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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?



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

ALCEP stressed an approach to coaching with the following characteristics:

o Each school would be served by a full-time literacy coach.

The coach would work directly with teachers to effect instructional change.

The coach would play a supportive, non-evaluative role with teachers.

The coach would not be unduly distracted by non-literacy-coaching duties.

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.
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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



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.



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

ALCEP 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.



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.



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



eighth graders scored below proficient on the NAEP reading tests
(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/nde/)".

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
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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




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.” 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.

KK K K K

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.
The coach would work directly with teachers to effect instructional change.
The coach would play a supportive, non-evaluative role with teachers.
The coach would not be unduly distracted by non-literacy-coaching duties.
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
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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.

2

The ALCP Model

ALCEP 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:’

¥ 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).

® 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—Iliteracy 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 studentsith 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 openesponse questions or respond tedemand writing prompts. In 20418, for
instance, at least two coaches worked with small groups of students to help prepare them for the
state ted\l although this activity only occurred in the months before testing. In Year 3-()08
three Cadre 2 coaches reported teaching a class periodtatian class focus