first two years of ALCP research, coaches reported that they highly valued their 
professional development and ongoing support, particularly the networking and camaraderie they 
experienced within their regional cadres. Most coaches could think of no improvements that 
should be made in their professional development, although a few coaches requested more 
mentoring from experienced coaches and more time to share with other coaches (Kannapel et al, 
2008).  Similarly, coaches in the Houston School District and Boston Public School district 
reported that creating and working within a coaching network facilitated their work (The 
Annenberg Institute for School Reform, 2005). Brown et al (2007) emphasize the importance of 
establishing a strong professional community.  The Florida coaches placed a high value on 
professional development that involved collaboration or mentoring from coaching peers (Marsh 
et al., 2008). 
 
 Personal and professional characteristics of coaches.  Research on literacy coaching 
programs have found that the personal and professional background and characteristics of 
coaches are important to their effectiveness.  Of particular importance are the prior relationships 
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coaches had with teachers, coaches’ interpersonal skills, and coaches’ knowledge, experience, 
and skills.  
 
 Prior relationship with teachers.  Oftentimes, literacy coaches are hired from among the 
teaching faculty at a given school, which can have advantages as well as disadvantages.  Having 
worked as a teaching colleague can be advantageous when the coach is well-respected by the 
faculty and viewed as a credible source of literacy expertise and assistance—which proved to be 
the case for a number of America’s Choice coaches (Poglinco et al, 2003), as well as ALCP 
coaches (Kannapel, 2007).  If the coach is not well-regarded, there may be resentment from 
teachers.  In addition, coaches may face a challenge in changing their role from peer to resource 
person for teachers and from “underling” to colleague with the principal (Neufeld & Roper, 
2003; Toll, 2005). 
 
 Interpersonal skills of coaches.  Interpersonal skills have proven to be very important to 
coaches’ success.  Coaches must be able to establish a relationship of trust through listening, 
maintaining confidentiality, working with teacher-identified needs and interests, being positive, 
and following through on teacher requests in a timely way (Bean & DeFord, N.D.;  Kowal & 
Steiner, 2007; Poglinco et al, 2003).   In a related finding, Marsh et al (2008) found a major issue 
was the ability of coaches to support adult learners, which was positively related to teachers’ 
perceptions of coaches; many coaches requested additional professional development in that 
area. 
 
 Coaches’ knowledge, experience, and skills. Studies of literacy coaching, including the 
ALCP research, have shown that the knowledge, experience, and skills held by literacy coaches 
are critical to the coaches’ credibility, and contribute strongly to teacher receptivity to working 
with the coach.  The research of Poglinco et al (2003) on America’s Choice literacy coaches 
pointed to a number of important factors related to the coaches’ background and experience.  
Seen as advantageous were the coaches’ prior instructional support experience, mastery of 
subject matter knowledge, and proven teaching ability.  Limited exposure to balanced literacy 
and standards-based instruction was a significant barrier to coaches’ effectiveness. Marsh et al’s 
(2008) study of Florida’s literacy coaches found that teachers’ perceptions of the positive effects 
of coaching were related to their estimates of coaching quality.  In our own research on ALCP 
coaches, teachers and principals alike have been impressed with the knowledge, skills, and 
resources that literacy coaches have acquired through ALCP—as well as the experience and 
knowledge many coaches brought to the role (Kannapel et al, 2008). 

 
 Support from district leaders, principals, and teachers. Neufeld and Roper (2003) state 
that “the most important condition for successful coaching is district support for coaches’ work” 
(p. 16).  Such support includes making sure the coaches’ roles are clear to all the districts’ 
educators, ensuring a rigorous process for selecting coaches, and providing professional   
development to principals so that they may provide proper support to coaches. In the Florida 
study (Marsh et al, 2008), the majority of coaches reported that coaching would not be successful 
without the support of the administration.  Indeed, the ALCP research has shown that if district 
leaders are not committed to the concept of literacy coaching, they may not allocate funds for the 
program over the long-term (Kannapel et al, 2008). 
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 In addition to district support, active support from the principal has been identified by 
virtually all studies of literacy coaching as critical to the literacy coach’s effectiveness (Bean & 
DeFord, N.D.; Kannapel, 2007, 2008; Kral, N.D.; Marsh et al, 2008; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; 
Poglinco et al, 2003; Smith, 2007; Taylor et al., 2007; The Annenberg Institute for School 
Reform, 2005). Supportive principals create schedules for teachers to work with coaches, 
participate in professional development facilitated by the coach, encourage teachers to try new 
strategies with the coach’s assistance, and communicate regularly with the coach about his/her 
work. 
 
 Finally, coaches will have no impact on the school if they are not accepted and supported 
by their peers.  Teacher acceptance of the coach’s role is critical to the coach’s effectiveness. 
One way to achieve this is for coaches to begin with those who want to work with the coach in 
order to help the coach gain self-confidence, and to let the good news about the coach’s work 
spread by word-of-mouth—a common approach among ALCP literacy coaches (Kannapel, 
2007).  Once reluctant teachers hear from their colleagues that the coach is a resource and not a 
threat, these teachers are more likely to be receptive to working with the coach (Bean & DeFord, 
N.D.; Poglinco et al, 2003). 
 
 Coaching practicalities.  Even when coaches are well-trained, knowledgeable, and 
supported by leaders and peers, their effectiveness may hinge on the practicalities of their work 
situations.  Key factors include the assignment of coaches to schools and teachers, time 
limitations, and clarity about the coach’s role. 
 
 Determining how many schools to assign to literacy coaches and/or how many days 
coaches will devote to coaching can present a dilemma for districts faced with limited resources, 
as noted by Neufeld & Roper (2003).  The ideal arrangement is to assign coaches full-time to a 
single school. When coaches are assigned more than one school, the coaches’ effectiveness is 
reduced because coaches are spread too thinly and teachers have insufficient opportunities to 
learn from them. Within the ALCP research, we found that teachers with full-time coaches were 
more positive about their coaches’ impact on the schools than teachers in schools with part-time 
coaches (Kannapel et al, 2008).  Smith (2007), in an observational study of three coaches, noted 
that assignment to more than one school limited coaching time and caused scheduling problems, 
particularly when the schools had block scheduling. Some districts, however, may lack sufficient 
funds to support a full-time coach in each school. One approach to this dilemma is to cycle 
coaches, so that they work with a few teachers or one school for several weeks and then move to 
another (Neufeld & Roper, 2003). 
 
 A related problem for coaches and teachers is for both parties to find time to work together 
in a meaningful way.  In the first two years of the ALCP research, time was consistently cited as 
the biggest barrier to effective coaching—either that the coaches had insufficient time to meet 
with all teachers or that teachers struggled to find time to work with coaches (Kannapel, 2007, 
2008).  Similarly, in the Rand study by Marsh et al (2008), one coach was assigned to each 
middle school. However, coaches still found insufficient time to be a major barrier to getting in 
teachers classrooms. Teachers and district coordinators noted that supporting many teachers at 
once is challenging.  Finding time to assist all teachers can be especially challenging in middle 
and high schools, which tend to have a larger number of teachers than do elementary schools.  
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Regardless of how coaches are assigned, it is important for their roles to be well-specified 

at the outset so that everyone understands where coaches should be and what they should be 
doing. Through surveys and interviews, Mraz, Algozzine, and Watson (2008) found that 
teachers, principals and coaches differed somewhat in their views of what coaches were doing 
and should be doing. They found the role subject to different interpretations due to a lack of a 
clear job description and communication of that role in the schools. Similarly, in an on-line 
survey of 147 literacy coaches by Blamey, Meyer, and Walpole (2009), 74 percent of coaches 
reported that their role remained undefined. In Florida, coaches reported that issues arose for 
them when principals expected them to play an evaluative role with teachers (Marsh et al, 2008). 
These sorts of problems can be avoided if there is clarity up front about the coaches’ role, which 
helps protect coaches from work that does not contribute to literacy learning and establishes 
reasonable expectations from the beginning (Bean and DeFord, N.D.; Buly et al, 2006; 
Kannapel, 2007; Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  

 
Impact of Literacy Coaching 

 
In the current age of accountability, the accepted metric for determining the effectiveness 

of any school improvement program is improved student achievement.  Yet literacy coaching 
differs from intervention programs that are targeted directly at students because the coach’s work 
with students is indirect. Coaching is a form of embedded professional development in that the 
goal is to change teacher instructional practice.  Consequently, proponents of literacy coaching 
argue that the most appropriate measure of the coaches’ success is whether those changes have 
occurred (Fisher, 2007; IRA, 2006; Toll, 2005).  At the same time, the ultimate goal of most 
professional development—and of instructional coaching of any type—is to improve student 
learning.  Consequently, the research base on literacy coaching—while still relatively small—has 
examined effects on both teacher practice and student achievement.  Below, we summarize 
research to date on the impact of coaching. 

 
Effects of literacy coaching on teacher practice. Over the past several years, a number 

of studies and evaluations of literacy coaching programs, including the ALCP research, have 
examined the effects of coaching on teacher practice. Neufeld and Roper (2003), based on their 
research on literacy coaching in various urban settings, believe there is evidence that coaching 
can produce the following outcomes, which are likely to improve instruction: 

· Better targeted school-based professional development that addresses teacher and principal 
needs in light of student needs; 

· Teacher learning that carries over into classroom practice; 
· Willingness among teachers to share their practice and assume collective responsibility for 

student learning; 
· High quality principal leadership of instructional improvement; and 
· School cultures in which instruction is the focus of much teacher and principal discussion. 
 
The majority of research to date on the effects of literacy coaching on teacher practice has been 
qualitative in nature and based on relatively small numbers of schools and coaches.  From an 
extensive review of the coaching literature that included peer, cognitive, literacy, and 
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instructional coaching, Cornett and Knight (2009) reported that several studies demonstrated 
positive changes in teacher attitudes and in teacher practices.  
 

Hough et al (2008) reported on a study of teacher implementation of the K-2 level of the 
Literacy Collaborative program, in which teachers implement six instructional components of a 
comprehensive literacy framework. The six components are read-aloud, shared reading, guided 
reading, interactive writing, writing workshops, and word study.  Teachers are prepared to 
implement the framework through professional development and in-class support provided by an 
on-site literacy coach, who teaches half-time and serves as literacy coach half-time. The 
evaluation relied on observations and ratings by the literacy coaches of changes in teacher 
practice over time. Preliminary results indicated that the amount of exposure to coaching and the 
extent of school-wide coaching were related to teachersÕ frequency of implementation of the 
framework, as well as their expertise in implementing the framework.  These findings are 
limited, however, by potential researcher bias owing to the fact that literacy coaches both 
provided the treatment and rated teachers on their practice. 
 

Cantrell and Hughes (2008) investigated the effects of a year-long professional 
development program that included coaching on teacher reports of their own efficacy for 
teaching literacy.  They also explored the relationship between teacher efficacy and 
implementation of a content literacy approachÑ based on classroom observations. Results 
showed that extended professional development with coaching increased teachersÕ feelings of 
efficacy.  Teacher interviews indicated that coaching and collaboration were important factors in 
the development of teachers' sense of efficacy with and implementation of content literacy 
strategies. This research did not isolate the effects of coaching, but examined a professional 
development model that included coaching. 
 

Neuman and Cunningham (2009) compared the effects on the teaching behaviors of pre-
school teachers who received professional development on early language and literacy practices 
with and without individual coaching.  They found that the content knowledge of both groups as 
measured by a written assessment was not significantly different.  However, there were 
significant improvements in the teaching practices of the teachers who received the coursework 
supplemented with one to one-and-one-half hours of individual coaching per week, but not in 
those who received only coursework.     
 

Garet et al. (2008) studied a reading program based on a direct instruction approach.  
They evaluated the results of two forms of professional development to help second-grade 
teachers implement the program.  Teachers in both Treatment A and B attended eight content-
focused institute and seminar days. In addition, Treatment B teachers received an average of 60 
hours of coaching during the school year.  With both treatments the teachers scored better than 
the control group on knowledge of early reading content and instructional practices, and used 
explicit instruction techniques more than the control group.  However, there was no significant 
difference in the knowledge or instructional practices between teachers with literacy coaches and 
those without. 
 
 Marsh et al (2008), in their study of FloridaÕs middle school coaches, noted that 47 
percent of reading teachers and 40 percent of social studies teachers reported that their coaches 
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had influenced them to change their instruction to a moderate or great extent.  About two-thirds 
of reading and social studies teachers who had interacted with a coach believed these interactions 
increased their confidence in teaching reading to students, and helped them plan and organize 
instruction more effectively.  Principals reported that coaches had a positive effect on the 
principalsÕ knowledge, had improved the quality of professional development in the school, and 
helped develop a strong sense of community within the school. 
  
 Prior years of research on ALCP found that principals, coaches, and teachers reported 
that teachers were more aware of the importance of literacy and were incorporating literacy 
instruction into their classrooms as a result of their work with the literacy coach.  When 
compared to schools without literacy coaches, a statistically higher percentage of teachers in 
schools with literacy coaches reported that their schools were engaged in school-wide literacy 
planning and implementation of literacy plans (Kannapel et al, 2008). 
 

Effects of literacy coaching on students. Many researchers lament the dearth of 
evidence about the effectiveness of literacy coaching, particularly the lack of any linkages 
between literacy coaching and student learning (Buly et al, 2006; IRA, 2006; Neufeld & Roper, 
2003; Poglinco et al, 2003).  Concomitantly, a systematic review of professional development 
studies by Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007) revealed that few studies that meet 
the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) criteria for experimental or quasi-experimental research 
link any kind of professional development with improved student achievement. Of 132 relevant 
studies of professional development in reading, mathematics, and science, only nine studies met 
the WCC standards. 
 

While research that attempts to link literacy coaching with student achievement continues 
to be scarce, a few such studies are added to the research base each year.  Before 2009, our 
literature review found only one study linking coaching activities with improved student 
achievement. That was a study of a single high school where reading scores on statewide tests 
after two years of literacy coaching improved by 12 percent.  There was no comparison group, 
however, against which to judge these improvements (Barton, 2006).  

 
Another study in which no comparison group was included was a study by Biancarosa, 

Bryk, and Dexter (2008) that examined value-added effects of coaches in the Literacy 
Collaborative Professional Development program described in the prior section.  The 
professional development of this program is based on implementing a prescribed literacy 
instructional framework. In this program, literacy coaches are extensively trained in the six-
component literacy framework that teachers are to implement; the coaches then work with 
teachers to institute the program school-wide.  The researchers compared changes in primary 
students’ reading achievement tests over four years, using the first-year reading improvement as 
a baseline measure. They found an increase of 17 percent over the baseline the first year and 27 
percent the second year. 

 
In the RAND study of Florida’s middle school reading coaching program (Marsh et al, 

2008), state test scores for schools with coaches and schools without coaches were examined.  
This pre-post test comparison produced mixed results.  Significant but small effects of coaching 
were found for two of the four yearly cohorts in the study. In addition, small positive effects 
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were found related to the length of time a school had been served by a coach.  The researchers 
investigated the effects of various aspects of coaching (e.g., time spent working with individuals 
or groups of teachers, administering assessments, reviewing assessment data with teachers) on 
reading achievement. The only aspect of coaching found to correlate with student achievement 
was the frequency with which the coaches reviewed assessment data with teachers.  Without this 
frequent review of data analysis, the time spent on individual coaching of reading teachers was 
negatively associated with reading scores.  
 

Garet et al’s (2008) study of a program based on a direct instruction approach found that 
teachers’ knowledge and skills improved with a combination of professional development and 
coaching, but they found no significant effects on student reading achievement as measured by 
standardized tests. 
 
 Our own study of Kentucky’s ALCP program compared state assessment results for 
schools with ALCP coaches with those of a set of demographically similar comparison schools 
that did not have coaches—and also with the state as a whole. The results have not demonstrated 
any detectable improvement in academic performance at the school level due to ALCP project 
participation during the first two years of the program (Hibpshman, 2008; Kannapel, 2008). 
 
 While studies have not yet proven a definitive link between literacy coaching and 
improved student achievement, a few studies have noted that educators in schools with literacy 
coaches perceive improvements in student attitudes and reading skills as a result of the coach’s 
work. In Florida, for instance, principals reported that students had become more motivated to 
read and that their reading skills had improved (Marsh et al, 2008).  Similarly, principals, 
coaches, and teachers in our own research have consistently reported that student literacy 
behaviors and performance in the classroom have improved, and that students are more 
motivated to read and more positive about reading as a result of the literacy coaches’ work 
(Kannapel et al, 2008). 
 

Progression of effects:  Literacy coaching to changed teacher practice to improved 
student achievement.  As researchers attempt to isolate the effects of literacy coaching on 
teacher practice and student learning, many have acknowledged the complex sequence of events 
that must occur for any definitive linkages to be made. Desimone (2009), for instance, points out 
that professional development acts in a stepwise fashion: first is the form and content of the 
professional development, second is teachers’ increased knowledge and skills and changed 
attitudes or beliefs. Subsequently, instruction is changed, and finally student learning improves.  
Evaluation of the process at any of those points requires measures that are appropriate to specific 
outcomes along the path and attention to mediating variables such as teacher characteristics or 
student demographics. Various forms of data gathering, observation, interviews, surveys and 
testing may all be valid for different aspects of measuring the results of professional 
development; Desimone notes that data gathering must be matched to research questions without 
bias toward any form of research.  

 
Other researchers have pointed out that the instruments used to measure student 

achievement may not be appropriate for measuring the kinds of changes in learning that a 
particular improvement strategy is likely to produce. Garet et al (2008) noted, for instance, that 
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within their own study the standardized tests used to evaluate student achievement did not test 
the skills that were taught. The direct instruction approach that they were evaluating was focused 
on specific reading skills, whereas the reading test scores were expressed as a total reading score 
from several forms of Terra Nova, the Stanford Achievement Test, and a criterion-referenced 
state test.  

 
From an extensive review of the coaching literature that included peer, cognitive, 

literacy, and instructional coaching, Cornett and Knight (2009) found some evidence from one 
researcher that peer coaching resulted in increased student learning on a recall test and a concept 
attainment measure. Although several cognitive and instructional coaching studies demonstrated 
positive results in teacher attitudes and in teacher practices, there was no evidence of effects on 
student achievement from studies of the other types of coaching. Cornett and Knight point out 
that the effects of coaching on teacher attitudes and practices are indications that coaching does 
change teachers, but that the connection between teacher practices learned from coaches and 
student achievement is lacking. 
 

In our own research in the first two years of ALCP, state assessment data were available 
only at the school level, which allowed us to evaluate effects ALCP only on the literacy 
environment of the entire school.  Yet ALCP coaching services, particularly in the first two years 
of the project, were administered primarily at the classroom level as ALCP coaches worked 
individually with teachers. Particularly in large elementary schools, middle schools, and high 
schools, ALCP coaches may work intensively with only a few teachers the first year, slowly 
expanding their reach in subsequent years.  Thus, any detectable effect may occur only at the 
classroom level, with school-level effects accumulating over a period of years as coaches work 
with more teachers.  At present, we have no available dataset for evaluating effects at the 
individual classroom level, which is where we would most expect to see changes in the first two 
years of literacy coaching (Hibpshman 2008).  School-level effects may be a more appropriate 
measure, however, once coaches have been in schools for three years or more. 
 

In summary, in this age of testing and accountability, as pointed out by Buly et al (2006), 
the systematic collection of data on individual students “is essential if coaching is going to 
receive the funding and support needed to continue” (p. 28).  Yet the factors that make it difficult 
to link literacy coaching directly with student achievement are multitudinous.  Coaches may not 
work with all teachers in a school for two to three years into the work.  The quality and content 
of what the coaches do, as well as the format in which assistance is provided, may affect 
teachers’ ability and willingness to implement what they have learned.  Even when teachers do 
implement new strategies, the quality and frequency of implementation would need to be 
considered, as well as the number of students who are exposed to the strategy on a regular basis.  
Teacher and student characteristics are important intervening variables, as is school climate.   

 
Consider, as well, that while an intervention is occurring, students are moving through 

the grades. Students are usually exposed to one school for only a few years and to one teacher for 
only one year; therefore, attention to the extent of student exposure to teachers who have 
received a particular professional development is another important consideration. For example, 
in the context of this research, in a middle school in its third year of having a Cadre 1 literacy 
coach in 2008-09, eighth-grade students would have had the most exposure to the literacy 
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coach’s influence.  However, because they were sixth graders when the coach began her work 
and the coach may have worked with only a few teachers that first year, the student may not have 
had full exposure until the eighth-grade year.  A case could be made, therefore, that one should 
look at longitudinal measures of student achievement for students who entered middle or high 
school when a coach had been working at the school for at least two years—then follow those 
students for the next three years in comparison with similar students whose schools were not 
served by literacy coaches.  And, as noted earlier, the instrument used to measure student 
learning gains would need to be aligned with the kinds of skills the literacy coach’s work was 
meant to build. 

 
In short, linking literacy coaching directly with improved student achievement is 

complex.  Attempts to make such linkages will need to control for multiple variables, occur after 
coaching has been in effect for at least two years, and rely on instruments that measure the kinds 
of literacy knowledge and skills that the work of literacy coaches emphasizes.  Given the 
impatience of policymakers to see test-based results, the challenge will be to keep literacy 
programs intact long enough to conduct these sorts of careful analyses. 

 
[NOTE:  References for this literature review and the full ALCP report are contained in 
Appendix B.] 
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APPENDIX C:  ALCP RESEARCH DESIGN 
 

Overview and Rationale 
 

Years 1 and 2 of the evaluation (2006-07 and 2007-08) provided a detailed description of 
how coaches were selected, prepared and supported in their work; the activities in which coaches 
engaged in their schools and the degree to which their work aligned with national literacy 
coaching standards.  It shared the perceived impact of the coaches on teachers and students.  The 
evaluation included a quasi-experimental component that compared the literacy environment and 
student achievement in schools with ALCP coaches with comparable schools that did not have 
literacy coaches.  
 

In October 2008, a research forum was held to conduct a review of the research to date and 
determine a direction for what was then believed to be the final year of the research (a fourth 
year of research has since been commissioned).  The forum was attended by ALCP staff and 
institute directors, research advisors, representatives from the Kentucky Department of 
Education, and the ALCP evaluation team.  Participants in the forum advised the research team 
that the descriptive information from the first two years of research had been informative and 
valuable, but that the final year should seek to obtain more in-depth information about the work 
of coaches in schools, particularly the extent to which their work is influencing teacher practice 
in ways that are likely to impact student learning.  Forum participants also expressed the view 
that school-level, aggregated achievement data are unlikely to detect the effects of literacy 
coaches for several years for a number of reasons, including: 
¥ Effects on students cannot be expected until teachers have learned and implemented new 

methods for an extended time. 
¥ The process of changing teacher practices is not a one-shot effort. Rather, it requires repeated 

coaching over time, depending on the needs of the teacher. 
¥ Much of the coach’s first year is likely to be spent building rapport with teachers and the 

principal and establishing a work routine that may include working initially with only the 
most willing teachers; and, 

¥ Coaches tend to work with individual teachers in their classrooms; thus, it may take coaches 
two to three years to reach all teachers, particularly in larger schools. 

 
Based on input from Forum participants and the limited funds available for the final year of 

the evaluation, the research team and CCLD staff determined that Year 3 of the evaluation 
should move in a different direction than that of prior years.  It was determined that there should 
be two primary foci to the Year 3 evaluation:  (1) the impact of the ALCP on participating 
coaches; and, (2) the subsequent impact of coaches on schools and teacher practice, which are 
likely to impact student learning in subsequent years.  

 
CCLD staff wished to document the impact of the ALCP training and support program 

because of the prominent role that literacy coaching has assumed in current efforts nationwide to 
improve adolescent literacy.  ALCP provides a model for preparing and supporting coaches that 
might be replicated within the state and beyond. It is important, therefore, to provide research 
evidence on the influence the program is having on participating coaches. 
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Regarding the influence of coaches on teacher practice and student learning—mindful that 
ALCP funds have been cut and no more literacy coaches will be trained—it was determined that 
the third year of research would focus most heavily on the first cohort of coaches trained through 
the ALCP, who would be in their third year of coaching in 2008-09.  These coaches are no 
longer receiving support through the ALCP, but the research team and advisors determined that 
it is important to examine literacy coaching with this cohort for two key reasons: 
 
¥ Literature on literacy coaching suggests that it takes two or more years for coaches to begin 

to have a significant impact on teacher practice and student learning.  A focus on ALCP 
coaches in their third year (after they have completed ALCP training) affords the best 
opportunity to document the coaches’ influence after they have been in place for more than 
two years. 

¥ Given the tendency of policymakers to create programs and later discontinue the funding 
before the programs have become well-established (often because of very real budget issues), 
it is important to document the extent to which programs can maintain momentum on their 
own. Even if ALCP funding had not been cut, Cadre 1 coaches would have left the program 
by 2008-09 and would be on their own to continue implementing literacy coaching without 
project support.  At this point, as well, the position of literacy coach would be solely 
dependent on the support of district or school administrators for continued funding.  
Documenting the work of third-year coaches, then, provided data on the sustainability of 
policy initiatives after project funding and support has ended. 

 
While the focus of the final year of research was on Cadre 1, information was also gathered 

on Cadre 2 coaches regarding the extent to which they continued to engage in literacy coaching, 
and additional leadership roles they have assumed as a result of their participation in ALCP. 
 
 

Research Questions 
 

Given the above considerations, research questions from prior years were revised and 
streamlined as follows: 

 
1. What coaching models and approaches were stressed by ALCP, and to what extent were 

those models or approaches implemented? 
 
2. What is the impact of ALCP coaches on their schools, teacher practice, and student behavior, 

attitudes, and learning?  
a. With whom have coaches worked, and with what regularity, during their three years 

of coaching? 
i. With which teachers have coaches worked during their three-year tenure, how 

often, and in what ways? 
ii. Which students—and how many—are targeted through the coach’s work with 

these teachers, and why? (i.e.,  general literacy strategies for all students in the 
class?  Strategies for specific students who are struggling?) 

iii. How often and in what ways do coaches work with principals and other 
administrators? 
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b. How do coaches determine with which teachers they will work, and what activities 

they will do with them?  How has this changed over three years? 
i. What is the intended goal of the coaches’ work with teachers (e.g., to make 

sure all teachers teach vocabulary?  To share general literacy strategies with 
all teachers?  To help teachers target specific students who are struggling? To 
address teacher deficiencies?)? 

ii. What methods does the coach use to reach those goals (i.e., individualized 
work with specific teachers; generalized work with a wider range of teachers 
in the school?) 

iii. To what extent do coaches help teachers use literacy strategies that are 
directly linked to the assessed needs of their students? 

 
c. To what extent and in what ways have teachers implemented the literacy strategies, 

knowledge, and/or processes shared with them by literacy coaches? 
i. Which literacy strategies, knowledge, and/or processes have been most 

commonly used by teachers, and for what purposes? 
ii. In which content areas/grade levels are these literacy strategies, knowledge, 

and/or processes being employed? 
iii. With what frequency do teachers use these literacy strategies, knowledge, 

and/or processes? 
iv. How many students within the school have been exposed to these literacy 

strategies, knowledge, and processes; and how often? 
 

d. What is the reported impact of teachers’ use of these strategies, knowledge, and/or 
processes on student behaviors, attitudes, and learning? 

 
e. What coaching strategies, combination of strategies, or general approaches to 

coaching appear most likely to change teacher practice in ways that contribute to 
improved student learning? 

 
3. What factors facilitate or hinder the influence of the literacy coach on teacher practice and 

student learning? 
i. Principal involvement and support of teachers and literacy instruction? 

ii. Professional learning communities, team teaching or mentoring, etc.? 
iii. District support? 
iv. External support (if not from ALCP, from where?) 
v. School size? 

vi. School level (elementary, middle, high)? 
vii. School accountability status? 

viii. Other? 
 
4. What impact has the ALCP preparation and support program had on coaches who have 

completed the program? 
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a. In what ways has the ALCP preparation and support program increased the 
knowledge, skills, and professional qualities of participants in the following areas 
(reflecting the IRA coaching standards that served as a framework for the ALCP): 

i. Facilitating school-level literacy needs assessment and planning? 
ii. Practicing professional qualities that foster respect and trust among teachers 

and school staff? 
iii. Applying and sharing knowledge from professional literature and research on 

adolescent literacy? 
iv. Working with adult learners? 
v. Assisting content area teachers in selecting instructional materials to support 

literacy development in the content areas? 
vi. Providing professional development to content area teachers on adolescent 

literacy through a variety of mechanisms, including workshops, study groups, 
teacher sharing sessions, mini-lessons, model lessons, and observation and 
feedback? 

vii. Assisting content area teachers in planning for integration of literacy strategies 
into content area instruction? 

viii. Assisting content area teachers in developing and selecting literacy 
assessment tools, analyzing data on literacy from assessment instruments and 
student work, and using these analyses to plan literacy instruction in the 
classroom? 

ix. Applying knowledge of the specific literacy demands in the content areas of 
English/language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies to assist 
content area teachers in meeting the literacy needs of their students? 

x. Other areas? 
b. What professional and leadership roles have ALCP participants assumed in their 

schools, districts, or beyond as a result of their participation in the ALCP, and in what 
ways has that changed over the three years that participants have served as ALCP 
coaches? 

 
5. To aspects of the literacy coaching program have been sustained in schools that participated 

in ALCP? 
a. What proportion of coaches who participated in the full two years of ALCP training 

continued to function as literacy coaches during the 2008-09 school year? 
i. What proportion anticipates continuing to function as literacy coaches in 

2009-10? 
b. Among participants who continue to conduct literacy coaching, what proportion 

serves as full-time literacy coaches at a single school? 
i. Among those who are NOT full-time literacy coaches in a single school, what 

other obligations do they have, and what percentage of their time is devoted to 
literacy coaching? 

c. How, if at all, has the percentage of time ALCP participants devote to literacy 
coaching changed since they began the program, and why? 

d. Among ALCP participants who no longer conduct literacy coaching: 
i. What are their current roles? 

ii. What accounts for the change in roles? 
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iii. To what extent do they continue to use the knowledge and skills gained 
through their participation in ALCP? 

iv. To what extent do their schools continue to benefit from the knowledge and 
skills they gained through their participation in ALCP? 

 
Research Methods 

 
 Research in 2008-09 included the following activities: 
 
¥ Review of existing data:  Data and findings from Years 1 and 2 of the research were 

compiled regarding the ALCP training and support program, and the knowledge and skills 
that coaches acquired and applied as a result of their participation in the ALCP. 

¥ Email and/or phone surveys:  All coaches who participated in ALCP for two years were 
surveyed to determine their current roles and responsibilities, and how (if at all) they have 
used their literacy coaching knowledge and skills in these or other capacities. 

¥ Coach interviews: In-depth interviews were conducted with 11 of the 18 Cadre 1 participants 
who completed the full two years of the program, including those who no longer serve as 
literacy coaches.   

¥ Site visits: Two researchers visited the schools of five Cadre 1 ALCP coaches who continue 
to practice literacy coaching at least 75% of their time.  During this site visit, interviews were 
conducted with the literacy coach, principal, and at least one teacher in each grade level and 
content area.  Questionnaires about the coach’s influence were administered to all teachers on 
the day of the site visit.  The response rate for these surveys ranged from 41 percent to 91 
percent, with an average across schools of 55 percent.  At most sites, the researchers also 
observed coaching activities as well as teachers implementing literacy practices in their 
classrooms. 

¥ Phone interviews with coaches: As noted above, phone interviews were conducted with 11 of 
the 18 Cadre 1 coaches who completed the full two years of the program.  The same protocol 
was used for active literacy coaches as the one used for coaches interviewed on site visits. A 
second protocol was used for ALCP participants who no longer serve as literacy coaches. 
The focus of these interviews was be to determine the impact of the program on the 
individual and school, and the extent to which the impact continued after the individual no 
longer served as literacy coach. 

¥ Principal interviews: In the context of site visits as well as by phone, 10 principals were 
interviewed who had worked with Cadre 1 coaches for at least two years.  For principals in 
schools with active literacy coaches, the same protocol was used as that used during site 
visits.  For principals who no longer had acting literacy coaches, a different protocol was 
used that paralleled the one used for inactive literacy coaches. 

¥ Teacher interviews: In the context of site visits as well as by phone, 45 teachers were 
interviewed who had worked with Cadre 1 coaches for at least 2 years. 

¥ Document review:  The researchers reviewed school improvement plans and/or literacy plans 
as well as other documentation of coaching activities collected during site visits. 

 
The table below shows the total number of interviews and observations that were conducted 

as part of the Year 3 research.  Interview protocols and teacher questionnaires can be found in 
Appendix D. 
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Total Number of Interviews and Observations, 2008-2009 
Interviews Number 
      Acting literacy coaches 4 
      Acting instructional coaches 3 
      Literacy coaches replacing ALCP coaches 2 
      Literacy coaches who returned to classroom 4 
      Principals 10 
      Superintendents  2 
      Teachers 45 

  
Observations  
    Team or planning meetings     2 
    Demonstration lessons/team teaching 2 
    Teachers implementing literacy strategies 7 
 
 

Data Analysis 
 

To determine the impact of ALCP on coaches, interview data from principals, coaches, and 
teachers obtained in Years 1 and 2 of the evaluation were reviewed and responses compiled 
regarding the kinds of knowledge and skills coaches acquired through their participation in the 
ALCP.  In addition, 2008-09 interview data from coaches were compared against results of the 
prior years’ interview data to triangulate and add detail to information about the gain in coaches’ 
knowledge and skills.  A chart was developed showing the current roles and responsibilities of 
all participants in the ALCP, and listing any ways in which participants reported using the 
knowledge and skills they acquired through the ACLP. 
 

To determine impact of literacy coaches on schools, teachers, and students, data from site 
visits, interviews, and teacher questionnaires were compiled into four different data sets: (1) 
ALCP coaches who continued serving as literacy coaches; (2) ALCP coaches who transitioned to 
the role of instructional coach; (3) Literacy coaches who replaced ALCP coaches; and (4) 
Former literacy coaches who returned to the classroom.  The data in these case sets were 
reviewed by three researchers, two of whom were part of the ALCP research team and the third 
external to the project. The researchers independently analyzed the data, using an organizational 
framework that aligned with key research questions. They each arrived at a set of within-case 
findings for each of the four case sets, then developed a set of cross-case findings.  The 
researchers then shared and discussed their analyses to produce a set of findings that were 
aligned to the research questions. 
 
 The findings were developed into a draft report for Year 3, which was shared with the 
research team as well as an external advisory panel that has provided feedback on the ALCP 
evaluation since it began.  Feedback on the findings and report were incorporated into the final 
version of the Year 3 evaluation report. 
 
 

Limitations of the Research 
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 In reviewing the major findings shared in subsequent sections of the report, it should be 
noted that the ALCP research findings are based on a small number of cases due to low 
participation in ALCP.  In addition, the research design relies heavily on self-report data from 
coaches, principals, and teachers. Even though we requested interviews with teachers from all 
grade levels and subject areas—and coaches identified teachers for interviews within those 
guidelines—coaches may have selected teachers who were supportive of literacy coaching. 
 

Our data could be strengthened by more observational data, including observations of 
coaches’ activities and of changes in teacher practice.  Resources for the research, however, 
permitted only one-day site visits to a small number of schools, resulting in limited observational 
data.  To offset this limitation, every attempt was made to triangulate data and eliminate bias.  
For instance, as noted above, we requested to interview teachers of each grade level and subject 
area during site visits in order to ensure representation from all teachers targeted by ALCP.  In 
addition, data gathered from coaches about their activities were triangulated with data from 
interviews with principals and teachers.  Interview data gathered from teachers during site visits 
were triangulated by questionnaire data from all of the target teachers within the school.  Even 
so, it is possible that teachers and coaches overestimated the degree of change in teacher 
practice.  
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APPENDIX D:  RESEARCH PROTOCOLS 
 

ALCP Interview Protocol:  Superintendent (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background 

1. Before we get started, can you tell us a little about your professional background leading up 
to your becoming superintendent here (Undergrad/graduate education, teaching and 
administrative experience in what and where)? 

 
2. How familiar are you with the ALCP?   
 

 How learn about it?   
 

 How did your district get involved?   
 

 Why did you want to get involved?   
 

 Was it a good decision? Why or why not?) 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

[NOTE:  The superintendent may or may not be able to answer all of these questions, or may not 
be able to answer in detail, depending on his/her level of involvement with the coach.  Adapt the 
questions as needed if the superintendent seems to feel uncomfortable with the level of detail we 
are requesting.]  
 
3. This district has now supported 4 elementary/middle school literacy coaches for 3 years, and 

a high school literacy coach for 2 years.  What led you or the district to conclude that it was 
valuable to continue to support literacy coaches?  [probes:  changes in teacher practice? 
Improved student learning?  Other?] 

 
4. ALCP encourages districts to place one full-time literacy coach in each school.  How does 

your district’s approach to literacy coaching match up with that?  What accounts for any 
differences between ALCP recommendations and your own literacy coaching model? 

 
5. Are there any ways the coaches are supported by the district, (such as PD or cohort 

meetings)? 
 
6. What is your level of involvement with the district’s literacy coaches? 
 

 How do you stay informed about what they are doing? 
 
7. Do you have a sense of what percentage of their time (approximately) literacy coaches are 

spending on literacy coaching activities? 
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 What else do the coaches do, and why? 
 
8. [If superintendent has been in this district for at least two years] Do you have a sense of if 

and how the work of the literacy coaches has changed over time? 
[probes:  nature of work?  Amount of time spent on literacy vs. other responsibilities?  
Response of teachers? Number and types of teachers with whom the coach works?   Your 
own feelings about the work?] 

 
9. Has your district’s literacy coaching program accomplished what you hoped it would 

accomplish?   
 If yes, please explain what the literacy coaching program has accomplished and why you 

feel it is important. [NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy 
coaching program looks like, and how the coach’s current work matches up with that 
image.] 

 
 If no, what has gotten in the way? 

 
10. What evidence do you have that the coach’s activities over the last 3 years have led to 

meaningful improvements in teachers’ practice?   
 

 How likely do you think it is that those changes will be reflected in student achievement? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
[NOTE:  Ask these questions only if the superintendent has worked closely enough with coaches 
to respond to the questions.] 
 
11. From your perspective, how have the literacy coaches in your district improved over time, 

and in what areas do they need additional growth?  
 

 What accounts for these improvements? 
 
12. Has the coaches’ participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement in addition to serving as literacy coach?  If so, describe. 
 

a. Is the coach involved in any district wide activities (such as PD, literacy committee)? 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, and 
who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether developing the 
capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated effects.] 
 
13. What is different now for your district because of your participation in ALCP?  Because of 

your use of literacy coaches? 
 
14. The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

have completed the program so far, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and 
another 3 are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  
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Some might say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of 
state education funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
Closing 
 
15. What is the likelihood that this district will continue to support literacy coaching positions 

over time, and why? [probe on plans for expansion or elimination of the program] 
 
16. Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Principal (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background 

o [If principal has been at this school prior to this year and we have interviewed the principal] 
Insert information here from prior years about the principal’s role in securing an ALCP 
coach, and the role the principal has played in the LC’s work.  Share this info with the 
principal as a kind of ice-breaker, and to get his/her feedback on accuracy.] 

 
[If principal is new to the school or has not been interviewed previously]  Get some 
information on his/her professional background :  [native to area?  Where received 
graduate/undergraduate degrees?  Certification?  Teaching experience?] 
 

o Could you provide us with a capsule description of this school (including total enrollment, 
demographic info, characterize kinds of students/families the school serves, parent 
involvement, professional culture among teachers, major initiatives/programs instituted in 
last 3 years). 

 
o How did you come to have a literacy coach at your school? 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

[NOTE:  The principal may or may not be able to answer all of these questions, or may not be 
able to answer in detail, depending on his/her level of involvement with the coach.  Adapt the 
questions as needed if the principal seems to feel uncomfortable with the level of detail we are 
requesting.]  
 
o This school has now had a literacy coach for almost 3 years.  What led you or the district to 

conclude that it was valuable to continue to support a literacy coach?  [probes:  changes in 
teacher practice? Improved student learning?  Other?] 

 
o Describe the current work of the literacy coach.  
 
o How was it decided what the coach would do?  What are the goals? [probes:  change teacher 

practice?  Improve school-wide achievement? Improve literacy for specific students?] 
 
o What do you and the literacy coach do together, and how often? 
 
o What percentage of his/her time (approximately) does the literacy coach spend on literacy 

coaching activities? 
 

 What else does the coach do, and why? 
 
o [If principal has been at school for at least two years] How has the work of the literacy coach 

changed over time? 
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[probes:  nature of work?  Amount of time spent on literacy vs. other responsibilities?  
Response of teachers? Number and types of teachers with whom the coach works?   Your 
own feelings about the work?] 

 
o After 3 years of literacy coaching, has having a literacy coach at your school accomplished 

what you hoped it would accomplish?   
 If yes, please explain what the literacy coaching program has accomplished and why you 

feel it is important. [NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy 
coaching program looks like, and how the coach’s current work matches up with that 
image.] 

 
 If no, what has the literacy coaching program accomplished and not accomplished, and 

why? [what has gotten in the way?] 
 
o Approximately how many teachers at this school (number and/or percent) has the literacy 

coach worked with over the last three years?  
 

 Which grade levels/content area/teachers has the coach worked with primarily?   
 

Why these and not others? 
 

 Do you have any information about what the coach does with these teachers (i.e., types of 
activities, regularity of contact)?  If so, describe. 

 
 Do you happen to know which teachers have used what they learned from the coach in 

their classrooms, and with what regularity? (Probe if needed on grade levels and content 
areas affected) 

 
¥ What do you think accounts for differences in teachers’ implementation?  [probes:  

support from fellow teachers?  Frequency of contact with coach?  Some teachers 
more motivated due to low student achievement?] 

 
o Which coaching activities do you think have had the biggest impact on this school, and why? 
 
o What evidence do you have that the coach’s activities over the last 3 years have led to 

meaningful improvements in teachers’ practice?   
 

 How likely do you think is it that those changes will be reflected in student achievement? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
[NOTE:  Ask these questions only if the principal has been at this school for at least two years 
and so would have some perspective on how ALCP has impacted the coach.] 
 
o You have worked with the literacy coach for 2-3 years now.  From your perspective, how has 

she improved, and in what areas does she need additional growth? 
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o What has been the impact of the coach in these areas: 
 

 Helping teachers plan instruction/curriculum? 
 

 Sharing literacy strategies for your particular content area? 
 

 Helping teachers use formative assessment in the classroom? 
 

 Providing professional development in a variety of ways (workshops, mini-lessons, book 
studies, etc)? 

 
 Getting teachers to collaborate, team teach, share strategies, etc.? 

 
 Using technology in literacy instruction? 

 
 Making research accessible and useful to teachers? 

 
o Has the coach’s participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement in addition to serving as literacy coach?  If so, describe. 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, 
and who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether 
developing the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated 
effects.] 

 
Closing 
 
o What is the likelihood that this district/school will continue to support a literacy coaching 

position over time, and why? 
 

o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 
completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Literacy Coach (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background 

1. Review the coach’s background information; ask any questions to fill in holes, see if she has 
any revisions/additions: [Pull background info from the Literacy Coach Background file and 
insert here.] 

 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

2. Describe your job responsibilities and activities.  
[If not explained after asking the above question, probe] 

 One-on-one activities with individual teachers? 
¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
 Team/department/small group activities? 

¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
 Whole school activities? 

¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
3. What percentage of your time (approximately) do you spend on literacy coaching activities 

as compared to other duties? 
 
4. How has your work as literacy coach changed over time? 

[probes:  nature of work?  Response of principals/teachers? Number and type of teachers 
with whom you work?  Your own feelings about the work?] 

 
5. After 3 years of literacy coaching, have you accomplished what you hoped to accomplish as 

literacy coach?   
 If yes, please explain what you have accomplished and why you feel it is important. 

[NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy coaching program 
looks like, and how their current work matches up with that image.] 

 
 If no, what have you accomplished and not accomplished, and why? [what has gotten in 

the way?] 
 

¥ How likely is it that you will be able to accomplish what you wish to accomplish in 
the future? 

 
6. [Prior to the visit, the literacy coach will be asked to obtain a list of certificated teachers in 

the school and to bring this list to the interview prepared to discuss which of these teachers 
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she has worked with over the last 3 years, and the nature and regularity of her work with 
them.] 
 Looking at the list of teachers at this school, which ones have you worked with one-on-

one as literacy coach over the last 3 years?  [Circle the teachers indicated.] 
 

 Who typically initiates the one-on-one contact? 
 

  Why have you worked one-on-one with these teachers but not others? 
 

 Which of the teachers on this list would you say are implementing effective literacy 
strategies in their classrooms? [Place a check beside the teachers indicated.] 

 
 Roughly how many students in this school (number and/or percent) do you think have 

received improved literacy instruction as a direct result of your efforts? 
 
7. Describe in specific terms the influence you have had on school-wide instructional practices.   

[Probe for details; for instance, will we find that all teachers in the school familiarize 
students with the textbook at the start of the year, all use certain vocabulary strategies (if so 
which ones?) when they introduce new vocabulary, all content teachers use related literature 
to accompany each unit, all conduct some type of literacy assessment, etc.] 

 
8. Which of your coaching activities do you think have had the biggest impact on this school, 

and why? 
 
9. How likely do you think it is that the effects of your literacy coaching efforts will be 

reflected in student reading achievement at this school? Explain your answer. 
 

10. What do you think is the most appropriate way to evaluate the effects of literacy coaching at 
this school? 

 
11. What is the likelihood that this district/school will continue to support a literacy coaching 

position over time, and why? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
 
Turning now to the preparation and support you received through ALCP to become a literacy 
coach: 
 
12. What aspects of the training and support you received through ALCP have been the most 

useful to you in your work as literacy coach? [Have them respond to this in open-ended 
fashion initially, then use probes below if they do not address these areas] 
 
Probes: 
 General coaching skills/working with adult learners? 
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 Engaging in strategic planning around literacy (school-wide, in teams/departments, 
and/or with individual teachers)? 

 
 Literacy strategies that can be used across content areas? 

 
 Diagnosing literacy needs and planning strategies for specific content areas? 

 
 Formative assessment? 

 
 Providing professional development in a variety of ways (workshops, mini-lessons, book 

studies, etc)? 
 

 Instructional materials that can be used by content teachers to teach literacy? 
 

 Professional learning communities? 
 

 Use of technology in literacy instruction? 
 

 Meeting literacy needs of diverse students? 
 

 Staying abreast of current research and literature on adolescent literacy? 
 

 Action research? 
 

 Networking with institute directors and/or other literacy coaches? 
 
13. What aspects of the training and support you received through ALCP have proven to be least 

useful to you in our work as literacy coach? 
 
14. What kind of professional development or support (if any) have you received this year to 

support your work as literacy coach?  (Probe on who provided it, nature and duration of the 
support, how helpful it was.) 

 
15. What kind of support do you most need right now?   
 
16. Has your participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement beyond serving as literacy coach?  If so, describe. 
[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, and 
who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether developing 
the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated effects.] 
 

17. How likely is it that your district will continue to support literacy coaches, and why? 
 
18. The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
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say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
Closing 
19. Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Teacher (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background (ice-breaker) 

1. Background:  grade/subject taught, years teaching, years at this school. 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

2. Describe your current work with the literacy coach.  [Leave open-ended at first, probe on 
these areas, as needed.] 

 
 How often do you work with the coach? 

 
 What do you do with the coach (e.g., demonstration lessons, co-teaching, plan 

instruction, group PD, analyze data)? 
 

 How is it decided what you and the coach will do together?  What is the goal? (e.g., to 
improve literacy for all students, or to meet needs of specific students? Or is focus on 
students at all—could be the school requires all teachers to do some literacy activities and 
the teacher is simply trying to figure out what to do.) 

 
3. [If teacher has been at school for at least two years] How has your work with the literacy 

coach changed over time, and why? 
[probes:  More frequent contact?  Purpose of work with coach has changed?  Types of 
coaching activities have changed?] 

 
4. What are you doing in your classroom now that you would not have been doing if this school 

had not had a literacy coach?  Please be specific (ask for specific strategies or practices or 
behaviors in which s/he engages as a result of his/her work with literacy coach). 

 
 [As the teacher names a strategy, probe on how the strategy works and what it is designed 

to do (i.e., teach vocabulary, comprehension, text structures, etc.).  Try to establish at 
least for your own information whether this is a content-specific strategy] 

 
 How did the literacy coach share this strategy with you? (In PD or meeting?  

Demonstration lesson, etc.) 
 

 How often do you use this strategy with your students? 
 

 Do there happen to be any other strategies you use as a result of your work with the 
literacy coach?  [If yes, ask the same set of questions as above.] 

 
5. How many and with which students have you used those strategies (described above) that the 

literacy coach shared with you ?  [e.g., probe on whether they do with all students in all their 
classes, or (for example) only sixth-grade English and if so, how many students that is, etc.] 
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6. What helps or hinders your being able to make best use of the literacy coach?  
 [leave open-ended at first, but probe these areas if not addressed:   

 coach’s availability 
 interpersonal relationship with coach 
 strategies matched (or not) to teacher needs 
 direct support from coach during implementation 
 encouragement/collegiality with other teachers 
 school climate that supports innovation and change 

 
7. What role (if any) does the principal play in encouraging or supporting you in incorporating 

literacy instruction into your classroom?   
 
8. What evidence (if any) do you have that the things you have learned from the literacy coach 

have affected your students in any way (their attitudes, motivation, learning, etc.)? 
. 

 
9. What do you think is the best way to evaluate the effects of the literacy coach at this school? 

[NOTE:  Leave open-ended but if the question confuses them offer some examples: test 
scores?  Students’ performance in the classroom?  Increased school focus on literacy?] 

 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
[NOTE:  Ask these questions only if the teacher has been at this school for at least two years and 
worked with the LC enough to have some perspective on how ALCP has impacted the coach.] 
 
10. You have worked with the literacy coach for 2-3 years now.  From your perspective, how has 

she improved, and in what areas does she need additional growth? 
 
11. What has been the impact of the coach in these areas: 
 

 Helping teachers plan instruction/curriculum? 
 

 Sharing literacy strategies for your particular content area? 
 

 Helping teachers use formative assessment in the classroom? 
 

 Providing professional development in a variety of ways (workshops, mini-lessons, book 
studies, etc)? 

 
 Getting teachers to collaborate, team teach, share strategies, etc.? 

 
 

 Using technology in literacy instruction? 
 

 Making research accessible and useful to teachers? 
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Closing 
 
12. The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
13. Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Principal (Cadre 1 Instructional Coach) 2008-09 
 
Background 

o [If principal has been at this school prior to this year and we have interviewed the principal] 
Insert information here from prior years about the principal’s role in securing an ALCP 
coach, and the role the principal has played in the LC’s work.  Share this info with the 
principal as a kind of ice-breaker, and to get his/her feedback on accuracy.] 

 
[If principal is new to the school or has not been interviewed previously]  Get some 
information on his/her professional background :  [native to area?  Where received 
graduate/undergraduate degrees?  Certification?  Teaching experience?] 
 

o Could you provide us with a capsule description of this school (including total enrollment, 
demographic info, characterize kinds of students/families the school serves, parent 
involvement, professional culture among teachers, major initiatives/programs instituted in 
last 3 years). 

 
o How did you come to have a literacy coach at your school? 
 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

[NOTE:  The principal may or may not be able to answer all of these questions, or may not be 
able to answer in detail, depending on his/her level of involvement with the coach.  Adapt the 
questions as needed if the principal seems to feel uncomfortable with the level of detail we are 
requesting.]  

o This school has now had a literacy or instructional coach for almost 3 years.  What led you or 
the district to conclude that it was valuable to continue to support a literacy coach?  [probes:  
changes in teacher practice? Improved student learning?  Other?] 

 
o Describe the current work of the literacy coach.  
 
o How was it decided what the coach would do?  What are the goals? [probes:  change teacher 

practice?  Improve school-wide achievement? Improve literacy for specific students?] 
 
o What do you and the literacy coach do together, and how often? 
 
o What percentage of his/her time (approximately) does the literacy coach spend on literacy 

coaching activities? 
 

 What else does the coach do, and why? 
 
o [If principal has been at school for at least two years] How has the work of the literacy coach 

changed over time? 
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[probes:  nature of work?  Amount of time spent on literacy vs. other responsibilities?  
Response of teachers? Number and types of teachers with whom the coach works?   Your 
own feelings about the work?] 

 
 What have been the advantages and trade-offs of using _____ as an instructional coach as 

opposed to literacy coach? 
 
o Has having a literacy coach at your school accomplished what you hoped it would 

accomplish?   
 If yes, please explain what the literacy coaching program has accomplished and why you 

feel it is important. [NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy 
coaching program looks like, and how the coach’s current work matches up with that 
image.] 

 
 If no, what has the literacy coaching program accomplished and not accomplished, and 

why? [what has gotten in the way?] 
 
o Approximately how many teachers at this school (number and/or percent) has the literacy 

coach worked with over the last three years?  
 

 Which grade levels/content area/teachers has the coach worked with primarily?   
 

Why these and not others? 
 

 Do you have any information about what the coach does with these teachers (i.e., types of 
activities, regularity of contact)?  If so, describe. 

 
 Do you happen to know which teachers have used what they learned from the coach in 

their classrooms, and with what regularity? (Probe if needed on grade levels and content 
areas affected) 

 
o Which coaching activities do you think have had the biggest impact on this school, and why? 
 
o What evidence do you have that the coach’s activities over the last 3 years have led to 

meaningful improvements in teachers’ practice?   
 

 How likely do you think is it that those changes will be reflected in student achievement? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
[NOTE:  Ask these questions only if the principal has been at this school for at least two years 
and so would have some perspective on how ALCP has impacted the coach.] 
 
o You have worked with the literacy coach for 2-3 years now.  From your perspective, how has 

she improved, and in what areas does she need additional growth? 
 
o What has been the impact of the coach in these areas: 
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 Helping teachers plan instruction/curriculum? 

 
 Sharing literacy strategies for your particular content area? 

 
 Helping teachers use formative assessment in the classroom? 

 
 Providing professional development in a variety of ways (workshops, mini-lessons, book 

studies, etc)? 
 

 Getting teachers to collaborate, team teach, share strategies, etc.? 
 

 Using technology in literacy instruction? 
 

 Making research accessible and useful to teachers? 
 
o Has the coach’s participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement in addition to serving as literacy coach?  If so, describe. 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, 
and who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether 
developing the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated 
effects.] 

 
Closing 
 
o What is the likelihood that this district/school will continue to support a literacy or 

instructional coaching position over time, and why? 
 

o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 
completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Instructional Coach (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background 

o Review the coach’s background information; ask any questions to fill in holes, see if she has 
any revisions/additions: [Pull background info from the Literacy Coach Background file and 
insert here.] 

 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

o Describe your job responsibilities and activities.  
 

[If not explained after asking the above question, probe] 
 Whole school activities? 

¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
 Team/department/small group activities? 

¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
 One-on-one activities with individual teachers? 

¥ What are the activities? 
¥ How is it determined what you will do at these activities? 

 
o What percentage of your time (approximately) do you spend on literacy coaching activities 

as compared to other duties? 
 
o How has your work as literacy coach changed over time? 

[probes:  nature of work?  Response of principals/teachers? Number and type of teachers 
with whom you work?  Your own feelings about the work?] 

 
 What have been the advantages and trade-offs of being instructional coach as opposed to 

literacy coach? 
 
o Have you accomplished what you hoped to accomplish as literacy coach?   

 If yes, please explain what you have accomplished and why you feel it is important. 
[NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy coaching program 
looks like, and how their current work matches up with that image.] 

 
 If no, what have you accomplished and not accomplished, and why? [what has gotten in 

the way?] 
 

¥ How likely is it that you will be able to accomplish what you wish to accomplish in 
the future? 
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o [Prior to the visit, the literacy coach will be asked to obtain a list of certificated teachers in 
the school and to bring this list to the interview prepared to discuss which of these teachers 
she has worked with over the last 3 years, and the nature and regularity of her work with 
them.] 
 Looking at the list of teachers at this school, which ones have you worked with one-on-

one on literacy over the last 3 years?  [Circle the teachers indicated.] 
 

 Who typically initiates the one-on-one contact? 
 

  Why have you worked one-on-one with these teachers but not others? 
 

 Which of the teachers on this list would you say are implementing effective literacy 
strategies in their classrooms? [Place a check beside the teachers indicated.] 

 
 Roughly how many students in this school (number and/or percent) do you think have 

received improved literacy instruction as a direct result of your efforts? 
 
o Describe in specific terms the influence you have had on school-wide instructional practices.   

[Probe for details; for instance, will we find that all teachers in the school familiarize students 
with the textbook at the start of the year, all use certain vocabulary strategies (if so which 
ones?) when they introduce new vocabulary, all content teachers use related literature to 
accompany each unit, all conduct some type of literacy assessment, etc.] 

 
o Which of your coaching activities do you think have had the biggest impact on this school, 

and why? 
 
o How likely do you think it is that the effects of your literacy coaching efforts will be 

reflected in student reading achievement at this school? Explain your answer. 
 

o What do you think is the most appropriate way to evaluate the effects of literacy coaching at 
this school? 

 
o What is the likelihood that this district/school will continue to support a literacy coaching 

position over time, and why? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
 
Turning now to the preparation and support you received through ALCP to become a literacy 
coach: 
 
o What aspects of the training and support you received through ALCP have been the most 

useful to you in your work as literacy coach? [Have them respond to this in open-ended 
fashion initially, then use probes below if they do not address these areas] 
 
Probes: 
 General coaching skills/working with adult learners? 
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 Engaging in strategic planning around literacy (school-wide, in teams/departments, 

and/or with individual teachers)? 
 

 Literacy strategies that can be used across content areas? 
 

 Diagnosing literacy needs and planning strategies for specific content areas? 
 

 Formative assessment? 
 

 Providing professional development in a variety of ways (workshops, mini-lessons, book 
studies, etc)? 

 
 Instructional materials that can be used by content teachers to teach literacy? 

 
 Professional learning communities? 

 
 Use of technology in literacy instruction? 

 
 Meeting literacy needs of diverse students? 

 
 Staying abreast of current research and literature on adolescent literacy? 

 
 Action research? 

 
 Networking with institute directors and/or other literacy coaches? 

 
o What aspects of the training and support you received through ALCP have proven to be least 

useful to you in our work as literacy coach?  As instructional coach?   
 
o What kind of professional development or support (if any) have you received this year to 

support your work as instructional coach?  (Probe on who provided it, nature and duration of 
the support, how helpful it was.) 

 
o What kind of support do you most need right now?   
 
o Has your participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement beyond serving as literacy/instructional coach?  If so, describe. 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, 
and who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether 
developing the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated 
effects.] 
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Closing 
o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Replacement Literacy Coach (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
[for literacy coaches who replace an ALCP coach] 

 
Background 

o Please describe your professional background. [i.e., undergrad and grad schools and majors, 
teaching career to this point.] 

 
o How did you come to be literacy coach at this school? 
 
o What kind of preparation did you have to be a literacy coach?  Who provided it? [get as 

many details as possible] 
[probe on whether the prior LC helped prepare this coach for the role, and what the prior LC 
did specifically to help prepare the new LC] 

 
o Has this preparation been adequate?  In what areas have you felt best/least prepared to do the 

work? 
 
o What kind of support, if any, are you receiving now to do the work of literacy coach?  Who 

provides it? 
 
o What kind of training and support do you still need? 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

o How has the work of the literacy coach changed over time? 
 
o Describe your job responsibilities and activities.  
 

 How are your responsibilities determined?  
 

 How are these responsibilities the same or different from what the prior LC did, and 
why? 
[probe on whether the prior LC set a precedent for how this work would be done] 

 
o How have you been received by the administrators?  Teachers? 
 
o Why do you think this school/district continued to support a literacy coaching position even 

after [the prior LC] left the position? 
 
o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money to create a program to prepare 

literacy coaches.  Given that you (and others) are now working as literacy coaches without 
this sort of extensive preparation, some might say the state’s investment in literacy coaching 
training program was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education funds.  What is your 
reaction to that? 
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Closing 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Teacher in School where ALCP coach replaced (Cadre 1) 
 2008-09 

 
Background (ice-breaker) 

o Background:  grade/subject taught, years teaching, years at this school. 
 
Change in Literacy Coach 
o We understand that your school has a new literacy coach this year.  How was this coach 

selected (i.e., what criteria/qualifications were considered, was there an application process, 
how many applied, etc.)? 

 
o How has the new coach been received by teachers? [get details as needed] 
 
o Have you worked with both the previous and the current literacy coach? 
 

 How is your work with the current literacy coach the same or different from the previous 
one?  [i.e., more/less frequent interaction?  Nature of help?] 

 
¥ What do you think accounts for any differences? 

 
o Your previous LC went through a two-year training program, whereas the preparation of the 

current LC was [describe what you know briefly]?  Do you think the different preparation 
experiences made a difference in the work of the two coaches? 

 
o What do you think it takes to make an effective literacy coach [i.e., training?  Interpersonal 

skills?  Innate abilities]? 
 
o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money to create a program to prepare 

literacy coaches.  Given that your school (and others) now has a literacy coach who did not 
receive this sort of extensive preparation, some might say the state’s investment in literacy 
coaching training program was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education funds.  What 
is your reaction to that? 

 
Closing 
 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Principal of Schools with Inactive Cadre 1 LC: 2008-09 
 
Background 

o [If principal has been at this school prior to this year and we have interviewed the principal] 
Insert information here from prior years about the principal’s role in securing an ALCP 
coach, and the role the principal has played in the LC’s work.  Share this info with the 
principal as a kind of ice-breaker, and to get his/her feedback on accuracy.] 

 
[If principal is new to the school or has not been interviewed previously]  Get some 
information on his/her professional background:  [native to area?  Where received 
graduate/undergraduate degrees?  Certification?  Teaching experience?] 
 

o [If not known] How did you come to have a literacy coach at your school? 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

Researcher:  For two years your school had a literacy coach.  Your coach has now [state what 
the coach is currently doing.]  We want to talk with you today about the impact of the literacy 
coach at your school, and what has changed now that the school no longer has a literacy coach. 

o Why does your school no longer have a literacy coach? [Or, Why was the literacy coach’s 
role changed/expanded/etc.?) 

 
 Who was involved in the decision to make this change? 

 
 How do you feel about the decision to eliminate (or revamp the role of) the literacy 

coach? 
 

 What impact has the loss of the literacy coach (or change in literacy coach’s role) had… 
¥ On you?   
¥ On the coach?   
¥ On individual teachers?   
¥ On the school as a whole? 

 
o [If the coach has changed to another, but similar role such as instructional coach] Describe 

how the work of ______________________ compares to what s/he did as literacy coach 
(what is the same/different)? 

 
o [If the coach is no longer doing coaching, such as for those now back in the classroom] Is 

_______ able to continue supporting other teachers’ or school-wide literacy efforts in his/her 
current role?  If so, how?  If not, why not? 

 
 Is there anyone who is currently working with teachers in this school on improving 

literacy instruction? Who? In what way?  
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¥ How does this compare with the work the literacy coach did in terms of quality, 
quantity, and results? 

 
o Did having a literacy coach at your school accomplish what you hoped it would accomplish?   

 [If yes]  Please explain what the literacy coaching program accomplished and why you 
feel it is important. [NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy 
coaching program looks like, and how the coach’s work matched up with that image.] 

 
 [If no]  What was not accomplished and why?  

 
o What evidence (if any) do you have that the coach’s activities led to meaningful 

improvements in teachers’ practice?   
 

 Did you have any evidence that those changes affected students?  If so, what was the 
evidence? 

 
o Has the coach’s participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement in addition to serving as literacy coach?  If so, describe. 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, and 
who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether developing 
the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated effects.] 

 
o What is the likelihood that this district/school will support a literacy coaching position again 

in the future, and why? 
 
o  The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
Closing 
 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Inactive Literacy Coach (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background 

o Review the coach’s background information; ask any questions to fill in holes, see if she has 
any revisions/additions: [Pull background info from the Literacy Coach Background file and 
insert here.] 

 
Change in role 

o I understand that your current role is ______________________, correct? 
 
o Why are you no longer serving as literacy coach? 
 

 Who was involved in the decision to make this change? 
 

 How do you feel about the decision, and why? 
 
o What effect has this change in role had on: 

 The school? 
 Individual teachers? 
 The students? 
 You? 

 
o Briefly describe your current role and responsibilities. 
 

 Are you able to continue supporting other teachers’ or school-wide literacy efforts in 
your current role?  If so, how?  If not, why not? 

 
 [If working with teachers in some way] How many teachers have you worked with this 

year? 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

o Did you accomplish what you hoped to accomplish as literacy coach?   
 [If yes] Please explain what you have accomplished and why you feel it is important. 

[NOTE:  We are trying to get their image of what an effective literacy coaching program 
looks like, and how their current work matches up with that image.] 

 
 [If no] What was not accomplished, and why?  

 
o Thinking back on your work as literacy coach, how many and which teachers in the school 

where you served as coach do you think are continuing to implement effective literacy 
practices in their classrooms?   

 
 What percentage of the entire faculty do these teachers represent? 
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  Why were you able to influence these teachers but not others? 

 
 What is the likelihood that those teachers will continue to implement these practices now 

that you are no longer serving as literacy coach?   
 

¥ What support are they receiving to do so? 
 

 Roughly how many students (number and/or percent) do you think received improved 
literacy instruction as a direct result of your efforts as literacy coach? 

 
o Describe in specific terms the influence you had as literacy coach on school-wide 

instructional practices.   
[Probe for details; for instance, will we find that all teachers in the school familiarize students 
with the textbook at the start of the year, all use certain vocabulary strategies (if so which 
ones?) when they introduce new vocabulary, all content teachers use related literature to 
accompany each unit, all conduct some type of literacy assessment, etc.] 
 
 What is the likelihood that these school-wide practices will continue now that you are no 

longer serving as literacy coach? 
 

 Have you influenced the implementation of any school-wide literacy practices in your 
current role?  If so, describe. 

 
o Which of your coaching activities do you think had the biggest impact when you were 

literacy coach, and why? 
 

 [If appropriate, depending on the person’s current role] Which of your current activities 
do you think is having the biggest impact on literacy instruction, and why? 

 
o What is the likelihood that this district/school will support a literacy coaching position again 

in the future, and why? 
 
Impact of ALCP on Literacy Coach 
 
Turning now to the preparation and support you received through ALCP to become a literacy 
coach: 
 
o What aspects of the training and support you received through ALCP were the most and least 

useful to you in your work as literacy coach? [Have them respond to this in open-ended 
fashion initially; probe as needed on these areas:  learning how to coach other teachers?  
Learning literacy strategies for us across content areas?  Formative assessment?  Learning 
how to deliver PD?  Learning about professional learning communities?  Using technology in 
literacy?  Action research?  Networking with institute directors and other coaches?] 
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o Are you using the knowledge and skills gained from ALCP in your current work?  If so, 
how? 

 
o Has your participation in ALCP led to any opportunities for professional growth or 

advancement?  If so, describe. 
 

[probe on how these opportunities have enabled them to share their expertise with others, and 
who those others are, how many there are, etc.  We are trying to get out whether developing 
the capacity of this small group of coaches might have broader-than-anticipated effects.] 

 
o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
Closing 
o Any further comments? 
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ALCP Interview Protocol:  Teacher w/Inactive LC (Cadre 1) 2008-09 
 
Background (ice-breaker) 

o Background:  grade/subject taught, years teaching, years at this school. 
 
Impact of Literacy Coach on Teacher Practice 

Researcher:  For two years your school had a literacy coach.  Your coach has now [state what 
the coach is currently doing.]  We want to talk with you today about the impact of the literacy 
coach at your school, and what has changed now that the school no longer has a literacy coach.   
 
o Describe the work you did with the literacy coach.  [Leave open-ended at first, probe on 

these areas, as needed.  If interviewed previously, have ready info from prior interviews to 
jog the memory.] 

 
 How often did you work with the coach? 

 
 What did you do with the coach (e.g., demonstration lessons, co-teaching, plan 

instruction, group PD, analyze data)? 
 

 How was it decided what you and the coach would do together?  
 
o Is there anything you are doing in your classroom now that you would not be doing if your 

school had not had a literacy coach?  Please be specific (ask for specific strategies or 
practices or behaviors in which s/he engages as a result of his/her work with literacy coach). 

 
 [As the teacher names a strategy, probe on how the strategy works and what it is designed 

to do (i.e., teach vocabulary, comprehension, text structures, etc.).  Try to establish at 
least for your own information whether this is a content-specific strategy] 

 
 How did the literacy coach share this strategy with you? (In PD or meeting?  

Demonstration lesson, etc.) 
 

 How often do you use this strategy with your students? 
 

 Do there happen to be any other strategies you use as a result of your work with the 
literacy coach?  [If yes, ask the same set of questions as above.] 

 
 How many and with which students have you used those strategies (described above) that 

the literacy coach shared with you?  [e.g., probe on whether they do with all students in 
all their classes, or (for example) only sixth-grade English and if so, how many students 
that is, etc.] 

 
 What evidence (if any) do you have that the things you learned from the literacy coach 

affected your students in any way (their attitudes, motivation, learning, etc.)? 
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o What impact did the literacy coach have on your school? 
 
o Why does your school no longer have a literacy coach?  
 

 Who was involved in the decision to not have a literacy coach? 
 

 How do you feel about the decision to not have a literacy coach, and why? 
 

 What impact, if any, has the loss of the literacy coach had on you?  On the school? 
 
o Is there anyone or any program in your school now to help teachers with literacy instruction?   

If so, describe? 
 
o The Kentucky legislature invested a good deal of money in ALCP.  Of the 18 coaches who 

completed the program, only 6 continue to work as full time literacy coaches, and another 3 
are doing instructional coaching.  That means the retention rate is about 50%.  Some might 
say this investment in literacy coaching was not a worthwhile expenditure of state education 
funds.  What is your reaction to that? 

 
 
Closing 
o Any further comments? 
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Adolescent Literacy Coach Project (ALCP) Teacher Questionnaire, 2008-09 

 
Instructions:  Please answer each question to the best of your ability. When you have completed the 
questionnaire, place it in the large envelope provided by the researcher, located at the schoolÕs main 
office. 

 
Use of results: This questionnaire is being administered as part of the Adolescent Literacy Coaching 
Project, which is administered by the Collaborative Center for Literacy Development at the University of 
Kentucky.  Results of this questionnaire will be combined with results from other teachers and schools to 
determine what activities literacy coaches do with teachers, and the likelihood that literacy coaches are 
influencing teacher practice.  Results will NOT be used to evaluate the knowledge and skills of individual 
coaches, nor will individual results be shared outside of the research team.  No literacy coaches or 
teachers will be identified by name or school in reporting the results of the survey.  
 
Your participation in the research is not mandatory. There are no risks associated with participating.  
You will receive no personal benefits from participating, but your participation will contribute to the 
research base on literacy coaching and be greatly appreciated. 
 
Grade level taught: ___________________________________ 
 
Subject taught:_______________________________________   
 
Gender (circle one): M   F 
 
Years at this school____________________________________ 
 
Years of teaching experience___________________________ 
 
 
 

1. Please circle a number on the continuum below to indicate how often you have interacted with 
the literacy coach, on average, THIS YEAR (2008-09) 

 
Never  A few times a year  Monthly    Weekly            Daily 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1     2  3  4            5        6                 7                    8 

 
 
 
 
 
2. How does the frequency of interaction with the literacy coach this year compare to prior years? 
 

____ More frequent this year 
____ About the same as in prior years 
____ Less frequent this year 

 
 
 
 
 
THE FINAL TWO QUESTIONS ARE ON THE BACK SIDE OF THIS PAGE.  PLEASE ANSWER THEM 
IN AS MUCH DETAIL AS POSSIBLE. 
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3. What have you implemented in your classroom, in your planning, and/or in your professional 

growth (or other areas) as a result of your work with the literacy coach? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4. What effects (if any) has literacy coaching had on your students (i.e. changes in their literacy 

behaviors, attitude, learning, etc)? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE! 
 
 
 
 
 


