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The primary aim of this study was to explore the professional practices of 

elementary school reading coaches and to determine if there was a relationship 

between the practices of reading coaches within the various levels of differentiated 

accountability categories. A four-part online survey, which included demographic, 

coaching activities, professional development, and a coaching log was administered to 

elementary school reading coaches in one southwest Florida public school district to 

examine how the practices of reading coaches change within the levels of support 

provided by the state differentiated accountability model. Data were gathered from the 

district to compare the participant coaching log with the district averages across all 

elementary schools. Convenience sampling was employed, and data were analyzed 

using descriptive and inferential statistics. 

The findings indicate that the preparation of elementary school reading coaches 

were similar within schools that implemented school improvement interventions with 

state directed support and monitoring, district directed support and monitoring and 

schools that implemented their own school improvement interventions. The findings 

revealed significant differences in the perceptions and practices of the reading coach 
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within schools of differentiated accountability categories in the activities of coordinating 

activities and meetings between classroom teachers and English Language Learner 

staff, observing and providing feedback to teachers, planning reading instruction with 

teachers and assisting teachers in designing strategies for addressing the needs of 

special education students Further, the findings show that the professional development 

experiences and needs of reading coaches differed within the various differentiated 

accountability levels of school support. The respondent’s self-reported time spent on 

coaching activities differed from district and state guidelines. Finally, there were 

significant differences in the time coaches spent in the areas of knowledge building, 

managing reading materials and coaching within schools of differentiated accountability 

categories. 

Study results can be used to assist district and school leaders in developing a 

better understanding of the role and work of the elementary school reading coach. 

Future studies should explore the relationships between administrative support and the 

coaches’ decision-making processes and enacted changes to their practice.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

 
Government legislation and federally funded programs have intensified public 

attention to teacher preparation in reading, evidence-based reading instruction, and 

student academic performance. High profile policy initiatives such as adequate yearly 

progress (AYP) (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, 2008) have placed reading 

instruction squarely in the center of reform policy. Federal, state and district level 

initiatives have specifically targeted reading instruction (Coburn, & Woulfin, 2010; 

Matsumura, Garnier, & Resnick, 2010b). One of the chief strategies that many policy 

initiatives are using to accomplish their goals is instructional coaching, one of the fastest 

growing forms of professional development. It is proclaimed as a promising strategy to 

improve instruction (Biancarosa, Byrk, & Dexter, 2010; Neufeld & Roper, 2003; 

Poglinco, Bach, Hovde, Rosenblum, Saunders and Supovitz, 2003; Wei, Darling-

Hammond, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009). 

Perhaps the greatest impact on reading reform was the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB) of 2002. The reauthorization of The Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

of 1965, emphasizes equal access to education and established high standards and 

accountability. NCLB requires that every year each school demonstrates increased test 

scores showing that all students reach proficiency by 2014. To achieve this goal the 

U.S. Department of Education collaborated with the National Reading Panel (NRP) and 

established the United States Reading First Initiative. Reading First, a federal reading 

project, was funded through NCLB with the aim of providing support to states and 

districts in their implementation of scientifically based reading research to ensure that all 
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children read well by the end of third grade (Deussen, Coskie, Roninson & Autio, 2007). 

The intent of this mandate was to ensure that local education agencies (LEAs) assist 

teachers in becoming highly qualified in reading instruction. According to the NCLB Act, 

“a “highly qualified teacher” is one with full certification, a bachelor’s degree, and 

demonstrated competence in subject knowledge and teaching.” (No Child Left Behind 

Act, 2001). Specifically, as outlined in Title I, Part B, Section 1202, 4 (c) (7) (A) (ff) (iv) of 

the No Child Left Behind Act, LEAs are directed to meet the professional development 

needs of teachers in the components of reading instruction. When federal funding 

became available for professional development, literacy coaching became a central 

component of federal and reading initiatives, particularly Reading First (U.S. Congress, 

2001). 

NCLB continues to be the primary statute governing the federal government’s 

role in education. Reading First, initially funded for fiscal years 2002 through 2007, was 

extended through 2008 and lost funding in 2009. As reauthorization of NCLB continues 

to move forward LEAs are striving to meet the federal mandates of NCLB with funds 

provided through the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). ARRA 

charges LEAs to ensure that teachers continue to receive learning opportunities that are 

job-embedded, collaborative, data-driven, and focused on student instructional needs 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2010b). The United States Department of Education 

oversees programs that receive funds under ARRA. Among the programs is Race to the 

Top, a competitive grant, which urges and rewards States that generate the conditions 

for educational innovation and reform. One of the criteria for this grant requires that 

LEAs provide teachers and principals, with the relevant coaching such as, induction 
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support, and/or professional development that helps their schools reach reading 

proficiency (U.S. Department of Education, 2009b). 

The statewide system of accountability for increasing student achievement is 

AYP, a measure by which schools, districts and states are accountable for student 

performance. The U.S. Department of Education selected Florida to participate in the 

"Differentiated Accountability Pilot" initiative in 2008. Differentiated accountability is a 

nuanced system of interventions for improving student achievement at low performing 

schools (Florida Department of Education, 2008). Through Differentiated Accountability, 

the state is allowed greater flexibility in providing assistance and interventions to 

schools with the greatest need. Low performing schools are categorized according to 

the extent in which the NCLB performance targets are met. States are allowed to 

distinguish underperforming schools in need of dramatic interventions from schools that 

are closer to meeting NCLB targets. The categories established in the State Board of 

Education rule highest to lowest: Schools Not Required to Participate in Differentiated 

Accountability Strategies; Prevent I; Correct I; Prevent II; Correct II; and Intervene. In 

2011, the U.S. Department of Education offered states the opportunity to request 

flexibility from certain requirements of the 1965 ESEA, as amended by the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001, and the associated regulatory, administrative and reporting 

requirements in exchange for rigorous and comprehensive state plans (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2012a). In 2012, Florida requested and was granted a waiver. 

The changes in the State Board of Education bill aligned Florida's Differentiated 

Accountability system with the state's school grading system. Schools that are assigned 

a grade of "C" are classified in the Prevent status. Schools that are assigned a grade of 
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"D" are classified in Focus status. Schools receiving three consecutive grades of "D" 

and schools assigned a grade of "F" are classified in Priority status (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2012a). 

All differentiated accountability schools must ensure that teachers received 

professional development to unsure that they are capable of addressing students’ 

learning needs. Additionally, districts must place highly qualified instructional coaches at 

schools in need of improvement. Instructional coaches must maintain a daily log of 

activities and LEA's must provide professional development for principals and assistant 

principals on monitoring classroom instruction and guiding the activities of instructional 

coaches (U.S. Department of Education, 2012a).  

Professional development is a well-established method for improving or changing 

teachers' instructional practice (National Staff Development Council, 2001; Neufeld & 

Roper, 2003; Wei et al., 2009). One response to improving teacher quality through 

professional development has been the adoption of coaches, staff members who 

provide job-embedded, ongoing support and instruction for teachers. Neufeld and Roper 

(2003) suggested that since coaching is connected to teacher’s work, grounded by 

inquiry and focused on improving practice that it holds promise as professional 

development initiative. Current research claims that instructional coaching is an 

effective approach to ongoing professional development (Biancarosa et al., 2010; Hill, 

2007; Marsh, McCombs, & Martorell, 2010; Vanderburg & Stephens, 2010; Walpole & 

Blamey, 2008).   

Instructional coaching emerged as a professional development activity in the 

early 1980s as a response to new ideas about teacher learning (Neuman & 
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Cunningham, 2009; Neumerski, 2013). As it relates to reading, literacy coaches serve 

as facilitators of reform by engaging teachers in ongoing and school-specific 

professional development (Bean, Draper, Hall, Vandermolen & Zigmond, 2010; 

McKenna & Walpole, 2008). Reading First (Deussen et al., 2007) and America’s Choice 

(Poglinco, et al., 2003) relied on coaches to provide job-embedded professional 

development by: 1. working with teachers, 2. observing and 3. modeling instruction, 4. 

providing feedback and 5. planning lessons. Coaches use direct practice, strategy 

acquisition and reflection to build the capacity of classroom teachers (Poglinco, et al., 

2003). Investigating coach-based professional development seems especially important 

given the increasing evidence that instructional coaching builds teacher expertise and 

improves achievement outcomes in classrooms (Biancarosa et al., 2010; Matsumura, 

Garnier, Correnti, Junker, & Bickel, 2010a; McKenna & Walpole, 2008). 

The fundamental question of coaching efficacy is complicated by the wide range 

of activates that coaches engage in (Mraz, Algozzine & Watson, 2008; Scott, Cortina & 

Carlisle, 2012). Deussen et al. (2007) found great variation in how coaches in Reading 

First schools allocate their time. Research shows that coaches spend time observing, 

modeling, conferencing, co-teaching, working with teachers to use assessment data to 

group students and provide intervention and leading book study groups (Duesson et al.; 

Marsh et al., 2010). They also facilitate reform by engaging teachers in ongoing and 

school-specific professional development (Bean et al., 2010). However, many coaches 

also spend time managing assessments and materials, attending district meetings, 

substituting for teachers and providing coverage for classes (Bean et al., 2010; Gigante 

& Firestone, 2007; Vanderburg & Stephens, 2010).  
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Coaches are essential to school administrators (Matsumura et al., 2010b; 

Matsumura, Sartoris, Bickel & Garnier, 2009). They offer assistance and consult with 

principals on school-wide issues (Bean et al., 2010; Duessen et al., 2007; Marsh et al., 

2010). Gigante and Firestone (2007) report that administrators can foster successful 

coaching relations by allowing time for coaching and teacher training on collaboration. 

Principals' actions and beliefs support coach’s efforts to engage teachers and gain 

access to classrooms (Matsumura et al., 2009).  

Statement of the Problem 

The popularity of coaching precedes the body of research related to effective 

coaching practice. Although reform initiatives, such as Reading First, often call for 

coaching as a viable professional development component (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2008), studies are needed to assess varying roles of coaches and coaching 

functions and correlate those with teacher knowledge or behaviors and student 

outcomes. 

Instructional coaching is increasingly relied upon as the mechanism for the 

professional development of classroom teachers. Literacy coaching relies on the 

assumption that coaching practices lead to changes in teacher knowledge and practice, 

resulting in positive changes in student performance (Lockwood, McCombs & Marsh, 

2010). Ultimately, teachers' knowledge, skills and instructional practices influence 

student achievement (Blachowicz, Obrochta & Fogelberg, 2005; Wei et al., 2009). 

Studies such as the Reading First Implementation Evaluation Final Report reveal 

instructional coaching can increase teacher knowledge and influence changes in their 

instructional practice (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). The sustained professional 

development provided through coaching should yield changes in teacher knowledge, 
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instructional practices and student achievement, yet empirical evidence as to coaching's 

effectiveness is minimal and the literature yields mixed evidence of coaching efficacy 

(Walpole, McKenna, Uribe-Zarian, & Lamitina, 2010).  

Despite the emerging research about the effectiveness of instructional coaching, 

the multiplicity of coaches’ functions means that coaching may look vastly different from 

one location to the next. In the Northwest Regional Education Lab report (2007) on 

Reading First literacy coaches, the authors pointed out that just because there are 

literacy coaches in schools does not indicate how they spend their time. “There is a 

difference between being a coach and doing coaching” (Duessen et al., p. iii).  

In 2006, the Florida Legislature developed a K-12 Comprehensive Research-

Based Reading Plan to ensure the provision of highly qualified reading coaches who 

report their time to the Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network (PMRN). Reading 

coaches are expected to play a key role in the professional development efforts to 

improve reading instruction in order to improve reading achievement. For policy makers 

and administrators to continue providing reading coaches, evidence that demonstrates 

the extent that reading coaches are increasing teachers' skills and students' 

achievement is needed. One of the first steps to providing this type of evidence is to 

gain an understanding of the particular activities that coaches perceive as central to 

their role and to determine how coaches spend their time on the various coaching 

activities. 

This study focuses on the professional practices, beliefs and backgrounds of 

elementary school reading coaches. This study examined the academic and 

professional background of reading coaches, compared their assigned responsibilities, 



 

18 

activities among schools with differentiated accountability categories, to determine the 

similarities between time spent on coaching activities and the district Comprehensive 

Research-Based Reading Plan. The intent of this study is to provide  information for 

administrators and the educational community about the professional practices of 

reading coaches and use findings to suggest how administrators can further their 

influence on the practice of teaching. 

Research Questions 

The following questions guided this study. 

1. To what extent are there similarities in the academic preparation of reading 
coaches?  

 
2. To what extent do reading coaches within schools of differentiated 

accountability categories agree about the activities that reading coaches 
perform? 

 
3. What is the level of agreement among elementary school reading coaches’ 

perceptions of their central role within schools of differentiated accountability 
categories? 

 
4. To what extent do reading coaches receive the same type of professional 

development? 
 
5. How does time spent on coaching activities reported by the reading coaches 

compare to the recommendations of the District's Comprehensive Research-
Based Reading Plan? 

 
Limitations of the Study 

The use of self-report measures are dependent on participants' willingness to 

answer honestly. Survey items are subject to the interpretation of the reader. The 

participants were limited to the elementary school reading coaches who were recruited 

from one district.  
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Significance of the Study 

School based coaching responds to the national priority of improving teacher 

quality. Many educators believe that literacy coaches are the most effective way to 

provide ongoing professional learning for teachers.  In a study of the effectiveness of 

literacy coaches, Bright and Hensley (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b) discovered 

that the role of the coach is complex and varied, that educational communities disagree 

about the roles that literacy coaches should play and the qualifications and 

characteristics of an effective coach. For a coach to be effective, her role must be clear 

to school administration, the teachers, and the coach. Knowing that researchers agree 

that coaching has value for school-based professional learning means that school 

districts, administrators and the broader educational community ought to benefit from a 

study in which elementary school reading coaches identify activities that they perceive 

to be central to their role, and an overview of how they use instructional time on 

coaching activities. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have specific meanings in relation to the study’s purpose.  

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT (ARRA). A 2009 federal government 

law created as a direct response to the economic crisis that offers financial aid directly 

to local school districts. 

DIFFERENTIATED ACCOUNTABILITY. A U.S. Department of Education pilot project 

that differentiates the status of schools in need of improvement based on the proportion 

of adequate yearly progress objectives met and the school grade assigned via the state 

accountability system. 
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FIVE COMPONENTS OF READING. Reading skills established by the National 

Reading Panel that specify what children need to know by the end of third grade in 

order to be successful life-long readers. These include phonemic awareness, phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.  

LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY (LEA). A synonym for a school district.  

NATIONAL READING PANEL (NRP). A panel created by the federal government to 

review research-based knowledge of reading instruction. 

NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND. A 2002 landmark law that mandated educational reform 

designed to improve student achievement. Its primary intent is to ensure that all children 

have a fair, equal and significant opportunity to obtain a high quality education.  

RACE TO THE TOP (RTTT). Funded by ARRA, this is a competitive grant program 

designed to encourage and reward states that create conditions for education 

innovation and reform and achieve significant improvements in student outcomes.  

READING COACH/LITERACY COACH. Highly qualified teachers who are excellent 

teachers of reading, have in-depth knowledge of reading processes, acquisition, 

assessment and instruction and have the experience or preparation that enables them 

to model, observe, and provide feedback about reading instruction for classroom 

teachers (Deussen et al., 2007; IRI, 2004)  

READING COACHING. A method of providing the additional support needed for 

teachers to implement various programs or practices (Poglinco et al., 2003).  

READING INSTRUCTION. Explicit and systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, 

phonics, vocabulary development, fluency and comprehension strategies (NRP, 2000). 



 

21 

SCIENTIFICALLY BASED READING RESEARCH PROGRAMS (SBRR). Reading 

programs/instruction that provide rigorous systematic, and objective procedures to 

obtain valid knowledge relevant to reading development, reading instruction, and 

reading difficulties. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This study investigated: 1. the professional practices, beliefs and background of 

elementary school reading coaches. 2. the academic and professional background of 

elementary school reading coaches, 3. the extent to which coaches agree about 

activities they believe are central to their role, and 4. the similarities between time spent 

on 11 key coaching activities and the district Comprehensive Research-Based Reading 

Plan.  

School-embedded, ongoing, teacher professional development led by full-time 

instructional coaches is a significant component of many school reading reform models. 

Often school districts utilize coaches to advise, interpret and support reform 

implementation (Denton & Hasbrough, 2009; Walpole & Blamey, 2008). Experts agree 

that the goal of instructional coaching is to build teachers’ knowledge and skills so that 

the student achievement will increase (Gallucci, Van Lare, Yoon & Boatright, 2010; 

Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Walpole & Blamey, 2008). Investigating the phenomenon of 

coach-based professional development seems especially important given increasing 

evidence that instructional coaching can be a powerful lever for improved classroom 

achievement outcomes  (Biancarosa et al., 2010; Matsumura et al., 2010a). Current 

reports, policies and position papers provide guidelines and evidence regarding the use 

of reading coaches. However research to date remains unclear regarding the extent 

elementary school reading coaches perform requisite activities as reported. Therefore, it 

is important, to examine the literature on the development of coaching and the roles 

coaches play in schools. 
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To understand the development of coaching and policies that have influenced the 

practices of reading coaches, an overview of the following topics is presented: a) federal 

policies and programs related to coaching, b) coaching as professional development, c) 

defining coaching and coaching models, d) coaching framework and activities, and e) 

research on coaching. 

Federal Policies and Programs 

Federal, state and district level initiatives have specifically targeted reading 

instruction (Coburn & Woulfin, 2012; Matsumura et al., 2010b). In 1998, Congress 

passed the Reading Excellence Act (REA) as an amendment to the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965. The purpose of this bill was to improve students' 

reading skills and teachers' instructional practices by implementing the findings of 

scientifically based reading research. The Reading Excellence Act (1998) defined 

reading explicitly through five skills that are now commonly known as phonological 

awareness, decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. Considered 

components of skilled reading, these skills form the content of staff development 

activities.  

Established in 1997, the National Reading Panel was asked to assess the status 

of research-based knowledge about reading, including the effectiveness of various 

approaches to teaching children to read. The National Reading Panel (2000) reported 

explicitly defined scientifically based reading research. They concluded that there was 

sufficient evidence to recommend systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, 

phonics, vocabulary, fluency and comprehension strategies (NICHD, 2000). 

Additionally, the National Reading Panel (2000) studies showed that teachers can learn 

how to teach strategies effectively and with greater proficiency. When No Child Left 
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Behind of 2001 (PL 107-110) was passed its aim was to increase state, school district, 

and school accountability; to give greater choices for parents and students, particularly 

those attending low performing schools; to give more flexibility in the spending of 

Federal educational dollars; and to place a greater emphasis on reading. The Reading 

First Initiative (RFI) endorsed reading coaches as viable and essential to professional 

development (U.S. Department of Education, 2002) but emphasized that professional 

development must be ongoing, continuous and embedded in the teacher's classroom 

work with feedback provided as instructional strategies are put into practice. The long-

term presence of a Reading First coach brings with it ongoing follow-up to other forms 

of professional development, a safe environment for trying new instructional techniques 

and an opportunity for honest feedback and collaboration with peers (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2008). 

The Reading First Program was a federal initiative designed to improve reading 

outcomes for students in low-performing schools. This initiative was validated by the 

same scientifically based reading research as NCLB (2001). To be eligible for Reading 

First funding, schools had to serve K-3 students at schools classified as poverty and 

have a majority of students reading below grade level.  

According to the Reading First Impact Study Final Report (2008), states 

participating in Reading First awarded subgrants to 1,809 school districts and provided 

funds to 5,880 schools (Gamse, Jacob, Horst, Boulay, & Unlu, 2008). Although districts 

and schools with the greatest demonstrated need were intended to have the highest 

funding priority, states could reserve up to 20% of their Reading First funds to support 

staff development and technical assistance to districts and schools, and to assist in 
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planning, administration and reporting. According to the U.S. Department of Education, 

(2002), this accorded states with the resources and opportunity to improve instruction 

beyond the specific districts and schools that received Reading First subgrants.  

Increased funding for reading programs and teacher professional development 

resulted in hiring reading coaches to provide job-embedded, ongoing professional 

development on a scale that signified this action as an important public investment. The 

professional development requirements in the Reading First Program prompted one of 

the largest recruitments of instructional coaches (Deussen et al. 2007).  

Although the Reading First program was authorized for fiscal years 2002 through 

2007 funding was automatically extended for one additional fiscal year (through FY 

2008) under section 422(a) of the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) (20 U.S.C. 

§ 1226a(a)). The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) provided 

approximately $97 billion to the Department of Education with the primary goal of 

delivering emergency education funding to the States. As of December 31, 2009 the 

Department of Education had awarded 71% of its budget to States and school districts 

to help sustain jobs and further educational reforms (U.S. Department of Education, 

2010b).  

In March 2010, the U.S. Department of Education released A Blueprint for 

Reform: The Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Act which called upon 

Congress to reauthorize ESEA. 

The Department of Education (DOE) continues to administer funding distributed 

through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The DOE allocated 

$4.35 billion in competitive funds for the program Race to the Top (RTTT) which is 
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geared toward reforming America's public schools and increasing student learning. As 

outlined in the RTTT, states must advance reforms around four specific areas: adopting 

standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the 

workplace and to compete in the global economy; building data systems that measure 

student growth and success, and inform teachers and principals about how they can 

improve instruction; recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers 

and principals, especially where they are needed the most; and turning around the 

lowest-achieving schools. The RTTT selection criteria that support state reform 

conditions includes developing great teachers and leaders, including relevant coaching, 

induction support and/or professional development (U.S. Department of Education, 

2009b).  

Coaching as Professional Development 

The recent increase in the use of coaches is in response to the federal, state and 

district reform request for professional development (Coburn & Woulfin, 2012). 

Increasingly, research shows that teachers continuous development and learning is one 

of the keys to improve student achievement (Biancarosa et al., 2010; Elish-Piper & 

L'Allier, 2011; Puig & Froelich, 2011; Wei et al., 2009). Research on effective 

professional development suggests the transfer of new knowledge and skills to 

teachers’ daily instructional practices is necessary (Dole, 2004; Puig & Froelich, 2011). 

Joyce and Showers' (2002) have shown that effective coaching facilitates the transfer of 

theory, using demonstration and mentored practice. Thus, the coach has a primary role 

in professional development. According to Guskey (2000), professional development 

enhances the knowledge, skills and attitude of teachers so that they can improve 

student achievement. This process is considered purposeful and intentional, ongoing 
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and systematic (Guskey, 2000; McKenna & Walpole, 2008). There is considerable 

agreement that professional development that is sustained, collaborative and focused 

on deepening teachers' content knowledge and instructional practices improves student 

achievement (Biancarosa et al., 2008; L'Allier et al., 2010; Russo, 2004; Puig & 

Froelich, 2011; Wei et al., 2009). 

School based coaching combines some features of traditional professional 

development with the need for learning about practice in practice (Wei et al., 2009). 

Research suggests that coaching shifts professional development from direct 

instruction outside the context of practice (such as workshops and conferences) to 

collaboration, reflective practice and a guided content-based focus on adult learning 

(Neufeld & Roper, 2003; Poglinco et al. 2003).  

Coaching 

Definitions of Coaching 

Defining the term “coaching” is complicated by varied approaches that schools 

districts and reform models utilize. In some settings, instructional coaching is viewed as 

a way to support teachers (Denton & Hasbrough, 2009; Gallucci et al., 2010). For many 

schools, it is a component in change initiatives (Deussen et al., 2007; Gallucci, et al., 

2010). Neufeld and Roper (2003) wrote that: 

Coaching includes activities related to developing the organizational 
capacity of whole schools (such as increasing leadership for instructional 
reform)... helping principals and teachers reallocate their resources and 
improve their use of data in the service of improving instruction... includes 
activities directly related to improving instruction (such as one-on-one 
observation and feedback of teachers’ instructional strategies and small-
group learning of new content and pedagogy) (p. 12). 

Literacy coaching involves sharing knowledge among teachers within communities of 

practice that is: 1. grounded in inquiry and reflection; 2. participant driven and 
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collaborative; 3. sustained, ongoing and intensive; and 4. tied explicitly to improving 

practice (Gallucci et al., 2010; Guskey, 2000; International Reading Association, 2004; 

Neufeld & Roper, 2003). 

Role and Qualifications of the Literacy Coach   

According to the International Reading Association (2004) reading coaches are 

“professional educators who provide ongoing, consistent support for the implementation 

and instructional components of reading” (p. 2). The reading coach may also serve as a 

resource in reading and writing for educational support personnel, administrators, 

teachers, and the community, provide professional development based on current 

research, work collaboratively with other professionals to build and implement reading 

programs, and serve as advocates for students who struggle with reading.  

Poglinco et al. (2003) discovered that the coaching effectiveness varied greatly 

depending on his or her level of knowledge and skills, Based on their research, the IRA 

(2004) highlighted the qualifications, training and expertise of reading coaches. Reading 

coaches should demonstrate excellence in teaching reading and have a comprehensive 

understanding of reading acquisition, assessment and instruction. Their knowledge 

should be acquired from the completion of a master's degree, reading certification, or 

intensive, yearlong training for new coaches. Other recommended skills include 

expertise in working with teachers to improve their practices, excellence in presenting 

information to teachers, and experience in conducting observations and providing 

feedback about instruction to teachers. The IRA recommends that only teachers who 

meet these criteria have the appropriate depth of knowledge and range of skills to 

effectively influence the practice of teaching. 
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Coaching Models 

Models of coaching vary in their delivery, focus and relative intrusiveness 

(McKenna & Walpole, 2008). In response to the need for greater understanding, 

multiple descriptions of literacy coaches’ roles in schools have emerged (Deussen et al.; 

Joyce & Showers, 2002; McCombs & Marsh, 2009; Steiner & Kowal, 2007; Walpole & 

Blamey, 2008). 

Rather than advocating for one particular approach, the Reading First Initiative 

suggests having reading coaches who provide professional development that will 

increase teachers’ use of scientifically researched-based practices (Deussen et al., 

2007). A review of coaching models – peer, cognitive, directive, responsive and 

Florida’s coaching model follows. 

Peer Coaching 

Peer coaching, known as collaborative or collegial coaching, is a non-evaluative 

less intrusive approach to improvement that is a bridge between formal professional 

development and classroom implementation (McKenna & Walpole, 2008). Teachers 

work in teams to improve practice or implement a new instructional strategy using the 

cycle of modeling, practice and feedback. Collaborative teams meet to discuss 

instructional goals and develop specific lesson plans. They observe and provide 

feedback to one another as they implement these plans. Joyce and Showers (2002) 

suggested that the feedback component can be replaced with collaborative 

conversations between a coach and the teacher after the observation. Duessen et al. 

(2007) stated that teachers who received this type of coaching were more likely to use 

new strategies and use them appropriately than were teachers receiving more 

traditional professional development. 
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Cognitive Coaching  

Knight (2009) describes cognitive coaches as those that "engage in dialogical 

conversations with teachers and others, observe them while working, and then use 

powerful questions, rapport building and communication skills to empower those they 

coach to reflect deeply on their practices" (p. 18). This process allows the coach to 

engage teachers in the thinking behind their practices. Based on the premise that 

change in perception is prerequisite to changing behavior; the goal of cognitive 

coaching is to facilitate the self-directed learning of teachers (Costa & Garmston, 2002). 

The coaching model has four phases. Initially, the coach meets with the teacher 

in a planning conference to understand and clarify the teachers’ goals. The coach and 

teacher then determine strategies to achieve the goals, and collaborate to identify 

evidence that demonstrate the goals are met. Next, the coach observes the teaching to 

gather evidence and document the teacher's attainment of the goal. Finally, the teacher 

and coach participate in a reflection conference to share evidence and connect new 

learning to future planning. The cognitive coaching process provides the teacher 

opportunities to restructure their educational practice as they engage in dialogue and 

reflection (McKenna & Walpole, 2008).  

One limitation of cognitive coaching is the targeted and costly professional 

development that must be provided for coaches. Yet, its strength lies in the specific 

strategies provided for building relationships and engaging in reflective conversations. 

Directive Coaching 

Directive coaching is closely aligned with the theoretical work of Guskey (2002) 

who argues that professional development efforts are most effective if they focus on 

changing teacher behavior first, so that teachers can witness the results of new 
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instruction in the form of increased student achievement, and then adopt new attitudes 

and beliefs based on classroom evidence. One of the most widely cited studies 

explored the roles and functions of Reading First coaches, Deussen et al. (2007) 

identified five categories of reading coaches' orientations, based upon data collected 

from five western states. Deussen and colleagues categorized coaches as: data-

orientated, student-orientated, managerial, individual teacher-oriented, or teacher 

group-oriented. The authors made a distinction between coaching approaches that are 

directive versus responsive. In the directive model, the coach is an expert. The coach 

identifies and supports the teacher’s specific areas of weakness or helps the teacher 

implement a program using specific practices. Taking a directive approach, the coach 

leads in establishing professional development goals. The process is implementation 

focused rather than teacher focused (Ippolito, 2009). Although some teachers are less 

likely to change in directive approaches, this model has been more successful with new 

teachers who are eager to learn from an expert (Duessen et al., 2007).  

Responsive Coaching  

Responsive literacy coaching has at its core, the development of respectful, 

caring instructional relationships (Dozier, 2006). Coaches work with teachers as they 

apply their learning and improve their capacity to reflect (Neufeld & Roper, 2003). This 

approach is similar to consultative coaching (Borman & Feger, 2006), coaching for self-

reflection (Deussen et al., 2007), and cognitive coaching (Costa & Garmston, 2002). 

Dozier (2006) notes the multiple layers of learning in the coaching and teaching 

collaboration as responsive literacy coaches “bring together multiple participants to 

engage in a collaborative and collective inquiry around instructional practices and 

literacy learning” (p.10). In responsive coaching relationships the focus is on teacher 
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self-reflection, which allows teachers' and students' needs to guide the coaching 

process. The teacher initiates the coaching conference. The conferences are targeted 

at strengthening the instructional practice that the teacher has identified. This approach 

helps deepen teachers’ understanding about making learning effective as they reflect on 

cumulative coaching experiences (Steiner & Kowal, 2007; Deussen et al., 2007). 

Florida's Reading Coach Program 

Allocations for reading through the Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) 

were made law by the Florida Legislature.  Recommended by Governor Bush and the 

State Board of Education, reading became a permanent priority and is funded annually 

within the public school funding formula. The authority for this provision was established 

by section 1011.62, Florida Statutes in 2006.  

To receive this reading funding, districts are required to write a K-12 

Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan each year, explain how they plan to 

guide reading improvement at the school levels, analyze data, provide systemic 

professional development, measure student achievement and use research-based 

materials. The plan must ensure that highly qualified reading coaches provide 

professional development for school district leaders in scientifically based reading 

instruction and include strategies for teaching reading in content areas with an 

emphasis on technical and informational text. They are expected to host summer 

reading camps for all low performing students, and purchase supplemental research-

based reading materials. In 2006-2007, $111.8 million were granted to districts with 

approved K-12 plans. In 2010-2011, $101.7 million were appropriated to support 

reading instruction though neither allocation included the purchase of instructional 
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materials. An additional $316.9 million were allocated to fund materials alone (Florida 

Department of Education, 2010b). 

State Board Rule 6A-6.053 K-12 Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan 

provides districts with a job description for the reading coach’s role, responsibilities, and 

minimum requisite qualifications as well as who the coaches should target assistance, 

how to  prioritize time and what activities should be avoided. Coaches support and 

provide initial and ongoing professional development to teachers in: 

 Major reading components, as needed, based on an analysis of student 
performance data; 

 

 Administer and analyze instructional assessments; 

 Provide differentiated instruction and intensive intervention. 

In addition, coaches are expected to: 

 Model effective instructional strategies for teachers; 

 Facilitate study groups; 

 Train teachers in analyzing and using data to differentiate instruction; 

 Coach-and mentor-colleagues; 

 Provide daily support to classroom teachers; 

 Ensure that research-based reading programs are implemented with fidelity; 

 Increase instructional density to meet the needs of all students; 

 Lead and support school reading leadership teams at their schools; 

 Increase teacher knowledge base in best practices in reading instruction, 
intervention, and instructional reading strategies; 

 

 Report coach logs bi-weekly through Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network 
(PMRN); 



 

34 

 Prioritize their time to those teachers, activities, and roles that will have the 
greatest impact on student achievement, namely coaching and mentoring in 
classrooms; 

 

 Work with students in whole and small group instruction in the context of 
modeling and coaching in other teachers’ classrooms; 

 

 Not perform administrative functions that can confuse their role for teachers; and  

 Spend limited time administering or coordinating assessments. 

Although Florida has not adopted a specific coaching model it has adopted 

Puig’s (2011) coaching continuum that places the coach as inter- or intra- active. The 

continuum demonstrates that "transformation may occur when teachers/coaches are 

provided opportunities to observe, co-teach, confer, study, research, and reflect on 

practice" (p. 49). An inter-active coach will provide more scaffolding to teachers by (a) 

facilitating workshops, (b) providing observations and offering feedback to teachers, and 

(c) co-teaching with teachers. A more intra-active coach provides less scaffolding to 

direct instruction by facilitating study groups to investigate topics of interest and facilitate 

action research. The intra-active coach engages in more problem solving and reflection 

versus the inter-active coach who places emphasis on subject-centered pedagogy.  

Each of the coaching models discussed serve a particular purpose for facilitating 

instructional change and teacher learning. An understanding of the various coaching 

models allows for the flexibility to meet the needs of teachers and students over time. 

Literacy coaches' work utilizes elements of each, depending on a particular school 

context and purpose for coaching, as they attempt to balance their roles in schools 

(Ippolito, 2010).  
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Coaching Framework and Activities 

Coaching Cycle 

The Role of the Coach provides guidance to the Florida school districts regarding 

the reading coach role and the coaching cycle (Florida Department of Education, 2010). 

This document is based on research conducted by the RAND Corporation regarding the 

coaching model in the state (Marsh, McCombs, Lockwood, Martorell, Gershwin, Naftel, 

Le, Shea, Barney and Crego, 2008). Based on the study’s findings, the state 

recommends that coaches use the gradual release model to provide ongoing 

sustainable support for teachers. Coaches can do this through the intensive, systematic 

coaching cycle. Using the modified gradual release of responsibility plan, the coach 

should conference with the teacher, co-plan the lesson and teach/model the entire 

lesson. The coach reflects with the teacher after the delivery of the lesson. Gradually 

the coach reduces modeling each day until the teacher takes full responsibility for the 

instruction. The coach continues to observe and reflect with the teacher after each 

lesson. At the conclusion of the coaching cycle, the teacher and coach collaboratively 

determine the need for additional support. The cycle is documented in a written 

implementation plan. 

Levels of Coaching 

Literacy coaches engage in a variety of activities, both formal and informal, as 

part of their positions. Drawing on the work of Bean (2004), the IRA (2004) outlined 

three levels of coaching activities that vary in intensity for both teachers and coaches. 

Coaching activities may range from “activities that help teachers develop or increase 

their knowledge about a specific issue to activities that focus on implementation issues” 

(IRA, 2004). Activities vary according to the context within which the coach practices as 
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coaches respond to particular teacher and student needs. Level 1 coaching is informal 

with the primary goal of developing relationships with teachers and colleagues. These 

informal activities consist of conversations with colleagues, developing and providing 

materials and resources for teachers, developing literacy curriculum and participating in 

various professional development structures, such as study groups. In this level, 

coaches provide useful support and interaction across the school, but do not engage in 

more specific coaching work with teachers in the classroom. Level 2 is more formal and 

somewhat intense, allowing coaches to learn about teachers’ areas of strengths. These 

activities involve co-planning lessons, facilitating team meetings, analyzing student 

work, interpreting assessment data, engaging in individual discussions with colleagues 

about teaching and learning and making professional development presentations for 

teachers. In this level, coaches move beyond providing informal support and begin to 

work with individual teachers and grade levels on literacy curriculum and instructional 

practices. Level 3 coaching more closely mirrors the professional development model of 

Joyce and Showers. Level 3 activities are formal, more intense and may require a 

higher level of comfort and willingness to explore and learn about literacy teaching 

within the actual teaching context. These activities consist of modeling and discussing 

lessons, co-teaching lessons, visiting classrooms and providing feedback to teachers, 

analyzing videotaped lessons of teachers and doing lesson study with teachers. This 

level builds on the previous coaching activities and focuses on intensive individual 

coaching with teachers to build specific teacher expertise to benefit students. 

Research on Coaching 

The fundamental question of coaching efficacy is complicated by the roles that 

coaches play across settings. Most studies have focused on what coaches do or how 
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they should spend their time (Ippolito, 2009; Poglinco et al., 2003; Vanderburg & 

Stephens, 2010; Walepole & Blamey, 2008).  

Background and Qualifications of the Reading Coach 

The National Reading Technical Assistance Center (NRTAC) offers insights on 

the qualifications of literacy coaches (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). The 

findings reported that literacy coaches are most often experienced classroom teachers, 

with an average of between 11 and 19 years of classroom teaching experience. States 

reported that an average of 60% - 90% literacy coaches possessed advanced degrees, 

although not always in reading. Advanced credentials included literacy specialist or 

reading endorsement certification. Deussen and colleagues (2007) examined survey 

data and found that most coaches were hired from within their schools and more than 

half of the coaches had advanced degrees, 38% had advanced training specifically in 

literacy, and 22% had only bachelor’s degrees.  

Although successful classroom experiences form the foundation of any coaches' 

knowledge base, a graduate degree with in-depth knowledge of literacy and ongoing 

professional development does matter. L'Allier and Elish-Piper conducted two studies in 

which weekly coaching logs and students' fall and spring test scores were collected. 

Analysis of the data using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) indicated that significant 

student gains in reading among these  teachers who received support from a literacy 

coach who had either a Reading Endorsement or a Reading Specialist certificate 

suggesting that advanced preparation does make a difference for literacy coaching 

effectiveness related to student reading performance (L'Allier et al., 2010). 
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Roles and Responsibilities of the Reading Coach   

Poglinco et al. (2003) studied the role of coaching in the America’s Choice 

comprehensive school reform design. One of the essential principles of the America's 

Choice design involves school-embedded, ongoing, teacher professional development 

led by a full-time reading coach. The findings from this study are relevant to the role of 

the elementary school reading coach. Classroom observations and interviews from 

principals, teachers, and coaches were collected from 18 elementary schools and 9 

middle schools. A total of 130 interviews and 71 observations were conducted. The 

authors focused on the role of coaches and their work helping teachers and contrasted 

the model of America's Choice with what was reported in the study. The authors found 

minimal variability in the effectiveness of reading coaches depending on their years of 

experience and background and great variability based on their training, knowledge and 

skills. The authors also found two barriers that prevented the coaches from coaching 

teachers effectively - coaches being asked to take on additional responsibilities that had 

little to do with coaching and the general ambiguity of the coaches' role. Poglinco and 

her colleagues concluded that reading coaches were an invaluable support to teachers 

as they enacted America's Choice principles. Implications for school leaders were 

offered in terms of maximizing the positive impact on teaching. The authors 

recommended that coaches needed ongoing professional development, support from 

the principal, a more detailed job description and experience in training adults. 

Walpole and Blamey (2008) described how coaches' experiences differ 

depending on the school site and principal. They found that principals tended to view 

coaching in terms of the contradiction between services delivered on a classroom basis 

as a "Mentor" approach and services on a school-wide basis as a "Director" approach.  
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The coaches reported the activities within the broader structure of the mentor 

versus the director approach. Literacy coaches interviewed for the study viewed their 

role as multi-dimensional and saw themselves as assessors, curriculum managers, 

observers, modelers, trainers and teachers. The authors see the principal as an 

essential participant in defining the role of the reading coach. Walpole and Blamey’s 

model of the multiple roles of literacy coaches is consistent with evidence from the work 

of Neufeld and Roper (2003) and the IRA’s (2007) description of the role of the literacy 

coach. 

How Coaches Allocate their Time 

Consideration to how coaches spend their time has been a major focus of 

reading coach research (Bean et al., 2010; Elish-Piper & L’Allier, 2010; International 

Reading Association, 2004; Duessen et al., 2007; Marsh et al., 2008; McCombs & 

Marsh, 2009; Walpole & Blamey, 2008).   

Deussen et al (2007) investigated the “difference between being a coach and 

doing coaching” (p. iii). They found great variation in how coaches allocated their time. 

Although coaches were expected to spend 60 - 80% of their time working directly with 

teachers on instruction, the study indicated that, on average, the coaches only spent 

28% of the workweek coaching teachers individually or in groups. Other activities that 

took up the remainder of their time included data-oriented tasks (25%) and planning or 

providing interventions (10%). The largest portion of time (36%) was spent on activities 

that the researchers called “unrelated” to their professional development role. These 

activities included planning for and attending meetings, attending professional 

development rather than providing professional development, completing paperwork 

and performing other non-academic support duties.  
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Duessen and her colleagues (2007) developed categories of coaches based on 

how much time they spent on different tasks: data-oriented, student oriented, 

managerial and teacher-oriented (individual) and teacher-oriented (group). Data-

oriented coaches spent on average 45% of their workweek on data and assessment 

related tasks. They described the focus of their work as facilitating the connection 

between data and instruction. Student-oriented coaches spent more time than other 

coaches working directly with students and the least (on average just 14%) working with 

teachers. They saw students as central to what they did. Managerial coaches spent a 

substantial portion of their time keeping the systems running in their schools – 

facilitating meetings and keeping up with paperwork. Teacher-oriented (individual and 

group) coaches spent comparatively little time on paperwork and data-related tasks; 

they saw themselves primarily as providers of professional development for teachers. 

They spent between 41 and 52% of their time working directly with teachers. Many 

worked with small groups of teachers, and about a third tended to work with individual 

teachers.  

 Next, they explored three areas that they expected might be associated with the 

category of coach in a school. Of the three areas; the state in which the coach worked, 

the size of the school, and the educational background and experience of the coach, the 

only statistically significant relationship was between the coaching category and the 

state in which they worked. This, according to the authors, can possibly be attributed to 

the ways that the states structured their programs and the direction given by state 

provided professional development and assistance. The responsibility of the state 

Reading First staff to organize, plan and sometimes deliver professional development 
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and technical assistance to coaches seemed to provide an opportunity to influence how 

reading coaches work within their buildings. 

A federally funded study of Reading First implementation collected survey data 

from principals, teachers and reading coaches in a nationally representative sample of 

Reading First schools and non-Reading First schools. The key findings were that 

reading coaches in Reading First schools spend more time as reading coaches than 

coaches in non-Reading First schools. Specifically, 75% of Reading First reading 

coaches reported that they spend all their time in this role compared to only 19% in non-

Reading First Title I schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2008b).  

Reading coaches in Reading First schools were significantly more likely to rate a 

variety of instructional and teacher support activities as central to their work (95% vs. 

72%) than coaches in non-Reading First Title 1 schools. Activities included assisting 

teachers in using the core program (89% vs. 60%); forming instructional groups (88% 

vs. 77%); compiling reading assessment data (92% vs. 73%); and ordering or managing 

reading instruction materials (75% vs. 61%). In addition, Reading First teachers were 

more likely to report receiving ongoing, directed support for teaching reading than were 

teachers in non-Reading First Title 1 schools, such as; interpretation of assessment 

data (91% vs. 70%), assistance from a reading coach or specialist in diagnosing 

individual student needs (72% vs. 48%) or intervention service help for individual 

students (73% vs. 52%) (U.S. Department of Education, 2008b). 

Another more recent study of 20 Reading First coaches (Bean et al., 2010) 

examined the relationship between coaches' distribution of time, the role of coaching in 

student reading achievement and the effectiveness of the coaches' work as viewed 
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through the teachers' perceptions. They found that on average, coaches allocated the 

highest percent of effort to working with individual teachers (23.6%) followed by 

management (21.1%), school related tasks (20.6%), planning and organizing (14.2%), 

working with groups of teachers (12.1%), and working with students (8.2%). Combining 

the work that coaches did with individual and groups of teachers, coaches spent an 

average of 35.7% of their time providing direct support to teachers.  

The researchers coded coaching activities into five broad categories: working 

with teachers (individually or in groups), planning and organizing that supported the 

work with teachers, management or administrative tasks, school-related meetings and 

outreach to parents or community, and working with students in assessment or 

instruction. Time allocation was strongly associated with teachers' perceptions of the 

coach as a valuable resource to the teacher. Although the reading coaches were 

involved in all five activities to a greater or lesser extent, there was a significant 

relationship between the time coaches allocated to working with teachers and the 

teachers' view of those coaches. Additionally, schools in which coaches spent more 

time on the task of coaching experienced a significantly greater percentage of students 

scoring at proficiency and a significantly smaller percentage of students scoring at risk 

than schools that were provided less coaching.  

Studies confirm that coaches potentially play an important role in supporting 

efforts at instructional change (Biancarosa et al., 2010; Matsumura et al., 2010b), yet 

attention is needed regarding the specific coaching practices that teachers, and 

ultimately students, benefit from. A study of coach based professional development in 

Reading First schools offers an in depth look at how reading coaches spend their time 
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and how they structure their work (Scott et al., 2012). The training and background of 

coaches, the structure and content of coach interactions, and teachers’ attitudes toward 

coaching were examined to gain a better understanding of practices that are central to 

the work of literacy coaching.  

Interactions reported in the coach logs were coded into 18 categories. Overall, 

coaches structured their work so that one third of their day involved direct contact with 

teachers and classroom instruction, approximately one third of their time was spent 

planning and doing assessment related work such as making graphs, distributing 

materials and data entry, 13% of their time involved working with students, and 13% of 

their time was spent meeting with the principal or other school-based specialists. The 

tremendous range of coaching activities each coach reported in his/her log is consistent 

with other coaching research (Deussen et al., 2007; Knight, 2011; Roller, 2006). 

The activities that involved direct interaction with teachers were further analyzed 

to understand the ways in which different coaches were utilizing coaching structures. 

Modeling and co-teaching emerged as structures in which coaches and teachers were 

able to focus on improving core instructional practices. The results indicated that grade 

level meetings were the dominant interaction structure. The core content of grade level 

meetings emerged as assessment (40%), instruction (18%), interventions (17%), and 

book study (10%). The authors offered that regularly scheduled grade level meetings 

provided coaches a chance to engage in informal professional development.  

Analyses provided some evidence that teacher satisfaction with the coach was 

related to the structures in which coaches provided interaction. Teachers valued 

professional development opportunities that focused on practical learning and was 
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integrated into the daily life of the school. The authors conclude that close examination 

of the work of coaching will further identify the high leverage coaching activities and 

allow coaches to structure their work so that teachers, and ultimately students, benefit. 

Although the current study focuses on elementary grades, the research regarding 

the work of middle school coaches in Florida is worth consideration. A report entitled 

Supporting Literacy Across the Sunshine State examines the impact of coaching in the 

statewide literacy initiative Just Read, Florida! established in 2001 by then-Governor 

Jeb Bush (Marsh, et al., 2008). (See Appendix A). 

This mixed methods study focused on the following research questions: “How is 

the reading coach program being implemented by the state, districts, schools, and 

coaches? What has been the impact of coaching on teachers ‘practice, students’ 

achievement in reading and mathematics, and other outcomes? What features of 

models and practices for reading coaches are associated with better outcomes?” 

(Marsh et al., 2008, p. xvi).  

The study showed that many districts shared a similar coaching model and relied 

on the state’s suggested coach qualifications and division of time. Some administrators 

suggested that coaches’ quality, particularly their ability to support adult learners, is 

positively related to teacher and principal perception of the coach’s influence. Coaches 

indicated a desire for specific kinds of professional development such as supporting 

adult learners and working with teachers to improve practice across content areas. 

Day-to-day work of coaches took many forms. Coaches in all districts reported 

activities that fell into six major categories; formal work with teachers, informal coaching, 

coaching-related administrative work, data analysis, non-coaching administrative duties 
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and their own professional development. These findings concur with Duessen et al. 

(2007). Although individual instructional work with teachers topped the list of activities to 

which coaches gave significant time, the reported time spent on these activities did not 

represent half of their overall time, as the state encouraged. Additionally, more 

experienced coaches spent significantly more time than less experienced coaches 

analyzing data and working with groups of teachers. Yet, the frequency with which 

coaches reviewed assessment data with teachers was associated with positive 

outcomes. Coaches in low-performing schools spent significantly more time than 

coaches in high-performing schools administering and coordinating assessments and 

analyzing data. 

The second set of analyses explored whether coaches who give more time to 

certain activities are associated with better outcomes. Overall, teachers who had a one-

on-one interaction with the coach were significantly more likely than teachers without 

this experience to attribute improvements in their instruction to the coach. Specifically, 

almost half of all reading teachers and 40% of social studies teachers reported that the 

reading coach had influenced them to change their instruction. While few coaching 

features were associated with student achievement, the number of years a school had a 

coach was significantly related to higher reading test scores, suggesting that the 

benefits of having a coach accrue over time.  

Coaching Effects on Instructional Practice 

Bruce Joyce and Beverly Showers pioneering work demonstrated that coaching 

is a positive and essential component of effective professional development. In 2002, 

Showers reported that coaching contributed to teacher training in five ways: 1. coaching 

resulted in teachers practicing the new strategy more frequently in their classroom, 2. 
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teachers demonstrated greater retention of the new strategy; 3. teachers achieved 

higher levels of appropriate use of the strategy over time; 4. teachers were more likely 

to teach the purpose and expected behaviors inherent in the new strategies to their 

students; and 5. teachers demonstrated clearer cognitions about the purposes and 

applications of the new strategies (Joyce & Showers, 2002). 

Additional studies demonstrated that coaches participate in specific functions. 

Gigante and Firestone (2008) suggest that support functions help teachers do their job 

without influencing teaching practice while developmental functions contribute to their 

instructional knowledge and skills. Evidence revealed that support tasks did not impact 

the practice of teaching. In contrast, developmental tasks led to a long-term gain in 

teachers’ knowledge thus increasing the potential for impacting student achievement. 

The authors suggested that “teacher leaders who engage in developmental functions 

are quite useful for facilitating educational change and improving teaching” (p. 21). 

Elish-Piper and L’Allier (2011) found that coaching activities included 

conferencing (6.69%), administering and discussing assessments (9.8%), modeling 

lessons (6.8%), observing (2.17%), coaching related to comprehension (10.79%) and 

coaching related to the additional components of reading (9.28%). The hierarchical 

linear modeling (HLM) analysis suggest that the coaching activities of conferencing, 

administering assessments, modeling, and observing predicted reading gains at one or 

more grade levels. In addition, coaching related to the content area of comprehension 

was a significant predictor at the second grade level. The researchers used the results 

of this study to propose a research-based model of literacy coaching focused on 

promoting student reading gains. This model allocates at least a third of total coaching 
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time to working with teachers and proposes options for administrators and literacy 

coaches to consider regarding the amount to time coaches spend with teachers and the 

specific coaching activities in which they engage. 

Vanderburg and Stephens (2010) found that 77% of the teachers valued the time 

coaches created for collaboration with other teachers. More than two-thirds of teachers 

valued the ongoing support and almost 49% valued professional development regarding 

research-based practices offered by the coach. Finally, teachers credited their coach 

with helping them try new teaching practices, incorporate more authentic assessments, 

use more educational theory and research, and base instruction on students’ needs. 

Positive results for literacy coaching are also being found in non-Reading First 

schools. Using a value-added model, Biancarosa et al. (2010) found positive effects for 

the model on improvements in literacy learning. Student literacy increased by 16% in its 

first year, 28% in its second year, and 32% in the third. The value added effect 

remained strong after the summer break. The study looked at the relational practice of 

the reading coach and found that student improvement was predicted by the amount of 

coaching a teacher received. The researchers offer that increasing coaching expertise 

over time and the quality of the relationship that a coach is able to establish as possible 

explanations for the study results. This study is consistent with the findings of Marsh et 

al. (2008) who reported that larger effects on student literacy learning were associated 

with coaches who had been coaching for a longer period of time and serves to 

contribute new evidence of the potential for literacy coaching to yield improvements in 

student achievement in reading.  
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Summary 

This chapter has provided a broad discussion of the literature on coaching as a 

job-embedded component of professional development. The empirical evidence sheds 

some light on how elementary school reading coaches enact their role, but more 

research is needed. A study of America’s Choice coaches report that the “single most 

significant barrier to effective coaching is time” (Poglinco et al., 2003). The ability to 

manage and structure time to provide regular and sufficient opportunities for coaching 

tasks that impact the practice of teaching is an implication reflected in numerous studies 

throughout the literature (Poglinco et al., 2003; Walpole & Blamey, 2008; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2010a). Exploring how elementary school reading coaches 

enact their role is necessary to further explore the impact of coaching on teaching. 

Further, a better understanding of the influences on the practices of elementary school 

reading coaches will provide opportunities for improving the potential of reading 

coaches to improve teachers’ instruction. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the methodology used in the study. This chapter provides 

an overview of the: research methodology; population and sample; data collection; data 

analysis; and limitations.  

Research Methodology 

 Survey design was selected for this study to provide an opportunity to explore 

the relationship between variables (coaches) within conditions (differentiated 

accountability categories). Statistical analysis of survey data allows researchers to 

examine how variables relate to other variables (Ahmadi & Simmering, 2006; Creswell, 

2008). However, the use of surveys does not enable the determination of a causal 

relationship (Creswell, 2008).  

Population and Sample 

Purposive sampling, a form of non-probability sampling, was used in the 

selection of the school district. It is important to point out that while this sampling 

approach is not representative of a larger population, it allows the researcher to study a 

clearly defined and relatively limited group. 

The school district was located in southwest Florida. The district was recognized 

as a “B” school district by the Florida Department of Education for 2011 and an "A" 

school in 2009 and 2010. The district serves about 43,793 students within its 29 

elementary schools, 10 middle schools, 8 high schools, 12 alternative schools and a 

PreK-through-12 school. More than 63% of the students are categorized as 

“economically needy” and qualify for free or reduced-priced lunch; 48% of the students 

live in non-English speaking homes and 14% of students receive support in the English 
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Language Learners (ELL) program, 13% are classified as students with disabilities 

(SWD). White students comprise 38% of the student body, while 12% of the student 

population is African American or Haitian. 

The target population in this study included elementary school reading coaches. 

One school was purposely omitted from the study because the researcher is affiliated 

with that school. Each participant was a full time reading coach serving a single K-5 

elementary school. Of the 29 potential participants, 20 coaches responded, a 69% 

response rate. However three incomplete surveys were removed from further analysis. 

The sample included including 16 females and one male. The median years experience 

as an educator was 17. Of the participants, 24% (n = 4) had 4-10 years, 35% (n = 6) 

had 11-20 years, and 41% (n = 7) had greater than 20 years of teaching experience. Of 

the participants, 24% (n=4) had 3 years or less of coaching experience and 76% (n=13) 

had 4-10 years of coaching experience. 

Participants were asked to indicate the degrees or endorsements they have 

earned. Based on highest degree earned, one (5%, n = 1) reading coach had a 

bachelor’s degree. The majority of the coaches had a master’s degree (71%, n = 12). 

Almost 25% (23.5%, n = 4) had a specialist degree (n = 3), and one held a doctorate 

degree. 

Table 3-1. Demographics for the Sample  

Demographic Variable  n % 

Gender  
 

 

Female  16 94.10 

Male  1 05.90 

Degree 
 

 

Bachelor’s 1 05.90 

Master’s 12 70.60 

 



 

51 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Demographic Variable  n % 

Specialist 3 17.70 

Doctorate 1 05.90 

Years of Experience in Education 
 

 

0-3 0 00.00 

4-10 4 23.50 

11-20 6 35.30 

>20 7 41.20 

Years of Experience as a Coach 
 

 

0-3 4 23.50 

4-10 13 76.50 

11-20 0 00.00 

Differentiated Accountability Status   

Prevent I 2 23.53 

Correct I 2 11.76 

Prevent II 2 11.76 

Correct II 7 41.18 

Intervene 0 00.00 

Not Required to Participate in DA 2 11.76 

 
 Participants were asked to indicate the Differentiated Accountability (DA) status 

of their current school. Of the participants, 24% (n = 4) worked in a school with the 

status of Prevent I; 12% (n = 2) worked in a school with the status of Correct I; 12% (n = 

2) worked in a school with the status of Prevent II; 41% (n = 7) worked in a school with 

the status of Correct II and 12% (n= 2) worked in a school that was not required to 

participate in Differentiated Accountability. Table 3-1 provides the demographic 

information for the sample. 

Data Collection 

Two sources of data were used to address the study's research questions: 1) a 

survey of elementary school reading coaches, and 2) the school district's Professional 
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Development Log for Reading/Literacy Coaches for the first semester of the 2011-2012 

school year (See Appendix B). Data collection occurred during the second semester of 

the school year to allow coaches to reflect on the first semester when responding to 

survey questions. The survey was administered using an internet survey service 

provider. 

Survey questions were derived from an existing survey designed for the U.S. 

Department of Education Reading First Implementation Evaluation.The survey asked 

questions related to coaches background, coaching responsibilities, coaching activities, 

and professional development for coaches (See Appendix C). The latter three represent 

three subsections of the national survey. They were used in totality from the survey that 

was generated using Qualtrcs software (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). 

In section one of the survey, participants were asked to provide information 

related to their background and experience, and their schools' Differentiated 

Accountability (DA) category for the 2011-2012 school year. Next, participants were 

survey asked about the importance of different coaching activities to their work. 

Coaches rated a set of activities performed for the school using a five point Likert scale. 

The coaches rated items on a continuum of not central at all to their role as a reading 

coach to absolutely central to their role as a reading coach. Participants were also 

asked to rate activities related to coaching staff using the same Likert scale and to 

identify any professional development topics that were addressed during the current 

school year, as well as, topics in which the coach needed more professional 

development. The bi-weekly coach’s logs for the first semester of the 2011-2012 school 

year were also included  
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The researcher received copy of the district’s average percent of time spent on 

each of the twelve task areas. These data were used to identify disparities and 

similarities between the survey participants within each DA category and the district 

average 

Access to Study Participants 

Before contacting the school district regarding coach participation in this study 

and access to the coach’s log, the researcher submitted the required materials to the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Florida. Upon receipt of IRB 

approval, the researcher submitted a request to the district data committee and 

obtained permission to conduct this study. Once approval was granted, the researcher 

contacted the district Coordinator of Reading and each elementary school principal and 

provided a description of the study. After contacting each school principal, the 

researcher sent an e-mail with a description of the study and the Informed Consent to 

the reading coach. After receiving informed consent, an e-mail with a link to the survey 

was sent to the participants. (See Appendices D-F). 

Survey Review - Pilot Study 

The researcher asked a reading coach from a school not participating in the 

study to review the survey overall length and clarity of the survey questions. The 

reading coach reported that the questions were clear, easy to follow and understand, 

and that the time spent completing the survey was comparable to the time indicated in 

the letter of consent. Therefore, no revisions were made to the original survey. 

Data Analysis 

The participants' responses to the survey were entered into the statistical 

software program, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 17.0. This study 
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used simple descriptive statistics and frequencies were calculated for the forced-choice 

questionnaire items. Three types of analyses were employed and results were 

determined and presented in tables, accompanied by brief narrative highlights.  

Specifically, the data pertaining to research question 1 required descriptive statistics to 

summarize and organize the participants’ demographic information and responses to 

the survey questions.  

To analyze the data for questions 2 and 3, which required a rating on an ordinal 

scale, the researcher calculated percentages and frequencies for all respondents within 

each of the levels of differentiated accountability school support. Differences between 

the activities of reading coaches within the levels of school support provided by the 

state differentiated accountability model were determined using Fisher’s Exact Test of 

independence. The alpha level was set at p ≤ .10 to test for a practical significance due 

to the low level of participants and the practical application of this study. Fisher’s Exact 

Tests were performed rather than Chi-square analysis due to the relatively small 

numbers of participants.  The Fisher’s Exact Test is significantly more accurate in 

evaluating the difference between groups when there are small numbers of observation.  

Table 3-2. Professional Development Topics for Reading Coaches 

“Below is a list of professional development topics for reading coaches in which you 

may have participated. In column A, identify any topics that were addressed in 

reading coaches’ professional development activities during the first semester of the 

current school year, including summer 2011.”   

a. How to use reading assessment data to guide instruction.  
b. What are the types of assessments: screening, diagnostic, progress 

monitoring, and outcome?  
c. How to use assessment data to form instructional groups. 
d. How to provide constructive feedback to teachers. 
e. How to establish credibility with teachers. 
f. Essential components of scientifically based reading instruction. 
g. What is the role of the reading coach in fostering change? 
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Table 3-2. Continued 

“Below is a list of professional development topics for reading coaches in which you 

may have participated. In column A, identify any topics that were addressed in 

reading coaches’ professional development activities during the first semester of the 

current school year, including summer 2011.”   

h. How to plan instructional interventions for struggling students.  
i. Classroom management within the literacy block time.  
j. How to conduct effective grade level meetings  
k. How to help teachers identify appropriate instructional materials.  
l. How to help teachers make reading instruction systematic and explicit  
m. How to conduct demonstration lessons.  
n. How to conduct classroom observations.  
o. How to provide onsite professional development.  
p. How to provide instructional supports for ELL students learning to read  
q. Other (Please specify): 

 
Research Question 4 required teachers to choose multiple responses. The 

researcher calculated percentages and frequencies were computed for all respondents. 

Between-group and within group differences were highlighted. Table 3-2 shows the 

professional development topics presented in the survey. 

Table 3-3. Research Questions and Data Analysis 

Research Question Statistics Data analysis 

1. To what extent are there 
similarities in the academic 
preparation of reading coaches?  

Descriptive Frequencies and 
percentages 

2. To what extent do reading 
coaches within schools of 
differentiated accountability 
categories agree about the 
activities that elementary school 
reading coaches perform?  

Inferential Frequencies and 
percentages, p-value 

3. What is the level of agreement 
among elementary school 
reading coaches perceptions of 
their central role within schools of 
differentiated accountability 
categories? 

Inferential Frequencies and 
percentages, p-value 
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Table 3-3. Continued 

Research Question Statistics Data analysis 

4. To what extent do reading 
coaches receive the same type of 
professional development?  

Descriptive Frequencies and 
percentages 

5. How does time spent on 
coaching activities reported by 
the reading coaches compare to 
the recommendations of the 
District's Comprehensive 
Research-Based Reading Plan?  

Inferential Frequencies and 
percentages, p-value 

 
Research question 5 explored the coaches' distribution of time reported in the 

Professional Development Log for Reading/Literacy Coaches. Descriptive statistics 

were used to compare time spent on various coaching activities as outlined in the 

district reading plan and the time reported by all coaches within the district to the state. 

Percent of time spent on coaching activities were compared by the levels of support and 

monitoring required by the school status within the state differentiated accountability 

model. The Kruskal-Wallis test was performed to determine whether there was a 

relationship between time spent on various coaching activities and the differentiated 

accountability level of support. The alpha level was set at p ≤ .10 to test for a practical 

significance. Table 3-3 presents the statistics and data analysis used for each research 

question. 

Limitations 

There are several limitations to the findings presented in this report. First, the 

data sources are respondents’ self-reported subjective perceptions and judgments 

about their responsibilities, activities and professional development. Another 

disadvantage of using surveys is the lack of control over who does or does not respond. 
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Due to this lack of control, the survey responses may not be representative of the 

general population for whom the survey was intended.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of the study. The purpose of this study was to 

explore the professional practices of elementary school reading coaches. The 

researcher analyzed descriptive data using a web-based survey administered to 

elementary school reading coaches in one public school district in Florida, as well as, 

the reading coach log reported to the state during the survey period. This chapter 

presents the findings as they relate to each research question. 

Research Question 1: To what extent are there similarities in the academic 
preparation of the reading coaches? 

State Board Rule 6A-6.053 K-12 Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan 

provides districts with a reading coach job description that describes the reading 

coach’s role, responsibilities, and minimum requisite qualifications. The coach must 

have a minimum of a bachelor’s degree and advanced coursework in reading was 

highly recommended. This rule required that the reading coach be reading endorsed or 

K-12 certified in the area of reading, or working toward reading endorsement or K-12 

certification in the area of reading (Florida Department of Education, 2010). In addition 

to the state requirements, the district comprehensive research-based reading plan 

required school principals to select reading coaches for their buildings from a district 

approved Reading Coach pool of applicants.  

To address this research question, respondents were asked to report their 

experience and educational levels. The researcher used descriptive statistics to identify 

similarities in the background and preparation of the coaches and compare this to the 

expectations of the state. The respondents in this study included 17 reading coaches 

from 29 elementary schools. Of the participants, 94% (n = 16) met the minimum 
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requisite qualifications based the K-12 Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan. 

Just over half the participants (53%, n = 9) had advanced degrees in Reading with 

certification, followed closely by the number of coaches (42%, n = 7) that had an 

endorsement in Reading. Fewer than 6% (5.88, n = 1) did not indicate an advanced 

degree, a certification or an endorsement. 

Table 4-1. Demographics Related to Academic Preparation for the Sample 

Demographic Variable n % 

Degree 
 

 

Bachelor’s 1 05.90 

Master’s 12 70.60 

Specialist 3 17.70 

Doctorate 1 05.90 

Reading Preparation   

Advanced Degree in Reading 7 41.18 

Endorsement in Reading 7 41.18 

Advanced Degree and Reading Endorsement 1 5.88 

Years of Experience in Education 
 

 

0-3 0 00.00 

4-10 1 5.88 

11-20 7 41.18 

>20 9 52.94 

Years of Experience as a Coach 
 

 

0-3 4 23.50 

4-10 13 76.50 

11-20 0 00.00 

 
Respondents reported the number of years of experience in education and the 

number of years of experience as a coach. The median years experience as an 

educator was 17. Of the participants, none had 3 years or less of teaching experience, 

24% (n = 4) had 4-10 years, 35% (n = 6) had 11-20 years, and 41% (n = 7) had greater 

than 20 years of teaching experience. The median years experience as a coach was 4. 
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Of the participants, 24% (n=4) had 3 years or less of coaching experience and 76% 

(n=13) had 4-10 years of coaching experience. The Florida statute that implemented the 

use of reading coaches was enacted in 2008. This is a possible explanation for the 

comparatively low median years experience as a reading coach reported by 

respondents.  

Overall, the literacy coaches surveyed were experienced educators and almost 

all had advanced training in their chosen field. Table 4-1 provides the demographics for 

the sample. 

Table 4-2. Differentiated Accountability Categories for the Sample and District by 
Percentage and Frequency 

Differentiated Accountability Category  Sample District 

Prevent I 
 23.53 

4 
20.69 

6 

Correct I 
 11.76 

2 
13.79 

4 

Prevent II 
 11.76 

2 
17.24 

5 

Correct II 
 41.18 

7 
41.38 

12 

Intervene 
 0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 

Not required to participate in Differentiated 
Accountability 

 11.76 
2 

10.34 
3 

 Total 17 29 

  
Florida participates in the U.S. Department of Education Differentiated 

Accountability Model. Under differentiated accountability, low performing schools are 

categorized according to the severity of the substandard student achievement. In the 

differentiated accountability model, Florida first categorizes schools based on 

performance (Category I or II). Schools in Category I were A-, B-, and C-graded schools 

that met at least 80% of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) performance criteria. 
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Category II schools included those that met less than 80% of AYP criteria, as well as all 

D- and F-graded schools. The schools were further labeled Prevent, Correct, or 

Intervene. A school’s categorization determined the type and intensity of school 

improvement interventions and whether the interventions were directed and monitored 

by the school, the district or the state (U.S. Department of Education Office of Planning, 

Evaluation and Policy Development, Policy and Program Studies Service, 2012). Table 

4-2 presents the differentiated accountability categories for the sample and the district. 

The percent of schools within each category in the sample was well aligned with the 

percent of schools within the district. The difference in percentages between the sample 

and district schools ranged from .2% in the Correct II category to 5.48% in the Prevent II 

category. 

Table 4-3. Differentiated Accountability Levels of School Support for the Sample and 
District by Percentage and Frequency 

Level of school support  Sample District 

School Directed Support (schools not 

required to participate in differentiated 

accountability and Prevent I) 

 35.29 

6 

31.03 

9 

District Directed Support (schools in Correct I 

and Prevent II) 

 23.53 

4 

31.03 

9 

State Directed Support (schools in Correct II 

and Intervene)* 

 41.18 

7 

41.38 

12 

 Total 17 29 

*No schools in the district received the Intervene designation in 2011 

 
The roles of the school, district, and state were defined separately for each 

differentiated accountability classification. For schools in the Prevent I category, the 

school directed the intervention, the district provided assistance in implementing the 

intervention, and the state reviewed the progress of the implementation. For schools in 
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the Prevent II and Correct I category, the district directed the interventions and provided 

assistance while the state monitored progress. Schools in the Correct II and Intervene 

category, considered to have the most critical need, required the district to comply with 

state-directed interventions and monitoring. The researcher used these categories to 

disaggregate the data for the research questions. The percent of schools necessitating 

each level of support in the sample aligned closely with the district. All samples were 

within 10 percentage points of the district. Table 4-3 presents the data disaggregated by 

the level of support the sample schools and the district received showing the similarity 

between the sample and the school district. 

Reading coaches performed a wide variety of activities while supporting 

teachers. A closer look at the academic preparations of the reading coach participants 

is presented in Table 4-4. The demographics of the sample is shown by the level of 

differentiated accountability support provided to the school. The majority of coaches 

across all support categories held a master’s degree. A specialist degree was held by 

one coach in each of the reporting categories. Reading coaches in schools that 

received district (50%, n=2) and state (42.86%, n=3) directed support were more likely 

to hold an advanced degree in reading than coaches in schools that directed their own 

support (33.33%, n=2). Coaches in schools that directed their own support were more 

likely to hold a reading endorsement (66.67%, n=4) than an advanced degree in reading 

(33.33%, n=2). 
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Table 4-4. Demographics Disaggregated by Support Provided to School by Percentage 
and Frequency 

Demographic Variable 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Highest Degree 
 

    

Bachelor’s  
05.90 

1 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
14.29 

1 

Master’s  
70.60 

12 
83.33 

5 
75.00 

3 
57.14 

4 

Specialist  
17.70 

3 
16.67 

1 
25.00 

1 
14.29 

1 

Doctorate  
05.90 

1 
16.67 

1 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 

Reading Preparation      

Advanced Degree in Reading  
41.18 

7 
33.33 

2 
50.00 

2 
42.86 

3 

Endorsement in Reading  
41.18 

7 
66.67 

4 
50.00 

2 
14.29 

1 

Advanced Degree in Reading and 
Reading Endorsement 

 
5.88 

1 
16.67 

1 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 

Years of Experience in Education      

0-3  
00.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 

4-10  
5.88 

1 
16.67 

1 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 

11-20  
41.18 

7 
50.00 

3 
50.00 

2 
28.57 

2 

>20  
52.94 

9 
33.33 

2 
50.00 

2 
71.43 

5 

Years of Experience as a Coach      

0-3  
23.50 

4 
16.67 

1 
0.00 

0 
42.86 

3 

4-10  
76.50 

13 
83.33 

5 
100.00 

4 
57.14 

4 

11-20  
00.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

0 
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More coaches (71.43%, n=5) in schools that received state directed support 

reported twenty or more years of experience in education than coaches (50%, n=2) in 

schools that received districted directed support or coaches (33.33%, n=2) in schools 

that directed their own support. Coaches in schools that received district directed 

support and directed their own support reported similar years of experience as a coach. 

Three reading coaches in schools that received state directed support had three or less 

years of experience as a coach (42.86%, n=3). 

The academic preparations and experience of the participant reading coaches 

were similar across the reporting categories in highest degree earned and years of 

experience in education. Reading coaches in schools that received district and state 

support were more likely to hold an advanced degree in reading than a reading 

endorsement. Coaches in schools that received state directed support had less 

experience as a coach compared to schools that received district or school directed 

support. 

Research Question 2: To what extent do reading coaches within schools of 
differentiated accountability categories agree about the activities that elementary 

school reading coaches perform? 

Table 4-5. Literacy Coach Activities that Support Teachers by Percentage and 
Frequency 

Teacher Support Activities*  
All 

Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Providing training/professional 
development in reading 
materials, strategies, and 
assessments  

 
100.00 

17 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 
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Table 4-5. Continued 

Teacher Support Activities*  
All 

Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Coaching staff on a range of 
topics  
16 RESPONDENTS 

 
100.00 

16 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

3 
100.00 

7 

Organizing professional 
development for teachers  

 
88.24 

15 
66.67 

4 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Providing direct reading 
instruction to students  

 
64.70 

11 
66.67 

4 
75.00 

3 
57.14 

4 

Facilitating grade level 
meetings  

 
58.82 

10 
66.67 

4 
50.00 

2 
57.14 

4 

Coordinating activities and 
meetings between classroom 
and special education teachers  

 
29.41 

5 
16.67 

1 
50.00 

2 
28.57 

2 

Coordinating activities and 
meetings between classroom 
teachers and English Language 
Learner (ELL) staff 

 
17.65 

3 
16.67 

1 
25.00 

1 
14.29 

1 

 
 

Reading coaches perform a wide variety of activities in their role of supporting 

teachers. Table 4-5 presents coaching activities that support teachers beyond 

implementing their reading program. Coaches rated a variety of activities that support 

teachers, school administration and the school reading program as not central at all to 

their role as a coach to absolutely central to their role as a coach. Activities that all 

coaches across all levels of support rated as central to their work included providing 

professional development (100%, n=17) and coaching staff on a range of topics (100%, 

n=17). All coaches in schools that receive district directed support and state directed 

support rated organizing professional development for teachers (100%, n=17) as central 

to their work compared to coaches in schools that receive school directed support 
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(66.67%, n=4). It is noteworthy that coaches in all schools (64.70%, n= 11), ranked 

providing direct reading instruction to students as central to their work compared with 

schools that received school directed support (66.67%, n=4), schools that received 

district directed support (75%, n=3) and schools that received state directed support 

(57.14%, n=4). The district comprehensive reading plan guidelines state that coaches 

should only be working with students when modeling for teachers. These findings 

demonstrated that coaches that were directed by the state were less likely to provide 

direct reading instruction to students. More than 50% of coaches across all categories 

reported that providing direct reading instruction to students was central to their role. 

This practice is not aligned with the district comprehensive reading plan. 

Table 4-6. Literacy Coach Activities that Support Administration and the School Reading 
Program by Percentage and Frequency 

Administrative and School 
Support Activities*  

All 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Participating in school 
leadership team meetings 

 
100.00 

17 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Participating in professional 
development provided by the 
district, state or other 
consultants  

 
94.18 

16 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
85.71 

6 

Ordering/managing reading 
instruction materials  

 
88.24 

15 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
71.43 

5 

Administering/coordinating 
reading assessments  

 
82.35 

14 
83.33 

5 
100.00 

4 
71.43 

5 

Compiling reading assessment 
data for teachers  

 
82.35 

14 
83.33 

5 
75.00 

3 
85.71 

6 

Facilitating or coordinating 
family literacy activities  

 
58.82 

10 
50.00 

3 
50.00 

4 
71.43 

5 
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Table 4-6. Continued 

Administrative and School 
Support Activities*  

All 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Providing sub time for teachers 
to observe other more 
experienced teachers  

 
23.53 

4 
0.000 

0 
25.00 

1 
42.86 

3 

* Responding with a 4 or 5 on the Likert Scale 

 
Administrative support activities are another key responsibility of reading 

coaches. Table 4-6 shows coaching activities that support administration and the school 

reading program. While all coaches (100%, n=17) regardless of the level of support the 

school received agreed that participating in school leadership team meetings was 

central to their role, the agreement with other administrative and school support 

activities varied. More activities (57.14%, n= 4) were ranked as central to the role of the 

coach by 100% of coaches in schools that receive district level support compared to 

schools receiving school level support (42.86%, n=3) and schools receiving state level 

support (14.28%, n=1). More coaches in schools receiving state directed support ranked 

facilitating or coordinating family literacy activities (71.43%, n=5) and providing time for 

teachers to observe more experienced teachers (42.86%, n=3) as compared to coaches 

in schools receiving school directed or district directed support. The activities that 

received the fewest percent of coaches reporting the activities as central to their role, 

facilitating or coordinating family literacy activities (58.82%, n=10), and providing time 

for teachers to observe experienced teachers (23.53%, n=4) are activities that are not 

considered the primary function of the coach in the district comprehensive reading plan. 
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Table 4-7. Coaching Activities and DA Level of Support 

Note. * p ≤ .1 

 
Fisher’s Exact Tests of independence was used to test whether there was any 

non-random association between the variables of the coaching activity and the level of 

differentiated accountability school support. Table 4-7 shows that the relationship 

between the activity of coordinating activities and meetings between classroom 

teachers and English Language Learner (ELL) staff is statistically significant (p = .0067). 

Variable p 

Providing training/professional development in reading materials, strategies, 
and assessments  

1.000 

Coaching staff on a range of topics  1.000 

Organizing professional development for teachers  .2087 

Providing direct reading instruction to students  .9309 

Facilitating grade level meetings  1.000 

Coordinating activities and meetings between classroom and special 
education teachers  

.2979 

Coordinating activities and meetings between classroom teachers and 
English Language Learner (ELL) staff 

.0067* 

Participating in school leadership team meetings 1.000 

Participating in professional development provided by the district, state or 
other consultants  

.3559 

Ordering/managing reading instruction materials  .5631 

Administering/coordinating reading assessments  .3741 

Compiling reading assessment data for teachers  .5788 

Facilitating or coordinating family literacy activities  .1238 

Providing sub time for teachers to observe other more experienced teachers  .3752 
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Research Question 3: What is the level of agreement among elementary school 
reading coaches’ perceptions of their central role within schools of differentiated 

accountability categories? 

Research question 3 measured the level of agreement among elementary school 

reading coaches in their perceptions of their central role within activities that support 

teachers’ instruction. To address this topic in more depth, the researcher analyzed the 

data to determine which activities that support teachers’ instruction are central to the 

role of the coach within various levels of differentiated accountability support provided to 

the school.  

Survey participants rated different activities as central to their role and 

responsibilities. As outlined in the district comprehensive reading plan, coaches are 

expected to work primarily with teachers in implementing their reading programs. The 

table below shows respondents’ ratings for a variety of activities that support the 

instruction of teachers. The table indicates the percent of coaches within all participating 

schools and within each school support category that described the activity as fairly or 

absolutely central to their work as a coach. The activities are rank ordered by the all 

school percentage. The findings show that 100% of coaches in all schools, regardless 

of the level of support and monitoring provided, stated that assisting teachers in 

addressing the needs of struggling readers (100%, n=17), monitoring the effectiveness 

of strategies used with struggling readers (100%, n= 17) and assisting teachers in 

interpreting assessment results (100%, n= 17) were central to their role as a reading 

coach. Coaches in schools that received no district or state directed support were less 

likely to identify activities that support teacher’s instruction as central to their role. Fewer 

coaches in schools that directed their own support ranked observing and providing 

feedback to teachers (83.33%, n=5), assisting teachers in using the core program 
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(83.33%, n=5), giving demonstrations on assessments (66.67%, n=4), giving 

demonstration lessons using core or supplemental materials (66.67%, n=4) and 

assisting teachers in forming instructional groups (50%, n=3) as central to their role as a 

coach.  

Table 4-8. Literacy Coach Activities that Support Teacher’s Instruction by Percentage 
and Frequency 

Activities that Support 
Teacher’s Instruction*  

All 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Assisting teachers in designing 
strategies for addressing the 
needs of struggling readers  

 
100.00 

17 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Assisting teachers with 
monitoring the effectiveness of 
strategies addressing the needs 
of struggling readers  

 
100.00 

17 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Assisting teachers in 
interpreting assessment results  

 
100.00 

17 
100.00 

6 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Observing and providing 
feedback to teachers  

 
94.18 

16 
83.33 

5 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Assisting teachers in using the 
core program  

 
88.24 

15 
83.33 

5 
100.00 

4 
85.71 

6 

Giving demonstrations on 
assessment administration and 
scoring  

 
88.24 

15 
66.67 

4 
100.00 

4 
100.00 

7 

Giving demonstration lessons 
using core or supplemental 
materials  

 
82.35 

14 
66.67 

4 
100.00 

4 
85.71 

6 

Assisting teachers in forming 
instructional groups  

 
76.47 

13 
50.00 

3 
100.00 

4 
85.71 

6 

Planning reading instruction 
with teachers  

 
70.59 

12 
33.33 

2 
100.00 

4 
85.71 

6 

Assisting teachers in designing 
strategies for addressing the 
needs of special education 
students  

 
64.70 

11 
66.67 

4 
75.00 

3 
57.14 

4 
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Table 4-8. Continued 

Activities that Support 
Teacher’s Instruction*  

All 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in  

District 
Directed 
Support 

Coaches 
in 

State 
Directed 
Support 

Assisting teachers in designing 
strategies for addressing the 
needs of ELLs  

 
64.70 

11 
50.00 

3 
75.00 

3 
71.43 

5 

Reviewing teachers’ lesson 
plans and providing feedback 
 16 RESPONDENTS 

 
31.25 

5 
0.00 

0 
75.00 

3 
33.33 

2 

Responding with a 4 or 5 on the Likert Scale 
 

Table 4-8 shows that reviewing teachers’ lesson plans and providing feedback 

was reported by all coaches (32.25%, n=5) as an activity that was less central to their 

work. The percent of coaches in schools receiving district directed support that reported 

this activity as central to their work (75%, n=3) differed significantly from coaches in 

schools that received state directed support (33.33%, n=2) and schools that provided 

their own support (0.00%, n=0). 

In addition, of interest to the researcher was respondents’ agreement about 

activities that were central to their role as a coach. Reading coaches in schools that 

received district level support ranked more activities (75%, n= 9) as central to the role of 

the coach compared to schools that received state level support (41.67%, n=5) and 

schools that directed their own support (25%, n=3). Evidence suggests that the role of 

the coach might be different within the various levels of differentiated accountability 

support schools receive.  
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Table 4-9. Coaching Activities and DA Level of Support  

Variable p 

Assisting teachers in designing strategies for addressing the needs of 
struggling readers  

.7529 

Assisting teachers with monitoring the effectiveness of strategies 
addressing the needs of struggling readers  

.3088 

Assisting teachers in interpreting assessment results  1.000 

Observing and providing feedback to teachers  .0175* 

Assisting teachers in using the core program  .8951 

Giving demonstrations on assessment administration and scoring  .6131 

Giving demonstration lessons using core or supplemental materials  .9661 

Assisting teachers in forming instructional groups  .5690 

Planning reading instruction with teachers  .0582* 

Assisting teachers in designing strategies for addressing the needs of 
special education students  

.0950* 

Assisting teachers in designing strategies for addressing the needs of ELLs  .1443 

Reviewing teachers’ lesson plans and providing feedback .1320 

Note. * p ≤ .10 
 
Differences between the coaching activities and the level of differentiated 

accountability school support were determined using Fisher’s Exact Tests of 

independence to test whether there was any non-random association between the 

variables. Table 4-9 shows that the relationship between the coach activity of observing 

and providing feedback to teachers (p = .0175) planning reading instructional with 

teachers (p = .0582) and assisting teachers in designing strategies for addressing the 

needs of special education students (p = .0950) were significant. 

Research Question 4: To what extent do reading coaches receive the same type 
of professional development? 

The tables below show professional development reading coaches had or 

reported they needed during the survey reporting period. The data is ranked by 
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professional development reported by all coaches. The researcher disaggregated the 

data by the differentiated accountability support that the school received and arranged 

the data by categories of professional development (assessment, effective modeling, 

how to provide effective support and feedback to teachers and scientifically based 

reading instruction). 

Table 4-10. Professional Development in Assessment Reading Coaches Have Had by 
Percentage and Frequency 

Assessment PD 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to use assessment data to form 
instructional groups.  

 
75.00 

12 
66.67 

4 
75.00 

3 
83.33 

5 

How to use reading assessment data 
to guide instruction.  

 
62.50 

10 
50.00 

3 
100.00 

4 
66.67 

4 

What are the types of assessments: 
screening, diagnostic, progress 
monitoring, and outcome?  

 
50.00 

8 
50.00 

3 
50.00 

2 
50.00 

3 

 
Table 4-11. Professional Development in Assessment Reading Coaches Need by 

Percentage and Frequency 

Assessment PD 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to use assessment data to form 
instructional groups.  

 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 

How to use reading assessment data 
to guide instruction.  

 
6.25 

1 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 
16.67 

1 

What are the types of assessments: 
screening, diagnostic, progress 
monitoring, and outcome?  

 
18.75 

3 
00.00 

0 
50.00 

2 
16.67 

1 
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Table 4-10 presents the professional development related to assessment that 

coaches have had. Table 4-11 presents the professional development related to 

assessment that coaches revealed they needed. The majority of coaches attended 

professional development in using assessment data to form instructional groups (75%, 

n=12) and using assessment data to guide instruction (62.5%, n=10). The data varied 

slightly across schools that received school directed support (66.67%, n=4) and schools 

that received state directed support (83.33%, n=5). Half of the coaches surveyed 

attended professional development in the types of assessments. Coaches reported that 

professional development related to types of assessments was needed more than other 

assessment training. Coaches in schools that received school directed support reported 

no need for this type of training (0%, n=0). 

Table 4-12. Professional Development in Effective Modeling Reading Coaches Have 
Had by Percentage and Frequency 

Effective Modeling 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to conduct demonstration lessons.   
56.25 

9 
50.00 

3 
50.00 

2 
66.67 

4 

How to conduct classroom 
observations.  

 
50.00 

8 
33.33 

2 
75.00 

3 
66.67 

4 
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Table 4-13. Professional Development in Effective Modeling Reading Coaches Need by 
Percentage and Frequency 

Effective Modeling 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to conduct demonstration lessons.   
12.50 

2 
00.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
16.67 

1 

How to conduct classroom 
observations.  

 
6.25 

1 
00.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
00.00 

0 

 
Table 4-12 and 4-13 present the professional development that reading coaches 

had or reported they needed related to effective modeling during the survey reporting 

period. Coaches in each support category attended training in effective modeling. The 

number of coaches that received training in conducting demonstration lessons was 

similar for all coaches (56.25%, n=9) and coaches that worked in schools with school 

(50%, n=3) or district (50%, n=2) directed support. More coaches in schools that 

received state directed support received training in conducting demonstration lessons 

(66.67%, n=4) than other coaches. Fewer coaches in schools that received school 

directed support received training in conducting classroom observations (33.33%, n=2) 

than coaches in schools that received district directed support (75%, n=3) or state 

directed support (66.67%, n=4). Although very few coaches reported needing 

professional development in effective modeling, coaches in schools receiving school 

directed support report no need for training in conducting demonstration lessons or 

observing teachers. 
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Table 4-14. Professional Development in Providing Effective Support and Feedback to 
Teachers Reading Coaches Have Had by Percentage and Frequency 

Effective Support and Feedback  
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to help teachers identify 
appropriate instructional materials.  

 
62.50 

10 
16.67 

1 
100.00 

4 
83.33 

5 

How to provide onsite professional 
development.  

 
56.25 

9 
66.67 

4 
50.00 

2 
50.00 

3 

How to provide constructive feedback 
to teachers.  

 
50.00 

8 
50.00 

3 
75.00 

3 
33.33 

2 

What is the role of the reading coach 
in fostering change?  

 
43.75 

7 
33.33 

2 
25.00 

1 
66.67 

4 

Classroom management within the 
literacy block time.  

 
43.75 

7 
50.00 

3 
50.00 

2 
33.33 

2 

How to establish credibility with 
teachers.  

 
25.00 

4 
33.33 

2 
25.00 

1 
33.33 

2 

How to conduct effective grade level 
meetings  

 
6.25 

1 
00.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
00.00 

0 

 
Table 4-15. Professional Development in Providing Effective Support and Feedback to 

Teachers Reading Coaches Need by Percentage and Frequency 

Effective Support and Feedback 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to help teachers identify 
appropriate instructional materials.  

 
12.50 

2 
16.67 

1 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 

How to provide onsite professional 
development.  

 
12.50 

2 
00.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
16.67 

1 

How to provide constructive feedback 
to teachers.  

 
25.00 

4 
33.33 

2 
25.00 

1 
16.67 

1 

What is the role of the reading coach 
in fostering change?  

 
37.50 

6 
33.33 

2 
50.00 

2 
33.33 

2 
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Table 4-15. Continued 

Effective Support and Feedback 
 

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Classroom management within the 
literacy block time.  

 
18.75 

3 
22.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
16.67 

1 

How to establish credibility with 
teachers.  

 
25.00 

4 
16.67 

1 
50.00 

2 
16.67 

1 

How to conduct effective grade level 
meetings  

 
31.25 

5 
16.67 

1 
50.00 

2 
50.00 

3 

 

The third category of professional development related to providing effective 

support and feedback to teachers. Tables 4-14 and 4-15 presents the professional 

development reading coaches had or revealed they needed during the survey reporting 

period. The majority of coaches attended professional development related to helping 

teachers identify appropriate instructional materials (62.5%, n=10) and how to provide 

onsite professional development (56.25%, n=9). Fewer coaches in schools that received 

school directed support reported attended training to help teachers identify instructional 

materials (16.67%, n=1) than coaches in schools that received district directed support 

(100%, n=4). Very few coaches across all schools attended training in establishing 

credibility with teachers (25%, n=4) and conducting effective grade level meetings 

(6.25%, n=1). Slightly less than half of the coaches reported attending a training on the 

role of the reading coach in fostering change (43.75%, n=7) while more coaches 

reported needed this training (37.5%, n=6). Data for this professional development was 

similar across all schools. 
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Table 4-16. Professional Development in Scientifically Based Reading Instruction 
Reading Coaches Have Had by Percentage and Frequency 

Scientifically Based Reading 
Instruction  

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to plan instructional interventions 
for struggling students. 

 
68.75 

11 
50.00 

3 
75.00 

3 
83.33 

5 

How to help teachers make reading 
instruction systematic and explicit  

 
62.50 

10 
33.33 

2 
100.00 

4 
66.67 

4 

Essential components of scientifically 
based reading instruction. 

 
50.00 

8 
33.33 

2 
50.00 

2 
66.67 

4 

How to provide instructional supports 
for ELL students learning to read  

 
37.50 

6 
16.67 

1 
25.00 

1 
66.67 

4 

 

Table 4-17. Professional Development in Scientifically Based Reading Instruction 
Reading Coaches Need by Percentage and Frequency 

Scientifically Based Reading 
Instruction  

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to plan instructional interventions 
for struggling students. 

 
12.50 

2 
16.67 

1 
25.00 

1 
00.00 

0 

How to help teachers make reading 
instruction systematic and explicit  

 
6.25 

1 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 
16.67 

1 

How to plan instructional interventions 
for struggling students. 

 
12.50 

2 
16.67 

1 
25.00 

1 
00.00 

0 

How to help teachers make reading 
instruction systematic and explicit  

 
6.25 

1 
00.00 

0 
00.00 

0 
16.67 

1 

Essential components of scientifically 
based reading instruction. 

 
12.50 

2 
00.00 

0 
25.00 

1 
16.67 

1 
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Table 4-17. Continued 

Scientifically Based Reading 
Instruction  

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

How to provide instructional supports 
for ELL students learning to read  

 
25.00 

4 
16.67 

1 
50.00 

2 
16.67 

1 

 
The final category of professional development related to scientifically based 

reading instruction. Tables 4-16 and 4-17 presents the professional development 

reading coaches had or revealed they needed during the survey reporting period. 

Professional development related to planning instructional interventions for struggling 

students was attended by the majoring of all coaches (68.75%, n=11). More coaches in 

schools that received state directed support (83.33%, n=5) reported attending this 

training than coaches in schools receiving district directed support (75%, n=3) and 

coaches in schools that received school directed support (50%, n=3). All coaches in 

schools that received district directed support (100%, n-4) and the majority of coaches 

in schools that received state directed support (66.67%, n=4) attended training to help 

teachers make reading instruction systematic and explicit compared to coaches in 

schools that directed their own support (33.33%, n=2).  

Coaches were less likely to report a need for professional development in 

scientifically based reading instruction than professional development in assessment, 

effective modeling, or providing effective support and feedback to teachers. 
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Table 4-18. Summary of Professional Development by Percentage and Frequency 

Average Across all Professional 
Development Topics  

All 
Coaches 

Coaches 
in 

School 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in 

District 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Coaches 
in  

State 
Directed 
Support 
Schools 

Professional Development Coaches 
Had  

 
51.17 
256 

39.58 
38 

59.38 
38 

57.29 
55 

Professional Development Coaches 
Need 

 
16.01 
256 

9.37 
9 

26.56 
17 

15.92 
15 

 
Table 4-18 presents a summary of professional development that coaches had 

during the study period and reported they needed during the study period. A greater 

percentage of coaches in schools that received district (59.68%, n=38) and state 

(57.29%, n=55) directed support attended professional development. Coaches in 

schools that received district directed support (26.56%, n=17) needed more professional 

development than coaches in schools that received state directed support (15.92%, 

n=15). Coaches in schools that received school directed support attended less 

professional development (39.58%, n=38) and revealed that they needed less 

professional development (9.37%, n=9).  

Research Question 5: How does the time spent on coaching activities reported by 
the reading coaches compare to the recommendations of the District’s 

Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan? 

Table 4-19. Reading Coach Log Percent Reported by Participants, by District and by 
Comprehensive Reading Plan 

Reading Coach Activity 

Average Percentage of Time 

Reported 

 

District 

Comprehensive 

Reading  

Plan  

Reading  

Coach  

Survey  

District 

Coaches Log 

Reported to 

PMRN 

Professional Development*    25.00 9.47 6.11 

Planning*    5.00 8.70 8.68 
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Table 4-19. Continued 

Reading Coach Activity 

Average Percentage of Time 

Reported 

 

District 

Comprehensive 

Reading  

Plan  

Reading  

Coach  

Survey  

District 

Coaches Log 

Reported to 

PMRN 

Modeling Lessons*    20.00 13.29 9.57 

Coaching*    20.00 12.18 10.43 

Coach-Teacher Conferences*    10.00 19.00 15.43 

Student Assessment   3.00 6.80 4.25 

Data Reporting   5.00 2.00 00.79 

Data Analysis    6.00 9.29 6.96 

Meetings    2.00 8.13 9.89 

Knowledge Building    2.00 8.00 8.21 

Managing Reading Materials    2.00 5.30 5.25 

OTHER  0.00 21.56 14.29 

*Total Percentage of Most Critical 
Categories 

 80.00 62.64 50.22 

Source: Florida Department of Education (2011a). District K-12 Comprehensive 
Research Based Reading Plans  
 

The Florida Department of Education requires reading coaches to utilize the 

Progress Monitoring and Reporting Network (PMRN) to document bi-weekly how they 

spend their time. When coaches upload the time they allocated to each category during 

a two-week period, the system automatically tabulates the total task time for each 

category. The Florida Department of Education provided school districts in Florida with 

guidance regarding the role of the reading coach. The guidance document identified the 

activities that coaches should perform that have the greatest impact on student learning 

(professional development, planning, modeling lessons, coaching and coach-teacher 

conferences) and set the expectation that reading coaches spend at least 75% of their 

time on these activities (Florida Department of Education, 2011a). These activities, 
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when executed, placed the coaches directly with teachers. The district comprehensive 

reading plan set the expectation that coaches would spend 80% of their time on 

activities that directly support teachers (Florida Department of Education, 2011b). 

Table 4-19 presents the percentages of time allocated for each coaching activity 

as outline in the district comprehensive reading plan and compares this with the time 

reading coaches reported in the survey and the average time reported by the district to 

the state progress reporting network. According to the state comprehensive reading 

plan guidance document, professional development activities such as presenting small 

or whole group professional development, conducting faculty seminars and facilitating 

action research or study groups should take 25% of the coaches’ time. The average 

time reported for professional development by survey participants (9.47%) and reported 

to the state by all coaches in the district (6.11%) was significantly lower. Survey 

participants reported spending less time on coaching activities that placed the coach 

directly with teachers (62.64%) than the time required by the district comprehensive 

reading plan (80%). The average percent reported by the district to the state (50.22%) 

was also less than the district plan requirement.  

The district reading plan directed coaches to refrain from spending time on 

activities that are not included in the plan. The plans set that expectation that coaches 

are not resource teachers and should only be working with small groups of students 

when they are modeling for teachers. The state reporting tool for reading coaches and 

the participant survey included a category for other activities not related to the 

categories listed. Survey participants reported spending more time on other activities 

(21.56%) than any other coaching activity listed in the district plan. The average time 
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reported in the category “other” by all coaches in the participating district (14.29%) was 

greater that the majority of coaching categories.  

Table 4-20. Percent of Reading Coached’ Activities in Logs Disaggregated by 
Differentiated Accountability Level of Support and compared to District 
Comprehensive Reading Plan 

Reading Coach Activity 

Average Percentage of Time 

Reported 

 

District 

Comprehensive 

Reading  

Plan 

DA 
School 

Directed 
Support 

DA 
District 

Directed 
Support 

DA 
State 

Directed 
Support 

Professional Development*    25.00 6.67 17.00 7.57 

Planning*    5.00 10.80 11.00 6.14 

Modeling Lessons*    20.00 9.00 18.50 14.00 

Coaching*    20.00 8.00 8.50 17.86 

Coach-Teacher 

Conferences*   
 10.00 16.60 16.50 22.14 

Student Assessment   3.00 5.40 9.67 6.57 

Data Reporting   5.00 2.25 3.33 1.17 

Data Analysis    6.00 7.50 12.00 9.29 

Meetings    2.00 9.67 9.00 6.42 

Knowledge Building    2.00 8.80 15.70 4.14 

Managing Reading Materials    2.00 4.80 11.70 2.86 

OTHER  0.00 20.83 18.75 2.00 

Total Percentage of Most 
Critical Categories 

 80.00 51.07 71.50 67.71 

 
A closer look at the data is presented in Table 4-20, which presents the percent 

of time spent on coaching activities reported by the level of support the school received. 

Coaches in schools that received district directed support reported spending more time 

on professional development (17%) than coaches working in schools that received 

school directed support (6.67%) and state directed support (7.57%). The time coaches 
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in schools that received state directed support reported spending on coaching (17.86%) 

was very closely aligned to the district reading plan as compared to coaches that 

received district support (8.50%) and coaches who worked in schools that directed their 

own support (8%). Coaches in schools that received state directed support reported 

spending very little time (2%) on activities that are not listed as coaching activities 

compared to coaches that received district directed support (18.75%) and coaches in 

schools that directed their own support (20.83%). A written response included in the 

survey directed participants to describe activities that were reported as “other”. 

Participants in schools that directed their own support reported spending a minimum of 

25% and a maximum of 50% of their time providing reading interventions to small 

groups and teaching students. Participants in schools that received district directed 

support reported spending time providing reading interventions to small groups of 

students, attending meetings not related to reading and attending school functions not 

related to reading. Coaches in schools that received state directed support reported 

spending time working with small groups to address limited reading proficiency.  

A look at the coaching activities that placed coaches directly with teachers 

revealed that the percentage of time coaches in schools that received district directed 

support (71.50%) and coaches in schools that received state directed support (67.71%) 

were significantly closer to the district expectation than coaches in schools that directed 

their own support (51.07%). 

Table 4-21. Time Spent on Coach Activities and DA Level of Support 

Variable p 

Professional Development .1670 

Planning .2472 

Professional Development .1670 
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Table 4-21. Continued 

Variable p 

Planning .2472 

Modeling Lessons .3511 

Coaching .0834* 

Coach-Teacher Conferences .1219 

Student Assessment .2514 

Data Reporting .7865 

Data Analysis .3158 

Meetings .2295 

Knowledge Building .0250* 

Managing Reading Materials .0448* 

Note. * p ≤ .10 
 

The Kruskal-Wallis test was performed to determine whether there was a 

relationship between time spent on various coaching activities and the differentiated 

accountability level of support. Table 4.21 shows that the relationship between coaching 

(p = .0834), knowledge building (p = .0250) and managing reading materials (p = .0448) 

were statistically significant within the schools of differentiated accountability categories. 

Summary 

The findings indicate that there are significant differences related to the role of 

the elementary school reading coach within schools of differentiated accountability 

categories. In regard to activities that the coach identifies as central to their role the 

activities of coordinating activities and meetings between classroom teachers and 

English Language Learner staff, observing and providing feedback to teachers, planning 

reading instruction with teachers and assisting teachers in designing strategies for 

addressing the needs of special education students are significant. Coaches spent less 

time on activities that placed them directly with teachers than the time required by the 
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district and state.  In regard to time spent on knowledge building, managing reading 

materials and coaching were statistically significant within the schools of differentiated 

accountability categories. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents a summary of the findings, their implications, and 

recommendations for further research. The primary aim of this study was to explore the 

professional practices of elementary school reading coaches and to determine if there 

was a relationship between the practices of reading coaches within the various levels of 

differentiated accountability categories. A quantitative, non-experimental design, using 

survey research and the reading coach log reported to the state, was employed by the 

researcher to address this objective. Using elementary school reading coaches in one 

southwest Florida school district, the researcher administered a web-based survey to 

determine reading coach’s academic preparation, the activities that coaches perform 

and the types of professional development that coaches have had or reported they 

needed. Coaching activities were further analyzed by comparing time spent on activities 

with the district average reported to the state and the expectation of the district reading 

plan. The researcher disaggregated the data related to coaching activities, professional 

development and time reported in the coach’s log by the differentiated accountability 

level of support the school received to determine if there are similarities or differences in 

the professional practices of reading coaches within schools that provided their own 

school improvement interventions, schools that complied with district directed 

interventions and schools that were required to comply with state directed interventions. 

Summary of the Findings 

As a whole, reading coaches in this study possessed the reading credentials and 

teaching experience state administrators and national experts identify as an important 

qualification for reading coaches. Coach credentials and experience were similar within 
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the levels of differentiated accountability. Support and monitoring provided to the 

schools and were aligned with research related to coaching qualifications (Bright & 

Hensley, 2010; Duessen et al., 2007; IRA, 2004; U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). 

Coaches in schools with less differentiated accountability support were less likely to 

hold an advanced degree in reading than coaches with more support. 

Coaches rated a variety of activities that support teachers, school administration 

and the school reading program as not central at all to their role as a coach to 

absolutely central to their role as a coach. All coaches reported providing professional 

development and coaching staff on a range of topics as central to their role. These data 

are in keeping with much of the literature that reading coaches have been charged with 

the task of providing professional development to teachers to help them understand and 

implement scientifically based reading research strategies within their instruction (Al 

Otaiba, Hosp, Smartt, & Dole, 2008; Bean et al., 2010; International Reading, 2004; 

Walpole et al., 2010). All coaches across all reporting categories reported that 

participating in school leadership team meetings was a priority. Much of the literature 

indicates that reading coaches must work closely with school administrators to ensure 

that the leadership at the school level guides and supports the literacy initiatives (Florida 

Department of Education, 2012; Marsh et al., 2008). 

While coaches at schools that received state oversight were less likely to indicate 

that providing direct reading instruction to students was a priority, more than 50% of 

coaches across all differentiated accountability categories reported that providing direct 

reading instruction to students was central to their role. This practice is reflected in the 

self-reported coach’s log and the log provided by the study district. Coaches reported 
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that the majority of their time spend on activities not listed in the coaches log were 

providing reading intervention to students. This practice is reflected in the literature on 

time spent coaching. In their evaluative study of Florida’s middle school reading 

coaches, Marsh et al. (2008) concluded that the majority (60%) of reading coaches 

were spending less than half their time working directly with teachers. Working directly 

with students is contrary to the district comprehensive reading plan guidelines which 

indicate that reading coaches should only be working with students when they are 

modeling for teachers. 

The state and district comprehensive reading plan expected coaches to spend 

the majority of time working directly with teachers to support instruction. The study 

findings indicated that coaches across all differentiated accountability levels of school 

support did not agree about the centrality of their role when directly supporting teachers. 

All coaches reported that assisting teachers with addressing the needs of struggling 

readers and interpreting assessment results were central to their role. Reading coaches 

working at schools that received district and state oversight were more likely to rate 

activities that support teacher’s instruction as central to their role. Coaches in schools 

that had no district or state oversight were less likely to view activities such as assisting 

teachers in forming instructional groups, giving demonstrations on assessments, and 

planning reading instruction with teachers as central to their role.  

An analysis of the professional development coaches had and reported they 

needed during the study period showed that reading coaches participated in different 

types of professional development. The majority of coaches across all differentiated 

accountability categories attended professional development in how to use assessment 
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to form instructional groups and guide instruction, how to conduct demonstration 

lessons, how to help teachers identify appropriate instructional materials, how to provide 

onsite professional development, how to plan interventions for struggling students and 

how to help teachers make reading instruction systematic and explicit. It is noteworthy 

that although the district comprehensive reading plan indicated that coaches were 

provided professional development through monthly meetings, no professional 

development topic was selected by all reading coaches. 

Coaches reported very little need for additional professional development. The 

data showed some agreement among coaches regarding the role of the coach in 

fostering change, how to conduct effective grade level meetings, how to provide 

constructive feedback to teachers and how to provide instructional supports for ELL 

students learning to read. 

Data analysis across the categories of differentiated accountability school 

support and monitoring showed that reading coaches in schools that received district 

and state oversight participated in significantly more professional development than 

coaches in schools that directed their own support. These findings aligned with the 

district comprehensive reading plan which outlines support by district literacy 

coordinators and coaches for schools based on student performance outcomes. 

The coach’s role is defined by the amount of time distributed to the coaching 

activities identified by the state and school district (Florida Department of Education, 

2010). A review of the coach’s log of study participants and the log provided by the 

study district revealed discrepancies between the district and state requirements and 

the actual work of the coaches. Coaches are charged with facilitating small or whole 
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group professional development sessions with administrators, teachers and 

paraprofessionals with the goal of increasing the knowledge of Scientifically Based 

Reading Research (SBBR). Participant coaches rated providing professional 

development as highly central to their work as a coach. The results of this study showed 

that participant coaches and reading coaches across the study district reported 

spending very little time providing professional development. These findings were 

consistent with coaches working in schools that received no district support and 

oversight and coaches working in schools with state oversight. Coaches working in 

schools that received district support and oversight were closely aligned with the 

expectations for this coaching activity. 

Coaches across all school support categories self-reported that they spent more 

time planning with teachers and participating in coach-teacher conferences and less 

time modeling lessons and actually coaching teachers. Coaches in schools that 

received district oversight modeled more lessons for teachers and coaches in schools 

with state oversight provided more direct coaching. Coaches in schools with no district 

or state oversight spent significantly less time modeling lessons and coaching teachers. 

Findings related to time spent on activities that placed coaches directly with 

teachers revealed that all coaches spent less than the expected amount of time with 

teachers. Coaches in schools with no district or state oversight spend nearly half their 

time on coaching activities that were not directly related to supporting teachers. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Previous studies that looked at the practices of reading coaches found that 

coaches took on a multitude of activities (Bean et al., 2010; Deussen et al., 2007; 

Walpole & Blamey, 2008), vary in the ways they define themselves (Matsumura et al., 
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2010a) and vary in how they spend their time (Ippolito, 2010). There is considerable 

literature on whether coaches should be directive, responsive or a balance of both 

(Ippolito, 2010). Research about coaches’ interpretation of and beliefs about their role 

may stem from their school context and may be linked to how they spend time (Bean et 

al., 2010). 

This study demonstrated that the professional practices of elementary school 

reading coaches varied within the differentiated accountability categories of support. 

Reading coaches in higher performing schools with no district or state required 

interventions and oversight held working with students as a priority, attended less 

professional development, reported needing less additional professional development 

and reported spending more time with activities not directly related to supporting 

teachers in scientifically based reading instruction. In the Standards for Reading 

Professionals (IRA, 2010), the International Reading Association redefined literacy 

coaches as professionals whose goal is to improve reading achievement in their 

assigned schools. Coaches in high performing schools in this study seemed to work 

towards this goal with activities such as providing reading interventions to students.  

Coaches across all differentiated accountability categories rated providing 

professional development and coaching staff as central to their work as a reading 

coach. The study demonstrated that coaches in schools with no district or state 

oversight spent very little time actually performing these activities. Coaches in schools 

that received state support and oversight spent less time providing professional 

development. Under differentiated accountability, Florida created regional support 

centers housing teams of specialists who worked in the lowest-performing schools. The 
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regional support teams provided targeted professional development (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2012b). This could be a factor in the amount of professional development 

provided by the reading coach in a school under state oversight.  

Reading coaches in schools that received interventions, support and monitoring 

by the district held more advanced degrees, rated working directly with students and 

providing and organizing professional development for teachers, administrators and 

paraprofessionals as central to their work. Coaches rated more activities that directly 

supported teacher’s instruction as central to their role as a coach, attended more 

professional development and aligned time spent on coaching activities more closely 

with the district comprehensive reading plan in the areas of professional development 

and modeling lessons. 

Reading coaches in schools that received interventions, support and monitoring 

by the state held more advanced degrees, rated providing and organizing professional 

development, coaching teachers and supporting family literacy as highly central to their 

work as a coach. The time coaches spent on coaching activities in schools under state 

oversight was aligned with the expectations of the district comprehensive reading plan. 

The support provided by the district and state seemed to provide an opportunity 

to influence how reading coaches work within their buildings. Coaches in this study 

fulfilled their roles as their individual realities dictated. Research on coaching found 

similar results that coaching can be situational (Bean et al., 2010, Deussen et al., 2007).  

The challenges of coaching require professional support for coaches, yet 

coaches are often left alone to define their role as they learn to do it (Marsh et al., 2008; 

Bean et al., 2010). The study requested coaches to report on professional development 
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that they participated in during the current school year. Coaches in this study reported 

varying needs for professional development. The majority of coaches reported attending 

professional development that focused on the process of coaching. Fewer coaches 

reported attending professional development on scientifically based reading instruction 

during the study school year.  

 Professional development needed by coaches centered on the role of the coach, 

establishing credibility with teachers and the process of coaching. Professional 

development that addresses both the content and process of coaching and is 

differentiated based on the needs and experience of the coach is necessary to help 

coaches learn how to support adult learners (Gallucci et al., 2010, Marsh et al., 2008).  

Implications of the Findings 

The study’s findings contribute to previous research that continues to 

demonstrate that the role of the coach is multifaceted, complicated and dependent on a 

variety of factors (Walpole, McKenna & Morrill, 2011). Schools that received funding 

through the Reading First initiative were required to hire reading coaches who would 

work directly with teachers to improve reading instruction and ultimately increase 

student reading achievement. Schools proceeded to employ reading coaches though 

there was limited research supporting their activities and their effectiveness in changing 

teachers’ practices and improving student achievement (Bean et al., 2010). Coaches 

are influenced by school, district and state leadership (Neumerski, 2013). The results of 

this study demonstrate a clear need to understand and negotiate between the role of 

the coach and the influence of local and state contexts. 

With the demands placed on the coach by the state, district and principal, the 

coach will always be challenged to fulfill multiple roles. The district and the school 
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administration should work together to establish the functions of the reading coach. 

Principals need to build their own knowledge of reading research and instruction and 

hold a strong partnership with their coach. Principals, as well as coaches, should be 

held accountable for adhering to the guidelines established by the district. In order for 

the school to benefit from having a reading coach, the coach must spend time with 

teachers sharing best practices, analyzing data, reviewing student work and developing 

interventions for students. Principals can use the coaching log to determine how much 

time is spent with teachers and work to prioritize and protect coaching time to ensure 

that the coach is engaged in the top six coaching categories defined by the district.  It is 

the role of the principal to have structures in place to ensure that this happens.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

Within the context of this study, the researcher considered coaches’ preparation, 

and perceptions of their central role, professional development coaches participated in 

or reported a need for and the relationship between the self-reported time spent on 

coaching activities and the state and district expectations in a sample of 17 elementary 

school reading coaches working at schools with varying levels of differentiated 

accountability support and monitoring in one school district. To move this research 

toward more practical applications, further research related to the practices of coaches 

and the support coaches receive from the state, the district and the school and how this 

directly affects the professional practices of reading coaches must be conducted with 

larger, randomized samples across school districts in a variety of locations. Studies that 

move beyond reporting how much time coaches spend on activities and investigate how 

coaches are using the various activities to impact instruction are necessary. 
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Additionally, further research could examine the impact of professional development for 

coaches with coach’s self-efficacy and time spent on coaching activities.  

To address some of the external forces that influence the activities of coaches a 

study that examines the contextual factors that either contribute to or hinder the reading 

coach working directly with teachers could be performed. Principal support can 

positively impact a coach’s success in connecting and working with teachers. Principals 

are the major change agents within their schools and set the tone for what is and what 

is not important within the school. A study that explores the relationship between 

principal support and the coach’s decision making and the enacted changes to their 

practice would add to the research base on instructional coaching. 

Summary of this Study 

The phenomenon of reading coaches seems to be a promising and practical 

approach to support teachers in their quest to improve instructional practices with the 

overall purpose of improving student achievement in reading. 

Using survey methods, this study explored the professional practices of 

elementary school reading coaches within the various levels of differentiated 

accountability school improvement interventions and support. Coaches differed in their 

perception of their central role, the type of professional development they received and 

needed and the time they spent on various coaching activities. Findings in this study 

suggest that coaching may be situational depending up the school’s need and 

differential accountability status.   

Understanding more about how coaches support teachers and how they shift 

their practice based in the influences of the state, district and school can only serve to 

help improve the support and preparation coaches receive as they enact their role. 
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APPENDIX A 
JUST READ, FLORIDA! READING/LITERACY COACH MODEL 

Just Read, Florida! Reading/Literacy Coach Model 
The reading/literacy coach will serve as a stable resource for professional development 
throughout a school to generate improvement in reading and literacy instruction and 
student learning.  
 
Coaches will support and provide initial and ongoing professional development to 
teachers in:  

 each of the major reading components, as needed, based on an analysis of 

student performance data.  

 administration and analysis of instructional assessments.  

 providing differentiated instruction and intensive intervention based on 

assessments.  

 
Coaches will:  

 model effective instructional strategies for teachers 

 co-teach in classrooms.  

 facilitate study groups.  

 train teachers in data analysis and using data to differentiate instruction.  

 coach and mentor colleagues.  

 provide daily support to classroom teachers.  

 work with teachers to ensure that research-based reading programs 

(comprehensive core reading programs, supplemental reading programs and 

comprehensive intervention reading programs) and strategies are implemented 

with fidelity and adjusted to meet the needs of all students.  

 help to increase instructional density to meet the needs of all students.  

 help lead and support reading leadership teams at their school(s).  
 continue to increase their knowledge base in best practices in reading instruction, 

intervention, and instructional reading strategies.  

 report their time bi-weekly using the coach’s log on the Progress Monitoring and 

Reporting Network (PMRN).  

 
While the reading coach should not be assigned a regular classroom teaching 
assignment, they are expected to work with students in whole and small group 
instruction in the context of modeling, co-teaching, and coaching in other teachers’ 
classrooms. This should be the primary function of the coach and occur as frequently as 
possible, given the relative impact on teacher knowledge and practice compared to 
other roles and duties of the coach. A coach may be utilized as a part-time coach in two 
different schools and still be considered a full-time coach.  
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The reading coach is responsible for working with all teachers (including ESE, content 
area, and elective areas) in the school they serve; however, they must prioritize their 
time to those teachers, activities, and roles that will have the greatest impact on student 
learning, namely coaching and mentoring in classrooms. The reading/literacy 
walkthroughs that are discussed in the K-12 Comprehensive Reading Plan require that 
the principal or a designated administrator conduct the walkthrough. Coaches should 
not be asked to perform administrative functions that will confuse their role for teachers. 
Districts are highly encouraged to limit the time reading/literacy coaches spend 
administering or coordinating assessments, as these tasks prohibit them from providing 
professional development to teachers. 
 
 
QUALIFICATIONS (Districts are free to add to these basic qualifications) Coaches are 
expected to have experience as successful classroom teachers. Coaches are expected 
to exhibit knowledge of scientifically based reading research, special expertise in quality 
reading instruction and infusing reading strategies into content area instruction, and 
data management skills. They should have a strong knowledge base in working with 
adult learners. Coaches should be excellent communicators with outstanding 
presentation, interpersonal, and time management skills. The coach must have a 
minimum of a bachelor’s degree and advanced coursework in reading is highly 
recommended. It is required that the coach become endorsed or K-12 certified in the 
area of reading or be working toward endorsement or K-12 certification. The coach 
should be employed the entire teacher contract year or for an extended contract period 
where necessary to provide adequate planning time for professional development 
activities. 
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APPENDIX B 
READING COACH LOG ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION 

Activity Description 

Professional 
Development   
 

Providing or facilitating small or whole group professional development 
sessions such as faculty seminars, action research, and/or study 
groups designed to increase the knowledge of Scientifically Based 
Reading Research (SBRR) for administrators, teachers, and 
paraprofessionals. 

Planning   
 

Planning, developing, and/or preparing professional development, 
including: surveying teachers for PD needs; preparing content for PD 
for teachers, parents, and others; planning a schedule of PD delivery; 
gathering PD materials; preparing a lesson for modeling and planning a 
coaching session with a teacher. 

Modeling  
Lessons   
 

Demonstrating lessons while teachers observe or co-teaching lessons 
in classrooms. 

Coaching   
 

Coaching (initial conversation, observation, and reflecting conversation) 
teachers in classrooms which includes observing teachers, formulating 
feedback regarding lessons, discussing feedback with teachers, and 
reflecting with teachers relating to reading or content area lessons. 

Coach-Teacher 
Conferences   
 

Conferencing with teachers regarding lesson planning, grouping for 
instruction, intervention strategies, and other topics related to reading. 
Informally conversing with teachers in a variety of ways (phone, e-mail 
or face-to-face) on topics concerning reading such as fluency building, 
organizing literacy centers, students in need of intervention, etc. 

Student 
Assessment  
 

Facilitating and coordinating student assessments, including 
scheduling the time and place for assessments, and notifying teachers 
of the assessment schedule.  

Data  
Reporting   
 

Entering assessment data into the management system. 

Data  
Analysis   
 

Analyzing student data to assist teachers with informing instruction 
based on student need. This includes personal study of data reports, 
principal/coach data sessions, and teacher/coach data sessions. 

Meetings   
 

Attending meetings in the school, district, or region regarding reading 
issues. Examples include meeting with school/district administrators or 
coaches, school/community groups, curriculum teams, Reading 
Leadership Teams, School Improvement Plan Teams, etc. 
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Activity Description 

Knowledge  
Building   
 

Building knowledge of SBRR and/or assessment through personal 
study or professional development. This includes activities such as: 
attending a workshop and completing follow-up; attending reading 
conferences; reading journal articles; participating in a study group; 
attending state-sponsored PD; attending publisher-sponsored PD and 
attending assessment training. 

Managing  
Reading  
Materials   
 

Preparing the budget for reading materials, reviewing and/or 
purchasing the materials, maintaining inventory, and delivering reading 
materials. Also included are duties such as gathering teacher 
resources and organizing leveled books for classroom libraries in 
collaboration with school staff. 
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY 

THE PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL READING 
COACHES 

Instructions: Unless otherwise noted, your responses should reflect your experiences 
during the first semester of the 2011-2012 school year in the school to which this survey 
was sent. Please complete all questions; each question includes directions for recording 

your answer.  
 
 If you have any questions about how to complete the survey, please e-mail 
jordansu@ufl.edu  
 
Part A. BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCES 

Q1 Including this year, for how many years have you been the reading coach for this 

school? (If less than one year, enter 1.) 

 

 

Q3 Including this year, for how many years have you worked at this school in any 

capacity? (If less than one year, enter 1.) 

 

 

Q4 Including this year, how many years of classroom experience do you have, as either 

a teacher and/or reading coach? (If less than one year, enter 1.) 

 

 

Q5 a. Number of years experience as a reading coach 

 

 

Q6 b. Number of years experience as a teacher 

 

 

Q7 Please list graduate degrees or endorsements earned  
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Q8 Please list graduate degrees or endorsements in process 

 

 

Q9 This school year, for how many schools do you serve as the reading coach 

(including this school)? 

 

 

Q29 Please indicate the Differentiated Accountability (DA) status of your current school. 

 Prevent I (1) 

 Correct I (2) 

 Prevent II (3) 

 Correct II (4) 

 Intervene (5) 

 Not required to participate in Differentiated Accountability (6) 

 
Part B. COACH RESPONSIBILITIES 

How central is each of the following activities to your work during the first semester of 

this year (since July 1st) at this school?    

Please rate the activity a “1” if you do not do the activity or if it is not at all central to your 

role as the reading coach. Rate the activity a “5” if it is absolutely central or critical to 

your work.      

 English language learner (ELL) indicates a student who is in the process of acquiring 
English and has a first language other than English. Other common related terms 
include language minority or limited English proficient (LEP) students, students in 
English as a second language (ESL), or students in classes for English for speakers of 
other languages (ESOL). 
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Do not do 
or not 

central at 
all to my 
role (1) 

Partially 
central to 

my role (2) 

Somewhat 
central to 

my role (3) 

Fairly 
central to 

my role (4) 

Absolutely 
central to my 

role (5) 

a.Administering/coordinating 
reading assessments (1) 

          

b. Compiling reading 
assessment data for teachers 
(2) 

          

c. Facilitating grade level 
meetings (3) 

          

d. Participating in school 
leadership team meetings (4) 

          

e. Facilitating or coordinating 
family literacy activities (5) 

          

f. Ordering/managing 
reading instruction materials 
(6) 

          

g. Participating in 
professional development 
provided by the district, 
state or other consultants (7) 

          

h. Providing sub time for 
teachers to observe other 
more experienced teachers 
(8) 

          

i. Providing direct reading 
instruction to students (9) 

          

j. Providing 
training/professional 
development in reading 
materials, strategies, and 
assessments (10) 

          

k. Coaching staff on a range 
of topics (note: specific 
coaching activities are asked 
about in the next item) (11) 

          

l. Organizing professional 
development for teachers 
(12) 

          

m. Coordinating activities 
and meetings between 
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classroom and special 
education teachers (13) 

n. Coordinating activities and 
meetings between classroom 
teachers and English 
Language Learner (ELL) staff 
(14) 

          

o. Other (Please specify): 
(15) 

          

p. Other (Please specify): 
(16) 

          

q. Other (Please specify): 
(17) 
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Part B 2 

When you coach staff, how central has each of the following activities been to your work 

during the first semester of this year (since July 1st) at this school?   

Please rate the activity a “1” if you do not do the activity or if it is not at all central to your 

role as the reading coach. Rate the activity a “5” if it is absolutely central or critical to 

your work. 

 

 
Do not do or 
not central at 
all to my role 

(1) 

 
Partially 

central to my 
role (2) 

 
Somewhat 

central to my 
role (3) 

 
Fairly central 

to my role 
(4) 

 
Absolutely 

central to my 
role (5) 

a. Giving 
demonstration 
lessons using core or 
supplemental 
materials (1) 

          

b. Assisting teachers 
in using the core 
program (2) 

          

c. Observing and 
providing feedback to 
teachers (3) 

          

d. Assisting teachers 
in forming 
instructional groups 
(4) 

          

e. Assisting teachers 
in designing 
strategies for 
addressing the needs 
of struggling readers 
(5) 

          

f. Assisting teachers 
with monitoring the 
effectiveness of 
strategies addressing 
the needs of 
struggling readers (6) 

          

g. Giving 
demonstrations on 
assessment 
administration and 
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scoring (7) 

h. Planning reading 
instruction with 
teachers (8) 

          

i. Reviewing teachers’ 
lesson plans and 
providing feedback 
(9) 

          

j. Assisting teachers 
in interpreting 
assessment results 
(10) 

          

k. Assisting teachers 
in designing 
strategies for 
addressing the needs 
of special education 
students (11) 

          

l. Assisting teachers 
in designing 
strategies for 
addressing the needs 
of ELLs (see above for 
definition of ELL) (12) 

          

m. Other (Please 
specify): (13) 

          

n. Other (Please 
specify): (14) 

          

o. Other (Please 
specify): (15) 
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Part C. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR READING COACHES 

Below is a list of professional development topics for reading coaches in which you may 

have participated.  

In column A, identify any topics that were addressed in reading coaches’ professional 

development activities during the first semester of the current school year, including 

summer 2011.  

In column B, please identify the topics in which you need more professional 

development, whether or not this year's professional development activities have 

covered these topics.  

Please check all that apply in columns A and B. 

 

Column A Check all that apply: 
Topics addressed in professional 

development for reading 
coaches (1) 

Column B Check all that apply 
Topics in which you need more 
professional development. (2) 

a. How to use reading 
assessment data to guide 
instruction. (1) 

    

b. What are the types of 
assessments: screening, 
diagnostic, progress monitoring, 
and outcome? (2) 

    

c. How to use assessment data 
to form instructional groups. (3) 

    

d. How to provide constructive 
feedback to teachers. (4) 

    

e. How to establish credibility 
with teachers. (5) 

    

f. Essential components of 
scientifically based reading 
instruction. (6) 

    

g. What is the role of the reading 
coach in fostering change? (7) 

    

h. How to plan instructional 
interventions for struggling 
students. (8) 

    

i. Classroom management within 
the literacy block time. (9) 

    

j. How to conduct effective 
grade level meetings (10) 
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k. How to help teachers identify 
appropriate instructional 
materials. (11) 

    

l. How to help teachers make 
reading instruction systematic 
and explicit (12) 

    

m. How to conduct 
demonstration lessons. (13) 

    

n. How to conduct classroom 
observations. (14) 

    

o. How to provide onsite 
professional development. (15) 

    

p. How to provide instructional 
supports for ELL students 
learning to read (16) 

    

q. Other (Please specify): (17) 
 

    

r. Other (Please specify): (18) 
 

    

s. Other (Please specify): (19) 
 

    

 

Part D. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT LOG FOR READING/LITERACY 

COACHES 

For the first semester of the school year 2011-2012 (July 2011 until February 2012), 

please indicate how you spent your time as a Reading Coach using best estimates (%) 

of time.  

 If necessary, please use the data from your Professional Development Log for 

Reading/Literacy Coaches to assist with an accurate report of the percentages of time 

you spend on each activity. 

 

Q17 Professional Development   

Providing or facilitating small or whole group professional development sessions such 

as faculty seminars, action research, and/or study groups designed to increase the 

knowledge of Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR) for administrators, 

teachers, and paraprofessionals. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 
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Q18 Planning   

Planning, developing, and/or preparing professional development, including: surveying 

teachers for PD needs; preparing content for PD for teachers, parents, and others; 

planning a schedule of PD delivery; gathering PD materials; preparing a lesson for 

modeling and planning a coaching session with a teacher. Use best estimates (%) of 

total time. 

 

 

Q19 Modeling Lessons   

Demonstrating lessons while teachers observe or co-teaching lessons in classrooms. 

Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q20 Coaching   

Coaching (initial conversation, observation, and reflecting conversation) teachers in 

classrooms which includes observing teachers, formulating feedback regarding lessons, 

discussing feedback with teachers, and reflecting with teachers relating to reading or 

content area lessons. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q21 Coach-Teacher Conferences   

Conferencing with teachers regarding lesson planning, grouping for instruction, 

intervention strategies, and other topics related to reading. Informally conversing with 

teachers in a variety of ways (phone, e-mail or face-to-face) on topics concerning 

reading such as fluency building, organizing literacy centers, students in need of 

intervention, etc. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 
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Q22 Student Assessment  

 Facilitating and coordinating student assessments, including scheduling the time and 

place for assessments, and notifying teachers of the assessment schedule. Use best 

estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q23 Data Reporting   

Entering assessment data into the management system. Use best estimates (%) of total 

time. 

 

 

Q24 Data Analysis   

Analyzing student data to assist teachers with informing instruction based on student 

need. This includes personal study of data reports, principal/coach data sessions, and 

teacher/coach data sessions. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q25 Meetings   

Attending meetings in the school, district, or region regarding reading issues. Examples 

include meeting with school/district administrators or coaches, school/community 

groups, curriculum teams, Reading Leadership Teams, School Improvement Plan 

Teams, etc. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q26 Knowledge Building   

Building knowledge of SBRR and/or assessment through personal study or professional 

development. This includes activities such as: attending a workshop and completing 

follow-up; attending reading conferences; reading journal articles; participating in a 

study group; attending state-sponsored PD; attending publisher-sponsored PD and 

attending assessment training. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 
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Q27 Managing Reading Materials   

Preparing the budget for reading materials, reviewing and/or purchasing the materials, 

maintaining inventory, and delivering reading materials. Also included are duties such 

as gathering teacher resources and organizing leveled books for classroom libraries in 

collaboration with school staff. Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

Q28 Other (please describe and indicate%). Use best estimates (%) of total time. 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 

Q30 As stated in the informed consent, you have a right to request a copy of your 

completed survey. If you wish to have a copy sent to you please indicate below. 

 Yes (1) 

 No (2) 
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APPENDIX D 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Dear Educator: 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Florida working on my doctoral degree in 

Educational Leadership (K-12). I am asking you to participate in a research study. The 

purpose of this study is to explore the professional practices of elementary school 

reading coaches.  

 

The anticipated benefits of this study include (a), adding value to the professional role of 

the reading coach through legitimate study (b), predicting successful professional 

practices of elementary school reading coaches and (c), adding content to the literature 

on the subject of reading coaches. In this survey you will be asked some demographic 

information as well as some information about your academic and professional 

background as a reading coach. Survey questions were derived from an existing survey 

designed for the national implementation study for Reading First (Reading First 

Implementation Evaluation Final Report, U. S. Department of Education, 2008b). In 

addition, you will be asked to report the time spent on particular coaching activities from 

the months of July 2011 to February 2012. If necessary, please use the data from your 

Professional Development Log for Reading/Literacy Coaches to assist with an accurate 

report of the percentage of time you spend on each activity. 

 

The researcher will know the identity of each respondent; however, a code will be 

assigned to each respondent so that all data from survey responses will be analyzed 

and reported in aggregated form. Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent 

provided by law. All data will be kept as confidential, and only the research study team 

will have access to data. Neither your school nor your district will have access to any of 

the completed surveys at any time. All information will be kept in a password-protected 

computer and any associated paper documents will be stored in a locked filing cabinet. 

The data will be collected using a secure, encrypted website. The survey will take 

approximately 30 minutes to complete. Following the completion of the survey, you will 

be given the opportunity to request a copy of the results. Your participation is in this 

study is voluntary. There are no direct benefits to your for participating in the study. 

There are no known risks associated with your participation in this research. You have 

the right to withdraw consent at any time. You do not have to answer any question that 

you do not wish to answer. No compensation for completing this survey will be provided.  

 

If you have questions about this research, please contact me (Susan Jordan) at (239) 

398-9132 or my faculty supervisor Dr. Linda Behar-Horenstein at (352) 273-4330. 
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Research at the University of Florida involving human participants is carried out under 

the oversight of the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Questions or concerns about 

research participants' rights may be directed at UF IRB02 office, PO Box 112250, 

University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; ph (352) 392-0433. 

 

Please sign and return this copy of the letter in the enclosed envelope. A second copy is 

provided for your records. By signing this letter, you give me permission to report your 

responses anonymously in the final manuscript to be submitted to my faculty supervisor. 

Susan M. Jordan, Ed.S.  

 
 
 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

I have read the procedure described above for the Reading Coach Survey. I voluntarily 

agree to participate in the survey and I have received a copy of this description. 

___________________________ _________ 
Signature    Date 
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APPENDIX E 
PRINCIPAL E-MAIL 

 
February 29, 2012 
 
Dear Principal, 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Florida working on my doctoral degree in 
Educational Leadership (K-12). I am also an Assistant Principal at Vineyards 
Elementary School here in Collier County. I am sending this correspondence to 
introduce you to my research study and to respectfully request that you present the 
enclosed documents to your Reading Coach.  I am conducting a research study entitled 
Exploring the Professional Practices of Elementary School Reading Coaches.  
 
The anticipated benefits of this study include (a), adding value to the professional role of 
the reading coach through legitimate study (b), predicting successful professional 
practices of elementary school reading coaches and (c), adding content to the literature 
on the subject of reading coaches. 
 
I have received approval from the UF Institutional Review Board and the CCPS Collier 
County Research and Data Committee (approval letters included in this 
communication). 
 
The participation of the Reading Coaches is voluntary. Survey questions were derived 
from an existing survey designed for the national implementation study for Reading 
First. The survey will be conducted online on a secure, encrypted website and should 
take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  
There are no known risks associated with participation in this research. Reading 
Coaches have the right to withdraw consent at any time. Reading Coaches that share a 
full time position will complete the survey together as it is based on the total time spent 
on various activities. 
 
Please present the enclosed introductory letter and informed consent to your Reading 
Coach(s). Two copies have been provided so that one copy can be kept by the Reading 
Coach. A stamped self-addressed envelope has been provided to return the survey to 
me. I will then send a link to the survey to your Reading Coach.  
 
If you have questions about this research, please contact me (Susan Jordan) at (239) 
398-9132. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Susan M. Jordan,  Ed.S.  
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APPENDIX F 
TEACHER E-MAILS 

 
Dear Reading Coach, 
 
Thank you for returning the letter of informed consent thus agreeing to participate in my 
research project. I will be sending the link to my survey this week. The survey can be 
completed in one sitting or saved and completed over time. The survey will remain open 
during the month of April to allow all participants the opportunity to respond. 
 
Please save this e-mail so that you can easily contact me should you need to. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Susan Jordan 
University of Florida 
 
jordansu@ufl.edu 
239-398-9132 

 
 

Dear Reading coach, 

Thank you for participating in my research. The survey is designed to explore the 
professional practices of elementary school reading coaches. The survey will be open 
for thirty days (until May 15, 2012) to allow all participants to respond. The survey 
includes directions for each section, as well as, my contact information should you need 
assistance.  

Follow this link to the Survey: 
Take the Survey 

Or copy and paste the URL below into your internet browser: 
https://qtrial.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsSurveyEngine/?Q_SS=e4fmYvm6fKm8RBa_cO0
OROtYa3yB2MQ&_=1 

  

mailto:jordansu@ufl.edu
https://qtrial.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsSurveyEngine/?Q_SS=e4fmYvm6fKm8RBa_cO0OROtYa3yB2MQ&_=1
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