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Educators continue to search for research-based support for the implementation of 

strategies and processes associated with improving education.  Instructional coaching is 

one promising and positive strategy to provide ongoing, job-embedded teacher support 

(Russo, 2004).  Despite widespread utilization of instructional coaching, there are few 

studies that document clear and specific implementation processes of instructional 

coaching models.  As indicated by Russo (2004), more and better school-based research 

was needed to know whether coaching makes a positive difference.  Therefore, the 

purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine how a school district implemented 

an instructional coaching model to build teacher capacity and improve student 

achievement.  Further, this study attempted to document the processes used to sustain a 

coaching model as a viable district support system.  The following questions guided this 

research:  

1) How do district administrators implement instructional coaching at the district 

level? 

2) How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 

coaching models in place? 
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3) How do district administrators provide systems of support for instructional 

coaches?  

Findings of this study revealed that instructional coaching is implemented in a systemic 

form of teacher professional development through: funding acquisition, hiring district 

coaches, expanding coaching, collaborative connections, orientation training, Harvard 

Instructional Rounds, Common Instructional Framework strategies, Knight’s 

instructional coaching, instructional coaching structures and processes, and instructional 

coaching implementation challenges.  Furthermore, measures of instructional coaching 

effectiveness is accomplished by applying Common Instructional Framework rubric, 

applying instructional frameworks, utilizing the GROW (Goal, Reality, Options, Wrap-

up) model, conducting instructional coaching evaluation, analyzing student achievement 

data, and conducting a classroom teacher observation. Additionally, providing support of 

instructional coaches requires administrators to offer:  external partnerships, coaching 

training, systemic methodology, active participation, coaches’ quadrants, and mentor 

assignment.  Finally, implications for additional research and practice are offered.  
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CHAPTER ONE: 

Introduction of the Study 

Improving the quality of education has been a constant national priority over the 

past several decades and continues into the present.  Raising the standards of education 

within our schools continues to take center stage with our society’s sustained demand on 

improving the quality of our educators through mandated school accountability 

procedures and criteria.  Much research had focused on methods to support continuing 

development of teachers’ instructional skills and knowledge.  Instructional coaching is 

one promising and positive strategy to provide ongoing, job-embedded teacher support 

(Russo, 2004).  Despite widespread implementation of instructional coaching, there are 

few studies that document clear and specific implementation processes of instructional 

coaching models for improving teacher instruction at central office.  As indicated by 

Russo (2004), more and better school-based research is needed to know whether 

coaching is actually “worth the money” (p. 4) and whether or not instructional coaching 

really contributes to enhanced teacher quality and student achievement success.   

Chapter one provides an overview of the study aimed at uncovering how a district 

implements instructional coaching.  It includes an introduction to the study including 

descriptions of the background of the study, statement of the problem, purpose, research 

questions, definition of terms, methodology, significance of the study, assumptions, 

delimitations, and limitations. 
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Background of the Study 

Due to the perception that public schools have failed to provide quality instruction 

for our children, the American public has called for reform of our educational system for 

the latter half of the twentieth century and continues into the present.  Subsequently, 

improving the quality of education has been a constant national priority, leading to 

increased pressure to improve student achievement through a system of federal and state 

accountability focused on student academic assessment performance.  Black and Wiliam 

(1998) stated that raising educational standards has been such an important national 

priority that governments initiated research and established policies in an effort to 

increase student achievement by improving the quality of teachers’ instructional 

performance and practices.  Raising the standards of education within our schools 

continues to take center stage with our society’s sustained emphasis on improving the 

quality of our educators through mandated school accountability procedures and criteria.   

In Coleman’s (1966) seminal report “Equality of Educational Opportunity”, he 

and a team of researchers highlighted educator quality as one vital factor, which was 

within the purview of a school district’s ability to increase student achievement.  A 

Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform report (National Commission on 

Excellence in Education, 1983) further highlighted the need to seek educational 

improvement through a more comprehensive system of teaching and learning (Elmore, 

2008; Hall & Simeral, 2008; Marzano, 1998).  This report stated, “the educational 

foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that 

threatens our very future as a Nation and a people” (National Commission on Excellence 
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in Education, 1983, p. 5).  This commonly referenced quote heightened public concern 

and increased the need to develop a system for improving student outcomes through 

continuous teacher development (Marzano, 1998).    

Next, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) introduced landmark 

legislation that also supported the importance of teacher development through school 

accountability.  In 2006, an update to NCLB specifically addressed teacher quality by 

shifting responsibility for teacher effectiveness to local school districts.  Subsequently, 

President Obama established the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 

(ARRA).  A key element of ARRA was Race to the Top, which provided funds to school 

districts that were implementing comprehensive reforms that addressed teacher 

effectiveness.  “Here in the Era of Accountability, where standardized tests reign and the 

status of public education makes us groan in collective exasperation, opportunities 

abound” (Hall & Simeral, 2008, p. 1).    

As public school district leaders faced increased pressure to achieve federal and 

state accountability goals, they began establishing supportive structures and prioritizing 

resources vital to increase the quality of teacher instruction.  Improved teacher instruction 

became the focus for many public school districts due to greater evidence of its 

relationship to increased student learning outcomes (Becker, 1996; Darling-Hammond, 

2000; Elmore, 2008; Gallucci, DeVoogt Van Lare, Yoon, & Boatright, 2010).  Mizell 

(2005) stated that perceptive school leaders acknowledged that students could not 

increase their academic performance until their teachers taught in a more effective and 

engaging manner.  As a result, “Attention has turned to the role of school district 
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leadership in creating the supports necessary for teachers to sustain engagement with 

challenging new ideas about their practice” (Gallucci et al., 2010, p. 920).   

Many public school districts leaders recognized that professional development 

was an approach to enhance teachers’ pedagogical knowledge as well as their content 

knowledge and was also critical to facilitate student achievement (Becker, 1996; Darling-

Hammond, 2000; Fink & Markholt, 2011).  Researchers (Elmore & Bruney, 1997; 

Elmore, 2002) have concluded that professional development is essential if the quality of 

teacher instruction is to be improved.  Further, the leadership role that district 

administrators perform in professional development has long been recognized but has 

also surfaced as a major responsibility for school district administrators (City, Elmore, 

Fiarman, & Teitel, 2009; Corcoran, Fuhrman, & Belcher, 2001; Elmore & Burney, 1997; 

Fink & Markholt, 2011; Guskey, 2000; Younghans, 2010).   

The most common approach to professional development is a single day in-

service where instructional practices or subject content are given merely topical coverage.  

Teachers were then expected to expand on the content of the in-service individually with 

little, if any, support (Becker, 1996).  However, research demonstrated that single day 

professional workshops are not enough to create the transformation essential for 

increasing all teachers’ instructional capacity (Buly, Coskie, Robinson, & Egawa, 2004; 

Elmore, 2002; Hall, 2004; Herll & O’Drobinak, 2004; Knight, 2009; Russo, 2004).   

Traditional professional development, in the form of conferences, summer 

institutes (Russo, 2004), workshops, or “sit-and-get” experiences (Herll & O’Drobinak, 

2004), has merit and does increase teachers’ content knowledge to some extent (Neufeld 
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& Roper, 2003a).  However, without direct instructional support, it is difficult for 

teachers to transfer this newly acquired content knowledge into enhanced classroom 

practices (Knight, 2006; Poglinco, Bach, Hovde, Rosenblum, Saunders, & Supovitz, 

2003; Russo, 2004).  For professional development to improve pedagogy, “continuous, 

site-specific support to achieve deep, sustained change” must be provided consecutively 

(Coggins, Stoddard, & Cutler, 2003, p. 23).  Knight (2011) stated, “Workshops can be 

highly effective for introducing ideas into a system so long as those ideas are translated 

into practice through the assistance of instructional coaches and other forms of follow-

up.”  

After years of disappointing results from conventional professional development, 

a number of public school districts across the United States began hiring teachers with 

instructional expertise to provide specific instructional support to classroom teachers 

through a process called instructional coaching (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Edmondson, 

2007; Kowal & Steiner, 2007; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a; Russo, 2004).  Instructional 

coaching is generally characterized as ongoing, job-embedded professional development 

for teachers (L'Allier, Elish-Piper, & Bean, 2010) and it “occurs when a knowledgeable 

professional works closely with another professional to increase productivity or to meet 

some predetermined outcome” (Deussen, Coskie, Robinson, & Autio, 2007, p. 5).  This 

approach to professional development is rooted in cognitive coaching (Costa & 

Garmston, 2002) and peer coaching (Showers, 1985).   

Typically, coaching refers to the support provided to someone when improving a 

skill or achieving a professional goal, as in coaching athletes (Ovando, 2012).  In the 



6 
	  

context of education, coaching is one popular and promising strategy to provide ongoing, 

job-embedded and context specific support for enhancing teacher effectiveness (Buly et 

al., 2004; Dole, Liang, Watkins, & Wiggins, 2006; Elmore & Burney, 1997; Knight, 

2006, 2009; McCrary, 2011; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a; Poglinco et al., 2003; Shanklin, 

2006; Symonds, 2003).  Research suggests that instructional coaching can provide 

“intense, differentiated support to teachers so that they are able to implement proven 

practices” (Knight, 2009, p. 30).  The need to implement instructional coaching continues 

to increase partially due to the sustained emphasis of mandated accountability policies to 

improve school performance outcomes (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Kowal & Steiner, 

2007).   

However, the numerous titles used to describe and define instructional coaching 

and the associated roles performed by experienced teachers are varied and can lead to a 

fractured approach to teacher development.  A few of the titles used to describe 

instructional coaches are “cognitive coach”, “collegial coach”, “lead teacher”, “literacy 

coach”, “math coach”, “technical coach”, “instructional coach”, “instructional 

facilitator”, “peer coach”, “reform coach” (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Fink & Markholt, 

2011; Showers & Joyce, 1996; Walpole & Blamey, 2008; Wong & Nicotera, 2003).  This 

study focused on the specific title of instructional coach.  

Generally, instructional coaches are experienced teachers who are selected due to 

their exemplary knowledge and varied skills in specific content areas such as reading and 

math.  Coaches contribute to the improvement of the instructional capacity of teachers by 

working collaboratively with them in order to practice the acquisition and application of 
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new instructional skills (Deussen et al., 2007; Knight, 2009; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a; 

Poglinco et al., 2003; Wong & Nicotera, 2003).  Instructional coaching is grounded in 

coach and teacher partnerships that are enabled through respectful dialogue (Knight, 

2009).  Coaching functions may include:  1) providing human companionship during the 

process of acquiring the new skill, 2) providing technical feedback on performance, 3) 

analyzing applications to enhance executive control, 4) adapting the new skills to 

students in real classrooms, 5) facilitating practice for success (Pajak, 2000, 190-191.)  

Instructional coaches have commonly become respected members within schools and 

appear to have been designated to perform various leadership roles, previously expected 

from principals, such as teacher evaluation and managing classroom discipline (Coggins 

et al., 2003; Denton & Habrouck, 2009; Ovando, 2012).   

Instructional coaching as a professional development strategy in education has 

been noted in large public school districts like New York City, Boston, San Francisco, 

and Philadelphia (Elmore & Bruney, 1997; Neufeld & Roper, 2002, 2003a, 2003b; 

Poglinco et al., 2003, Russo, 2004).  The research conducted in these districts suggests 

that instructional coaching can positively influence teacher instruction and advance 

district improvement goals (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Fink & Markholt, 2011; Fullan, 

Bertani, & Quinn, 2004; Neufeld & Roper 2002; 2003a; 2003b; Neufeld, Roper, & 

Baldassari, 2003; Poglinco et al., 2003).  Similarly, Kowal & Steiner (2007) reported that 

many low performing school districts across the nation invested a great deal of time and 

financial resources in instructional coaching in order to implement a successful and 

sustainable support for instruction.  However, not all implementation efforts have been 
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effective (McCrary, 2011).  

Statement of the Problem 

Previous research has confirmed the value of instructional coaching to some 

extent.  For instance, some researchers (Gallucci & Boatright, 2007; Gallucci, 2008; 

Little, 1993) suggested coaching promotes professional growth and colleagueship as 

teachers are more likely to “engage intellectually, socially, and emotionally with ideas, 

materials, and their work peers” (Boatright & Gallucci, 2008, p. 4).  While, Kostin and 

Haeger (2006) observed that as school districts hire coaches with a specific focus on 

improvement and to address the needs of both, the teacher and the organization, still little 

is known about how these districts implemented instructional coaching models.  Gallucci 

et al. (2010) noted that even with the increasing interest in instructional coaches and the 

abundant discussion on the topic, “there is surprisingly little peer-reviewed research that 

1) defines the parameters of the role, 2) describes and contextualizes the work of 

instructional coaching, or 3) explains how individuals learn to be coaches” (p. 920).  

Since, school districts will continue to implement instructional coaching as a support 

system for teacher and organizational improvements, additional school district-based 

research is needed to determine whether coaching was “worth the money” (Russo, 2004, 

p. 4).  Therefore, it is imperative to actually determine how these districts introduced the 

concept of instructional coaching to their districts, and then, sustained the model they 

choose to implement. 
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Purpose of the Study 

Although school districts have introduced instructional coaching as an 

instructional support for teachers and as a conduit for district reform initiatives, not all 

districts’ implementation of instructional coaching have been described as successful.  

Some of these districts employed various protocols, rubrics, or teacher observations as 

effectiveness measures to evaluate the success of their coaching implementations.   

Further, it is important to highlight the fact that district reform initiatives are 

typically characterized by unpredictable shifting from one reform idea to the next over 

relatively short periods of time (Elmore, 2008).  District administrators routinely face 

operational challenges, which often distract them from their mandated, primary focus on 

student achievement.  Measureable outcomes from the implementation of necessary 

organizational reforms for improved student achievement typically require a period of 

time longer than the average tenure of district administrators.  Since a typical tenure of 

district administrators is an average of 3-4 years (Bryk, Drews, & Johnson, 2006; 

Resnick, Besterfield-sacre, Mehalik, Sherer, & Halverson, 2007), successful 

implementation of reforms is at risk due to lack of continuity and specificity (City et al., 

2009).  In spite of the variety of obstacles, some district administrators are successfully 

attaining improved teacher quality of instruction, student achievement, and closing the 

gaps through the use of instructional coaching (Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, 

Richardson, Orphanos, 2009; Neufeld & Roper, 2002, 2003a, 2003b; Poglinco et al., 

2003).  

Thus, the purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine how a school 
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district implemented an instructional coaching model to build teacher capacity to improve 

student achievement, and then, document the processes used to sustain their coaching 

model as a viable district support system.   

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this research: 

1) How do district administrators implement instructional coaching at the district 

level? 

2) How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 

coaching models in place? 

3) How do district administrators provide systems of support for instructional 

coaches?  

Methodology 

A qualitative research methodology was used in this study because it allowed the 

participants to provide more comprehensive discussions of the research topic than could 

be obtained through the use of a quantitative research approach.  Qualitative researchers 

typically gather multiple forms of data through interviews, observations, and documents 

in the field at the site where participants experience the process that is being studied.  

Qualitative researchers collect various sources of data to analyze the data for patterns or 

emerging themes related to the study (Creswell, 2009).  As Gallucci et al. (2010) stated 

that, “One of the benefits of qualitative study designs is the flexibility to pursue relevant 

lines of inquiry as they emerge” (p. 928).   

Specifically, a case study design was used in this study as a qualitative strategy of 
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inquiry in which the researcher explored implementation processes (Stake, 1995) of an 

instructional coaching model.  A qualitative case study design was chosen for this study, 

based on the work of Yin (2003) who defines a case study as “an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the 

boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 13).  Further, 

the case study inquiry “relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to 

converge in a triangulating fashion” (Yin, 2003, p. 13-14).   

More specifically, this case study focused on one Texas public school district 

employing instructional coaching to support teacher instruction, and which met specific 

purposeful selection criteria.  The district’s instructional coaching model must have been 

established at least two years prior to the commencement of the collection of research 

data.  Districts known to have coaching who were accessible to the researcher were 

selected and their information reviewed to determine if they met the selection criteria.  

After communicating with three districts, the one that met the criteria immediately agreed 

to participate in the research study.  The other two districts required additional time to 

determine if they would participate.  Further, participants were purposefully selected 

from the participating district to include a district administrator, a campus administrator 

from three different elementary school campuses within the district, as well as an 

instructional coach and two teachers from each of these three participating campuses.  

The district administrator must have been with the district during the implementation of 

the instructional coaching model.  The district administrator involved an administrator 

who worked at central office and was directly involved with the implementation of and 
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preparation of instructional coaches.  Campus administrators, instructional coaches, and 

classroom teachers must have been involved with the district’s instructional coaching and 

have worked within their respective districts for a minimum of two years.   

Data sources included: 1) interviews with all purposefully selected participants.  

Each participant was interviewed a minimum of two times using a semi-structured 

interview guide.  2) Instructional coaches were also observed to validate the 

implementation information collected through the interview process.  3) District 

documentation specifically related to the implementation of instructional coaching within 

the district was reviewed by the researcher.  Documentation included board meeting 

agendas and minutes, district meeting agendas and minutes, district newsletters, or 

professional development agendas.  Any information from these documents that provided 

clarification or was relevant to the district’s implementation process of instructional 

coaching was recorded, reviewed, and analyzed.     

Information from these various sources was analyzed by coding the data to obtain 

a comprehensive picture that might provide the justification for implementation 

timelines, and the clarification for structures related to the implementation process of 

their instructional coaching model.  Steps taken for analysis of the data included:  (a) an 

initial reading and open coding of all the relevant data (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995) to 

determine if any patterns or themes emerged; (b) next, data codes were developed to use 

on subsequent readings; and (c) then rechecked and clarified for final coding of all data 

sources.  The use of multiple data added credibility to the study’s findings and was 
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established to address the research questions and strengthen the validity (trustworthiness) 

and reliability (dependability) of this study (Miles & Huberman, 1994).   

Definition of Terms 

 The following terms are specific to teaching and learning.  Therefore, these terms 

are defined to ensure clarity throughout this study.  

Accountability 

 The term accountability refers “to systems that hold students, schools, and 

districts responsible for academic performance” based on student performance measures 

(Elmore, 2002, p. 3). These systems are used to evaluate, reward, and sanction schools 

and teachers.  

Artifact 

 The term artifact refers to “the objects or products designed and used by people to 

meet re-occurring needs or to solve problems.  An example of a social artifact is a 

document” (Wikipedia.org). 

Attribute 

 The term attribute refers to “a usually good quality or feature that someone or 

something has” (www.merriam-webster.com ).  

Building Capacity  

 The term building capacity refers to “the development of skills and knowledge in 

both individuals and in the organization as a whole” (Coggins et al., 2003, p. 3). 

Capacity  

 The term capacity refers to instructional resources such as the knowledge, skills, 
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and material resources that are brought to bear on the interaction among students, 

teachers, and content (Cohen, Raudenbush, & Ball, 2003). 

District administrator 

 The term district administrator refers to educational administrators who work at 

the central office level of a public school district and have direct responsibility for 

implementing an instructional coaching model and supporting instructional coaches.   

Effectiveness 

 The term effectiveness refers to the ability to effect the measurable improvement 

of a practice, or skill.   

Implementation 

 The term implementation refers to the act of executing and accomplishing the 

fulfillment of a specific plan, application, or vision. 

Instructional coach 

 The term instructional coach refers to “master teachers who participate in explicit 

professional development about coaching to become skillful” (Knight, 2009, p. 9) and “a 

defined role designed to improve teacher practice and effectiveness in order to improve 

student achievement” (Wall, 2009, p. 10). 

Instructional coaching 

 The term instructional coaching refers to coaching which “occurs when a 

knowledgeable professional works closely with another professional to increase 

productivity or to meet some predetermined outcome” (Deussen et al., 2007, p. 5).  

“Coaching is a strategy for implementing a professional support system for teachers, a 
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system that includes research or theory, demonstration, practice, and feedback” (Walpole, 

McKenna, Uribe-Zarain, & Lamitina, 2010, p. 118).	  

Job-embedded  

 This term job embedded refers to professional learning activities which move the 

focus of learning to the school site where the knowledge and skills to be learned are 

going to be applied and transferred, resulting in improved teacher practice and student 

learning (DuFour, 2004).  

Model 

 The term model refers to the “theory of action, of what coaches were supposed to 

be doing and how coaching was supposed to work” (Poglinco, et al., 2003, p.3) within the 

organization where implementation was initiated.  A model provides a logistical blueprint 

for coaches on how to support teachers.   

Professional Development  

 The term professional development refers to the set of knowledge-building and 

skills-building activities that expand the capacity of teachers and administrators to engage 

in the improvement of educators learning, comprehending the process of learning, and 

transforming their knowledge into practice for the benefit of their performance and their 

students’ achievement (Avalos, 2011; Elmore, 2002).  

Structure 

The term structure refers to “the arrangement or interrelation of all the parts of a 

whole; manner of organization or construction” (Webster’s New World College 

Dictionary, 2014, p. 1440).   



16 
	  

Support 

 The term support refers to the assistance, or encouragement of a person or 

institution with necessary resources.  

Sustainability 

 The term sustainability refers to the on-going support and practice, which 

maintains or prolongs the work of a given organization, individual, or condition without 

exhausting necessary resources.  

Teacher Quality 

 The term teacher quality refers to the high level of knowledge and skills that 

teachers bring to the instructional process as defined by a common instructional 

framework or teacher effectiveness rubric. 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study  

The scope of this study was determined by a number of factors.  First, the 

geographic area was restricted to a designated state and region by the purposefully 

selection research criteria.  Therefore, the findings of this study will not pertain to school 

districts outside the state of Texas.  In addition, the participants interviewed will not 

pertain to public school educators who resided outside the state of Texas.  This study only 

focused on one public school district that established an instructional coaching model at 

least two years prior to the 2013-2014 school year.   

Several limitations emerged from this study.  First, the specific, purposeful 

selection criterion narrowed the participation of districts.  Inferring wide generalizations 

about how all public school districts implement an instructional coaching model based on 
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a sampling of only one district is not viable.  Second, this study included only a small 

number of participants, which also reduces the possibility to generalize the study’s 

findings to participants employed by every district implementing an instructional 

coaching model.  Third, the actual responses provided by the participants interviewed 

may also be a limitation.  The participants may have responded to the interview questions 

based on what they believe was an appropriate response and not based on their own true 

experiences and practices.  Therefore, the data collected for the case study may contain 

distortions due to self-reporting.  On the other hand, strategies were used to verify for 

accuracy of findings by incorporating various sources of data collection throughout the 

study.  Data could then be triangulated to build justification for themes based on 

“converging several sources of data or perspectives from participants, the process can be 

claimed as adding to the validity of the study” (Creswell, 2009, p.191).  

Assumptions 

 Given the foci of this study, it was assumed that all participants in this study (a) 

were involved in the implementation or utilization of their district’s instructional 

coaching model, (b) were familiar with their historical and prevailing instructional 

coaching practices, and (c) would respond honestly.  Additionally, it was assumed that 

the district involved in the study has evaluated the instructional coaching on their 

respective campuses using an effective evaluation tool as a metric to define a successful 

instructional coaching model, which improved teacher instruction.  
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Significance of the Study  

The findings from this study may generate suggestions to assist other districts in 

the replication of a successful instructional coaching model.  In addition, this research 

might provide district leaders with a road map to better plan and design organizational 

systems of support for more effective instructional coaching models.  The findings can be 

used to validate the effectiveness of the instructional coaching model to increase teacher 

quality of instruction.  This study’s findings also generate information about what 

processes and structures are critical for the successful implementation of an instructional 

coaching model as well as document the processes, which exhibited indicators of success.  

Since empirical studies have yet to focus on the increasing roles of instructional coaches 

in the context of district-wide instructional improvement efforts (Gallucci et al., 2010) 

and implementation process, this study might also add to the body of knowledge 

concerning instructional coaching.   

Summary  

Chapter one provides an introduction to the study including descriptions of the 

background of the study, statement of the problem, purpose and significance of the study, 

research questions, methodology, delimitations, and limitations, and definition of terms 

utilized.  Instructional coaching as a professional development strategy in education has 

been noted in large public school districts like New York City, Boston, San Francisco, 

and Philadelphia (Elmore & Bruney, 1997; Neufeld & Roper, 2002, 2003a, 2003b; 

Poglinco et al., 2003, Russo, 2004).  The research conducted in these districts suggests 

that instructional coaching can positively influence teacher instruction and advance 
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district improvement goals (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Fink & Markholt, 2011; Fullan et 

al., 2004; Neufeld & Roper 2002; 2003a; 2003b; Neufeld, Roper, & Baldassari, 2003; 

Poglinco et al., 2003).  Similarly, Kowal & Steiner (2007) reported that many low 

performing school districts across the nation invested a great deal of time and financial 

resources in instructional coaching in order to implement a successful and sustainable 

support for instruction.  However, not all implementation efforts have been effective 

(McCrary, 2011).  

Next, chapter two of this study contains a review of literature.  The purpose of 

chapter two is to review the pertinent literature and any information regarding the 

implementation and supporting structures involved in an instructional coaching model 

that increased the quality of teacher instructional practices.   
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CHAPTER TWO: 

Review of Literature 

After years of disappointing results from conventional professional development, 

numbers of school districts across the United States hired experienced teachers to provide 

instructional support through a process called instructional coaching (Deussen et al., 

2007; Knight, 2009, 2011; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a; Russo, 2004).  The need to 

implement instructional coaching continues to increase partially due to the emphasis of 

additional mandated accountability policies (Russo, 2004) to improve teacher quality and 

increase student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Tschannen-Moran, 2011).  In many 

circumstances, instructional coaching is also “a component of school change initiatives” 

(Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Deussen et al., 2007; Fink & Markholt, 2011; Poglinco et 

al., 2003).  Research has suggested that instructional coaching can provide “intense, 

differentiated support to teachers so that they are able to implement proven practices” 

(Knight, 2009, p. 30).   

Despite the popularity of coaching in practice, there is limited research 

documenting the effect of the coaching models on teacher effectiveness and student 

outcomes, or specifically defining the characteristics of effective implementation 

(Gallucci et al., 2010; Sailors & Shanklin, 2010).  There is evidence that professional 

development which includes essential features of a coaching or mentoring approach is 

associated with improved outcomes in terms of sustained impact on teacher practice 

(Bean & Isler, 2008; Gibson, 2005; Kowal & Steiner, 2007; Neuman & Cunningham, 

2009; Showers & Joyce, 1996) and a positive effect on student achievement (Bean, 
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Draper, Hall, Vandermolen, & Zigmond, 2010; Biancarosa, Bryk, & Dexter, 2010; 

Edmondson, 2007; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001; Toone, 2012; Walpole, McKenna, Uribe-

Zarain, & Lamitina, 2010).  There is also evidence that teachers perceive coaching as a 

positive support for improved instructional practices (Bean et al., 2010; Tschannen-

Moran & Johnston, 2011; Vaughn & Coleman, 2004).  However, further research is 

necessary to develop fully articulated models of instructional coaching based on 

correlated theories of these models as more school districts implement instructional 

coaching due to its current associated effectiveness (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).  Dean 

(2010) stated that clarity and comprehension of adult learning and change theories could 

improve the professional development outcomes associated with effective instructional 

coaches and instructional coaching models.  

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of research literature 

associated with instructional coaching and to highlight the need for further study 

surrounding implementation due to its proposed effectiveness predominantly at the 

district level.  The researcher identified several key words and phrases associated with the 

study and utilized various computerized databases such as ProQuest, Google Scholar, and 

ERIC for obtaining literature sources that were relevant to this research topic.  Keywords 

and phrases employed in this process included coaching, instructional coaching, content 

coaching, peer coaching, and instructional professional development, research-based 

instructional practices, and effectiveness of instructional coaching.   

Another approach utilized in locating additional coaching research literature was 

to review the references of sources located through the primary electronic searches.  
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Frequently the research literature located contained additional references, which did not 

surface during the primary searches.  Additional searches were then performed using 

author, titles, or publication date searches employing various electronic search engines.  

A vast number of journals, publications, books, and research studies about coaching 

resulted from all these searches.  However, few studies regarding the implementation of 

coaching models were found during the numerous searches.  Therefore, the numerous 

articles were narrowed to include only those sources which pertained to descriptions, 

history, and effectiveness of instructional coaching in regards to teacher improvement 

and student achievement.   

The major areas addressed in the literature review include a historical context of 

coaching, a description of common instructional coaching models, the characteristics of 

effective instructional coaching, and the impact of instructional coaching.  This literature 

also contains studies that describe the school district’s role as it pertains to the effective 

implementation of instructional coaching.  The conclusion of this chapter will summarize 

the information presented for this study.   

Historical Context of Instructional Coaching 

Coaching is not new to education (Dole, 2004).  The development of instructional 

coaching has grown and continues to expand due to the inception of reading interventions 

such as Response to Intervention and need for improved instruction under the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001 (Deussen et al., 2007).  The following information, from various 

articles, highlighted a brief historical background of coaching.  Bean & Wilson (1981) 

suggest, in their report entitled Effective Change in School Reading Programs: the 
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Resource Role that the purpose of coaching began as far back as the 1930s, providing 

instructional assistance to teachers who required guidance from literacy specialists.  

These specialists worked closely with teachers to improve their reading instruction.  

However, after World War II, the focus of these specialists became one of providing 

reading support directly to at-risk students.  By 1950, the essential focus for coaching was 

fueled by the growing diversity of languages within the student population (Goodlad, 

1984).  At this time, educational improvement initiatives also used school-based coaches 

(Feldman, 1999) as well as external consultants (Fullan, 2004; Supovitz, 2008) as school 

change agents to positively affect desired school-wide reforms.   

 In the 1960s and 1970s, the use of coaching was again connected to efforts that 

supported students with limited reading abilities (Bean & Wilson, 1981).  This led to the 

emergence of reading coaches who worked in conjunction with teachers in their 

classrooms (Hall, 2004) as an alternative strategy to prior pull-out remediation programs.  

These reading specialists provided in-class support to students and also acted as a 

resource to teachers.  As this positive concept grew so did the advent of reading teacher 

certifications and new research surrounding more effective reading strategies (Sturtevant, 

2003).  This evolution of reading instruction and the use of coaches influenced how 

professional development was conducted for literacy as well as other core disciplines 

(Baker, 2010).  Educators truly believed that professional development played an 

important role in education (Guskey, 1995) and “was at the center of the professional 

improvement” (Elmore, 2002, p.32).  However, in the late 1970s, negative teachers’ 

evaluations of professional development followed many of these developmental sessions.  
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The teachers’ evaluations revealed that more that 90 percent of the participants were not 

applying what was presented at the sessions (Showers & Joyce, 1996).  An escalation in 

professional development research was evident after the negative evaluations emphasized 

the ineffectiveness of the current system of teacher training (Ngoh, 2002; Sparks & 

Loucks-Horsley, 1989).   

Joyce & Showers (1982) conducted their influential studies in the 1980s that 

focused on weekly coaching sessions in addition to professional development to 

strengthen the transferability of teacher instructional practices to the classroom.  Their 

research demonstrated that “teachers who had a coaching relationship practiced new 

skills and strategies more frequently and applied them more appropriately than did their 

counterparts who worked alone to expand their repertoires” (Showers & Joyce, 1996, 

p.14).  Their original research underscored the benefits of professional development 

associated with peer coaching.  

Professional development had transitioned to school-wide improvement primarily 

due to the A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform report (National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), and the public’s dissatisfaction with 

schools and teacher instruction.  This growing dissatisfaction with education focused 

attention on altering the existing conventional models of professional development and 

resulted in a list of effective practices for the development of educators.  Professional 

development had come of age and was the primary focus of numerous workshops, 

conferences, literature, and research (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989).  
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In the 1990s, professional development was conducted in local educational 

settings (rather than at regional conferences), where teachers worked more 

collaboratively with peers, with a focus on school-wide reform.  Coalitions of educators 

in conjunction with concerned stakeholders from outside the public school system began 

to organize in an effort to improve the quality of schools.  Keene and Zimmerman (1997) 

mentioned the formation of the Public Education and Business Coalition (PEBC) 

resulting in the publication of several prominent books addressing various strategies to 

improve reading.    

Subsequently, the federal legislation entitled No Child Left Behind of 2001 

(NCLB) introduced the concept of Reading First grants to a number of schools struggling 

to improve students’ reading ability (Elmore & Burney, 1997; Elmore, 2002; Neufeld & 

Roper 2003a; Poglinco et al., 2003; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001).  NCLB had a goal of 

ensuring that all children would be able to read on level by the third grade.  Additionally, 

the Race-to-the-Top (U.S. Department of Education, 2010) federal funding applications 

emphasized the importance of high quality teachers in connection to supporting the 

improvement of low-performing schools.  It was during this period that the use of 

coaching regained momentum as a strategy to improve teaching and learning (Baker, 

2010).  The continuous need to strengthen teacher instructional practices and increase 

student achievement sparked the interest of school districts to continue the introduction of 

coaching as a solution to school reform (Coggins et al., 2003; Denton & Hasbrouck, 

2009; Kowal & Steiner, 2007; Russo, 2004).  However, variations in coaching 

approaches existed.  An overview of some coaching approaches is provided to explain 
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their specific attributes. 

Instructional Coaching Models 

The word coaching tends to be associated with athletics, as in providing transfer 

of training support (Galm & Perry, 2004; Joyce & Showers, 1982; Ovando, 2012).  As a 

result, a variety of instructional coaching approaches emerged.  In the context of 

education, instructional coaching is defined as an on-going, job-embedded approach to 

professional development (Bean & Isler, 2008) used to support teachers in their efforts to 

provide high quality instruction in content areas (Deussen et al., 2007; Shanklin, 2006) 

and used to guide the implementation of scientifically proven instructional practices 

(Cornett & Knight, 2008).  Taking its cue from athletics, education is utilizing this 

process to increase schools’ intellectual capacity (Neufeld & Roper, 2003a).  Coaching 

promotes inquiry-based learning between individual teachers or among groups of 

teachers, and the deployment of an experienced peer demonstrating skills in a 

collaborative manner to assist others (Poglinco et al., 2003).  Others defined coaching as 

a “process in which two or more professional colleagues work together for a specific, 

predetermined purpose in order that teaching performance can be improved as well as 

validated” (Becker, 1996, p. 2).  Coaches work collaboratively with teachers inquiring 

and facilitating reflection of teaching practices (Costa & Garmston, 2002; Feger, Woleck, 

& Hickman, 2004). 

The various definitions used to describe instructional coaches are as numerous as 

the varied descriptions used to delineate the responsibilities that these coaches fulfill in 

their jobs.  A few of the more common descriptions used to illustrate the classification of 
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coaching attributes were structured around five distinct definitions, purposes, and 

coaching roles: (a) technical coaching; (b) problem-solving coaching; (c) reflective 

coaching; (d) team-building coaching; and (e) reform coaching (Denton & Hasbrouck, 

2009).   

In a review of coaching literature, the American Institute of Research (AIR) 

published a conceptual overview of four different types of coaching (AIR, 2004).  

Technical coaching helps teachers implement new instructional practices in specific 

content areas and assure increased fidelity to program implementation.  The resulting 

coaching partnership is typically characterized as a content-specialist coach and novice 

teacher relationship (AIR, 2004; Polingco et al., 2003).  “The problem-solving coaching” 

is described as a collaborative relationship, which was formed in an effort to address an 

obstacle to student learning.  This type of coaching relationship formed professional 

learning communities that provided support and development for educators in search of 

improved student outcomes (AIR, 2004; Denton, Swanson, & Mathes, 2007).  

“Reflective coaching” supports teachers’ individual reflective practices and develops 

more conscious decision-making skills that guide and improve teachers’ individual 

instructional practices (Costa & Garmston, 2002).  “Team-building coaching” involves a 

group approach to support teachers’ efforts to implement instructional practices 

introduced following professional development (AIR, 2004; Showers & Joyce, 1996).  To 

be effective, coaching teams must collectively agree on school-wide implementation, 

along with a shared commitment to improve instruction, and ultimately student learning.  

In addition, Denton and Hasbrouck (2009) referred to another type of coaching called 
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“reform coaching”.  Reform coaching involves school capacity building as it pertains to 

district level reform initiatives.  These reform coaches assist with the examination of 

instructional practices, organizational structures, and allocation of school resources while 

building the instructional capacity of schools in addition to the leadership capacity of 

administrators (Neufeld & Roper, 2003a). 

The coaching attributes and structures described above by Denton and Hasbrouck 

(2009), in their article titled A Description of Instructional Coaching and its Relationship 

to Consultation, assist in clarifying the differences between the roles and approaches to 

coaching.  The more common coaching models borrow from one or more of Denton and 

Hasbrouck’s (2009) attributes and structures.  There are also many similarities linking 

aspects of each coaching model, including professionalism, collegial collaboration, and 

the fundamental prioritization of student learning (Cornett & Knight, 2008) 

However, districts continue to struggle with the decision about which coaching 

model is the most effective to support their specific initiatives.  Coaching is in fact one of 

the fastest growing forms of professional development directed at improving teacher 

instruction (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Poglinco et al., 2003).  Additionally, many 

districts recognize the potential of instructional coaching to assist with their improvement 

efforts (Knight, 2009; Massey, 2011).  Nevertheless, the vast number of coaching models 

utilized accentuates the confusion school districts face when attempting to implement or 

comprehend the benefits of any one specific coaching model to alleviate adverse teacher 

development methodologies (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Fink & Markholt, 2011; 

Hummons, 2012; Knight, 2009).  A coaching model provides a logistical blueprint for 
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coaches on how they will support teachers.  A coaching model refers to the “theory of 

action, of what coaches were supposed to be doing and how coaching was supposed to 

work” (Poglinco, et al., 2003, p.3) within the executing organization.  A brief description 

of several coaching models is provided below. 

Literacy coaching.  Literacy coaching is content specific and involves sharing 

strategies that assist teachers in building their students’ ability to decode and comprehend 

what they read (Allen, 2005).  Literacy coaching educates and supports campus-based 

literacy coaches so they are capable of guiding instructional improvement initiatives 

(Biancarosa, Bryk, & Dexter, 2010).  Literacy coaches are teachers who possess expertise 

and instructional knowledge in literacy.  They promote and support quality instruction in 

literacy through direct, school-based work with teachers (Symonds, 2003).  In addition, 

literacy coaches support teachers in becoming more reflective practitioners, helping them 

to refine planning, to develop instructional goals, and to collaborate with others by 

sharing best practices for quality literacy instruction (Buly et al., 2004). 

Peer coaching.  Peer coaching is a process in which two or more teachers are 

assigned to work collaboratively on a weekly basis for the explicit purpose of 

implementing newly learned instructional strategies (Showers & Joyce, 1996).  This 

model was made popular by Joyce & Showers (1982) preceding their seminal study about 

the effects of coaching in the early 1980s.  Showers and Joyce (1996) recognized that 

increased implementation occurred when successful peer coaching teams cultivated 

collaborative skills and a collegial bond.  Becker (1996) reported the following statistical 

results from peer coaching research: 
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• “5% of learners will transfer skills into their practices due to research-based 

theory.  

• 10% will transfer a new skill in their practice with theory and demonstration.   

• 20% will transfer a new skill in their practice with theory and demonstration, and 

practice within the training.  

• 25% will transfer a new skill into practice with theory and demonstration, and 

practice within the training, and feedback. 

• 90% will transfer a new skill into their practice with theory and demonstration, 

and practice within the training, feedback and coaching” (p. 3). 

During the peer coaching process, teachers provide the presentation of theory, 

modeling, practice, and constructive feedback regarding the technical aspects of 

implementation (Joyce & Showers, 1980).  The constructive feedback minimizes feelings 

of isolation and increases the willingness to persevere.  After further research, Showers & 

Joyce (1996) omitted the feedback component.  They viewed it as a barrier to 

establishing a more trusting relationship.  

Cognitive coaching.  Cognitive Coaching is a coaching model which 

thoughtfully supports individuals in becoming more self-managing, self-monitoring, and 

self-modifying (Ellison & Hayes, 2006).  Cognitive coaching is a reflective practice that 

advocates teacher acquisition of more cognizant decision-making skills that guide and 

improve a teacher’s distinct instructional practices.  The Cognitive Coaching model was 

created by Costa and Garmston in 1984 and continues to be implemented within schools 

today.  According to Costa and Garmston (2002), “The mission of Cognitive Coaching is 
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to produce self-directed persons with the cognitive capacity for high performance both 

independently and as members of a community” (p. 16).  Cognitive Coaching provides 

processes coaches use to facilitate reflective teacher instructional practices through 

deeper and broaden thought processes (Ellison & Hayes, 2006).  This model of coaching 

employs a three-step process that includes a pre-conference, observation, and post-

conference.  Cognitive coaches do not evaluate a teacher’s practices but facilitate the 

development of self-reflection concerning the teacher’s practices and student outcomes.  

The Center for Cognitive Coaching website offers a description of Cognitive Coaching as 

an individual or organizational process that supports the development of self-directed 

reflection.     

Reform coaching.  Reform coaching is focused on organization-wide 

improvement change to a greater extent than most coaching models (Denton & 

Hasbrouck, 2009; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a), usually enlisting external experts.  

Increasingly, third-party organizations work in conjunction with districts and schools to 

facilitate and achieve purposeful school reform through the use of coaching.  Those 

involved in reform coaching, experience the successful implementation of new 

instructional practices and strategically built school capacity in the process (Coggins et 

al., 2003; Feldman, 1999; Fullan, 2004; Galm & Perry, 2004).  Building capacity refers to 

“the development of skills and knowledge in both individuals and in the organization as a 

whole” (Coggins et al., 2003, p. 3).  Reform coaches are introduced as an external 

organization support hired for their expertise (Kostin & Haeger, 2006) or as internal 

professionals hired for their specific content expertise and influence with teachers 
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(Symonds, 2003).  Kostin and Haeger (2006) emphasize that an external coach provides a 

“balance of pressure and support to initiate and sustain meaningful school improvement” 

(p.29).  They work with schools over an established period of time to become familiar 

with the school and its individual needs (Feldman, 1999).    

Reform coaches utilize various titles such as coordinators, teachers, professional 

developers, data analysts, and leaders (Coggins et al., 2003; Feldman, 1999).  Galm and 

Perry (2004) suggest that these coaches are seen as a promising strategy for affecting 

increased quality of teacher instructional practices and student achievement.  Just as 

teachers and students need support to achieve success, school districts as a whole require 

similar support to meet their established visions and goals (Kostin & Haeger, 2006).  As 

suggested by previous research, the following reform practices were the most frequently 

utilized: (1) building capacity and professional collaborative culture, (2) improving 

learning, teaching, and achievement, (3) creating structures to support high achievement, 

(4) data-based inquiry and decision-making (Coggins et al., 2003; Feldman, 1999; 

McDonald, 1989).  Silcox and MacNeill (2006) also refer to these professionals as 

“catalytic teachers” who willingly engaged in the implementation of the “renewal of a 

school’s pedagogic practices” (p. 2) for the purpose of school improvement.  Reform 

coaches serve as a “bridge between a vision of improvement and its enactment, through 

day-to-day support for teachers and others in leadership roles” (Coggins et al., 2003, p. 

37).  They built capacity due to their access to and communication with multiple layers 

within the school system.      

Each attribute of coaching emphasized by Denton and Hasbrouck (2009) is 
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interspersed throughout various coaching models.  However, together all can be 

considered instructional coaching models with one primary goal at their core-to improve 

teaching and increase learning (Becker, 1996).  Instructional coaching models support 

attitudes and behaviors teachers needed to be successful (Mizell, 2005).  School districts 

are increasingly attracted to instructional coaching and other collaborative professional 

development strategies (Tschannen-Moran & Johnston, 2011).  In one study in Topeka, 

Kansas, “85% of the teachers who worked with instructional coaches already were 

implementing at least one teaching practice they had learned” (Knight, 2006, p. 40).  

“Instructional coaches can also increase teachers’ fidelity to scientifically proven 

instructional practices” (Knight, 2005, p. 18).  The results of a study completed by 

Pathways to Success indicated that classes where teachers implemented instructional 

practices with high fidelity, students improved their sentence composition by 13%.  

However, student only improved 4% in classrooms where teachers eliminated major 

components of the implemented teaching practices (Knight, 2005).     

School districts continue to search for powerful and sustainable professional 

development to accomplish the goal of improving schools’ instructional capacity 

(Elmore, 2002).  Cohen et al., (2003) defined instructional capacity as the knowledge, 

skills, and material resources that interact among students, teachers, and the instructional 

content.  The existence of instructional capacity in a school is apparent when teachers and 

students are both learning.  Effectively implemented instructional coaching became the 

method for supporting this increase in instructional capacity (Baker, 2010).  Various 

researchers (Allen, 2005; Bean et al., 2010; Bean & DeFord, 2011; Buly et al., 2004; 
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Feger et al., 2004; Gallucci et al., 2010) support instructional coaching as a powerful, 

capacity building strategy, and clarify effective coaching characteristics.   

Characteristics of Effective Instructional Coaching 

An examination of the roles and responsibilities of coaches suggested that 

effective instructional coaches provide an important function in the process of improving 

teacher practice and building instructional capacity.  Findings indicated that effective 

instructional coaches serve as conduits between the schools’ vision of reform (Coggins et 

al., 2003).  District leaders understand that to implement more effective coaching for the 

purpose of school improvement requires them to support schools in new ways that reflect 

specific characteristics of instructional coaching (Neufeld & Roper, 2002; 2003a).  

Effective instructional coaching provided support for school improvement through 

sustained, job-embedded learning, high levels of collaboration and communication 

among instructional coaches and teachers, and on-going monitoring and evaluation of 

instructional practices and student performance (Coggins et al., 2003; Knight, 2005; 

Knight, 2009).     

Sustained, job-embedded learning.  Instructional coaching provides the 

systemic integration of coaching and professional development necessary to increase 

teachers’ capacity (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, & Yoon, 2001; Guskey, 2000; 

Knight, 2005) and “warrant a claim of substantial effects in student learning” (Biancarosa 

et al., 2010, p. 7).  For professional development to be effective in increasing teacher 

knowledge and skills it must be integrated with continuous and job embedded coaching.  

Effective instructional coaching involves continuous, cyclical classroom observations by 
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coaches and/or peers.  The components of a cyclical observation involve the following:  

• presentation of the theoretical foundation of the instructional strategy or skill, 

• modeling of the skill; 

• practice in a classroom setting, 

• open-ended feedback, 

• coaching for application (Joyce & Showers, 1980, 1982).   

This above cyclical process builds knowledge over time and increases the likelihood that 

new instructional practices will transfer into established teacher best practices.  

Collaboration and communication.  Effective coaching involves all members of 

the learning community sharing instructional successes and reflecting on their lesson 

processes through collaboration.  Teachers with varying degrees of knowledge and 

experience congregate to share their instructional experiences and discuss research-based 

content (Becker, 1996; DeFord, Green, Miller, Millwood, & Stephens, 2012).  This 

process of coaching reduces the traditional teacher isolation, and establishes the 

development of a shared language and communal norms (Deussen et al., 2007; DuFour, 

2004; Little, 1982; Showers, 1985).  Ngoh (2002) indicated that established lines of 

communication between faculty members increased the flow of academic information 

and built teacher capacity.  Clary (2008) reported that teachers who felt supported were 

more likely to build trusting relationships and share with their colleagues.   

On-going monitoring and evaluation.  Instructional coaching also increases 

teachers’ capacity to meet their students’ needs through evidence-based instruction using 

data to design, monitor, and evaluate student learning (Deussen et al., 2007; Garet et al., 
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2001; Ngoh, 2002).  Black & Wiliam (1998) emphasized the importance of using data as 

a formative assessment to inform and guide instruction.  Formative assessment can 

positively affect student achievement when properly implemented (Wiliam, 2007).  

Coaches enlighten teachers about how to be data-oriented instructors who communicate 

and utilize the value of data and assessment of student work (Black & Wiliam, 1998) to 

monitor and drive instruction.    

Effective assessment of teachers’ instruction cultivates a systemic plan of valued 

foci and then utilizes measurable criteria governed by specific standards or frameworks to 

determine if the criteria were achieved (MacNeil, Newman, & Steinhauser, 2005).  

However, instructional improvements can only be achieved when districts “develop a 

clearly articulated and widely held and understood point of view on what high quality 

teaching and learning look like” (City et al., 2009, p. 171). 

Systemic district support.  A clear and explicit coaching design facilitates the 

capacity to develop, implement, and sustain structures of support for instructional 

coaching to be effective (Feldman, 1999; Poglinco et al., 2003).  Researchers suggest that 

there is a need to inform district participants about what coaching is, how it will be 

funded, and how the district’s vision for promoting a coaching program will benefit 

teachers and students (Bean & Isler, 2008; Symonds, 2003).  Then, a vital characteristic, 

a systemic district support, for the effective implementation process of coaching includes 

providing detailed, transparent roles for instructional coaches.  This emphasizes and 

encourages a rigorous hiring process to obtain qualified instructional coaches.  District 

leaders need to be involved in the selection process or establish a clear hiring process 
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(Bean & DeFord, 2011) of instructional coaches in order to assure the consistent high 

quality of their coaches.  McCrary (2011) showed that context and individual qualities of 

instructional coaches account for a substantial amount of inconsistency in coaching 

outcomes, positive and negative.  This quantitative study attempted to gain more insight 

into the relationships between coaches’ efficacy and instructional outcomes.  Study 

participants included 144 elementary teachers and 19 instructional coaches residing 

within a southeastern urban school district in the United States.  The findings linked 

situational factors and individual coaches’ attributes to the effectiveness of coaches 

(McCrary, 2011).   

Consequently, as instructional coaching is being implemented within schools, not 

all implementations investigated experienced significant increases in teacher instructional 

practices.  Coaches’ differences accounted for only one factor of coaching’s 

ineffectiveness (McCrary, 2011).  In addition, district leaders must also establish the 

necessary financial support as well as structural supports to successfully expand this 

professional commitment to learning and teaching (DeFord et al., 2012).  Coaches require 

administrators’ support and time to create an effective culture of learning.  This culture of 

learning creates professional learning communities with the objective of increased 

learning for all, coaches, teachers, and students (DuFour, 2004; Galm & Perry, 2004).     

Impact of Instructional Coaching 

Previous research documents a variety of benefits from instructional coaching 

which impact school improvement efforts (Knight, 2005).  For instance, it is reported that 

instructional coaching strengthens teacher quality (Showers & Joyce, 1996) by 
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influencing teacher fidelity to utilize research based instructional practices (Knight, 

2005), positively affecting student achievement (Bean et al., 2010; Biancarosa et al., 

2010; DeFord et al., 2012), and influencing school-wide reform (Buly et al., 2004; 

Coggins et al., 2003; Elmore & Bruney, 1997; Gallucci et al., 2010; Walpole & Blamey, 

2008).   

Coaching impacts teaching practices.  Effective coaching influences teachers’ 

application of newly developed instructional practices (Knight, 2005).  For instance, 

researchers (Joyce & Showers, 1982; Showers, 1985; Knight, 2005) posit that teachers 

who experience effective coaching in conjunction with professional development 

typically practice new, target skills more frequently and exhibit greater long-term 

retention of those skills.  In addition, coaching promotes the development of norms of 

collegiality and increased experimentation (Little, 1982; Showers & Joyce, 1996).   

Further, research (Clary, 2008) has shown that teachers who felt supported by 

coaches reported a higher commitment to new initiatives, were empowered to take risks, 

and were more collaborative.  Bean and Isler (2008) shared teacher self-reports that rated 

coaching as valuable and effective for improving instructional practices.  Neuman and 

Cummings (2009) provided results from Project Great Start, a professional development 

initiative funded by the United States Department of Education.  The study examined the 

impact of professional development and coaching on the literacy practices used in 

daycare centers.  The 291 participating teachers were randomly assigned to one of three 

different conditions: (a) participating in a 3 hour college course, (b) participation in the 3 

hour course with weekly coaching sessions, or (c) a control group not participating in any 
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additional formal development.  The results suggest that teachers engaged in the literacy 

course and coaching significantly improved the quality of the structural and process 

features of their language and literacy instruction (Neuman & Cunningham, 2009).  

Several doctoral dissertations also focused on the effects of coaching on teacher 

practices.  For example, Wall’s (2009) qualitative study used surveys and interviews with 

suburban middle school teachers, instructional coaches, and administrators.  The findings 

revealed that instructional coaching significantly influenced teachers in respect to 

professional development and instructional practices.  Similarly, the majority of the 27 

coaches interviewed in Hummons’ (2012) qualitative study also believed their 

involvement made the difference in their teachers’ instructional growth.  They attributed 

some of their coaching successes to the strong relationships and trust they had developed 

with the teachers and administrators involved in their coaching program.  Coaches 

defined their perception of a coaching role as successful when teachers’ and principals’ 

recognition the value of their coaching, or as teachers increased and enhanced the use of 

instructional practices that were implemented with their coaching assistance.  Doby-

Holmes (2012) examined the effectiveness of instructional coaches in terms of student 

achievement as perceived by Georgia elementary teachers, instructional coaches, and 

administrators.  The results indicated that instructional coaches positively influenced 

teachers’ professional growth, but only indirectly effected student achievement.  

Recently, DeFord et al. (2012) reported the successful experiences of teachers 

who participated in a statewide South Carolina Reading Initiative (SCRI).  Their stories 

provided details of funding support from the legislature, reported increased academic 
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results, and described how teacher felt more empowered and responsible for their shared 

learning.  Further, DeFord et al. (2012) also emphasized that the “overarching goals of 

the SCRI” paralleled coaching goals, in that they (a) enhanced educators’ knowledge and 

skills, (b) encouraged reflective practices, (c) engaged teachers and administrators in 

personal inquiry and collaborative learning communities, and (d) assisted teacher 

development through on-going and job-embedded practice.   

Coaching impacts student achievement.  Evidence of a positive relationship 

between coaching and student achievement has gradually appeared in professional 

literature (Bean et al., 2010; Biancarosa et al., 2010).  Supovitz and Poglinco (2001) 

proposed that school leaders, who developed and promoted a district organizational 

emphasis on instructional improvement through a unifying vision of instructional quality 

implemented and supported by instructional leaders as coaches, achieved notable student 

improvement in English language arts and mathematics by the time students graduated.  

The Consortium for Policy Research (CPRE) gathered both qualitative and quantitative 

data to document this comprehensive evaluation of the American Choice schools 

implementation processes and use of instructional leaders as instructional coaches 

(Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001). 

More recently, Biancarosa et al. (2010) reported the effects of a 4-year 

longitudinal study monitoring the implementation of a school-wide literacy reform model 

through instructional coaches.  This model primarily relied on face-to-face coaching with 

teachers to improve student literacy scores.  Students, kindergarten through second grade, 

were assessed at the beginning and end of each year of the study using the Terra Nova 
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reading assessment.  Results demonstrated increasing improvements in student literacy 

scores throughout the implementation of instructional coaches.  In another study, Bean et 

al. (2010) investigated the roles of 20 Reading First coaches to identify a correlation 

between coaching roles and student achievement.  A significantly higher percentage of 

students also scored “proficient” on the Terra Nova reading assessment in schools where 

coaches spent more time directly supporting teachers.    

Similarly, Edmondson’s (2007) mixed methods study also examined the impact of 

instructional coaches on student achievement.  The participants were teachers employed 

at 10 Chicago elementary schools.  A survey was completed by 97% of the participants.  

The results showed that 84% of the participants perceived that coaching did result in 

increased student achievement.  More recently, Toone (2012) studied the extent to which 

certain elements of instructional coaching (time, activities, context, and content) affected 

student achievement.  Data was collected from coaching logs, district sources, and 

students’ state reading and math assessment scores.  In contrast, Toone’s (2012) results 

demonstrated the lack of evidence that quantity of coaching time had a direct effect on 

student achievement.  Moreover, Toone’s (2012) research recommended that “coaches 

focus less on the quantity of time they spend with teachers and more on selecting 

activities, context, and content that are likely to yield the greatest results” (p. iv).  

Students in classrooms where coaches spent time specifically analyzing student data with 

teachers achieved higher predicted student assessment scores.  No specific coaching 

activity worked in all circumstances.  Therefore, coaches must be prepared to utilize 

differentiated coaching contingent on specific needs of the teacher and their schools 
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(Toone, 2012).   

Coaching impacts district reform.  Research has also emphasized the 

importance of district leaders’ implementing more systemic approaches to coaching 

(Neufeld & Roper, 2002, 2003a, 2003b; Neufeld, Roper, & Baldassari, 2003; Symonds, 

2003).  For instance, Coggins’ et al. (2003) study described how the district established, 

monitored, and adjusted the coaches’ roles as the implementation transpired.  The results 

suggested that change occurred in the beliefs and practices of teachers and students as the 

Bay Area School Reform Collaboration (BASRC) coaches enacted their roles and 

responsibilities.  The coaches’ efforts also influenced multiple levels of district teaching 

and learning. 

Furthermore, The Center on Education Policy (Kowal & Steiner, 2007) found that 

60 % of the school districts studied during the 2004-2005 school year hired qualified 

teachers who demonstrated strong pedagogical knowledge, content expertise, and 

interpersonal skills as instructional coaches.  Kowal and Steiner (2007) suggest that these 

instructional coaches improved schools’ instructional capacity, assisted low-performing 

schools, trained teachers in various content areas using new instructional practices, and 

promoted a more collaborative and professional school culture.   

On the other hand, a statewide reading initiative (Walpole & Blamey, 2008) 

reported the ambiguities of administrators’ regarding the roles and responsibilities of 

coaches.  The Georgia participants (14 principals and 17 instructional coaches) engaged 

in professional development for two years while implementing school-based Reading 

Excellence Act (REA) reforms.  Eight of the participating principals perceived coaches 
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within their schools as directors “somewhere between teacher and administrator” 

(Walpole & Blamey, 2008, p. 227) assisting with the managerial aspects of instruction as 

well as with instructional improvements.  The remaining principals defined the coaches 

as mentors who solely facilitated instructional improvement.  Walpole & Blamey (2008) 

also shared that the coaches’ varied self-perceptions as assessors, curriculum mangers, 

modelers, and trainers.  The study emphasized the need to clarify the roles and 

responsibilities of coaches before attempting to evaluate coaches’ effectiveness.   

Role of District Administration in Instructional Coaching  

In effect, instructional coaching holds much potential for improving teacher 

instruction, increasing student achievement, and achieving district reform, but this 

potential can only be realized if district administrators planned the implementation of 

their instructional coaching models with transparency, precision, and fidelity in a 

systemic manner (Symonds, 2003).  Literature on school improvement emphasized the 

role districts assume in improving instruction by communicating vision, support, policy 

alignment, and fostering campus commitment (Corcoran et al., 2001; Elmore & Burney, 

1997).  According to previous research, district administrators must work collaboratively 

with campus administrators to create a district-wide vision for implementing and 

supporting an instructional coaching model (Shanklin, 2007).  Their collaborative vision 

and its goals must be clearly communicated to all participants (Feldman, 1999; Kostin & 

Haeger, 2006; Shanklin, 2007; Symonds, 2003).  Despite the apparent promise and 

popularity of instructional coaching, the positive effects of instructional coaching may 

only become a reality if district administrators provide systemic support and clarity of 



44 
	  

vision to sustain focus on the implementation of instructional coaching with fidelity 

(Baker, 2010; Becker, 1996; Corcoran et al., 2001).  Furthermore, district administrators 

play a key role during the implementation of coaching which requires technical feedback 

for teachers, and systemic evaluation of coaching processes and programs.  The feedback 

administrators provide must be delivered in a non-judgmental, professional, and objective 

manner (City et al., 2009; Fink & Markholt, 2011; Joyce & Showers, 1982).   

Furthermore, successful implementation of coaching requires that district 

administrators continually evaluate its effectiveness and communicate with participants 

to insure a more positive outcome (Symonds, 2003).  Therefore, without a thorough plan 

for implementation, the process of instructional coaching will fail to produce the positive 

outcomes expected (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Kostin & Haeger, 2006; Poglinco et al., 

2003; Shanklin, 2007, Showers, 1985).  Furthermore, researchers advise that 

superintendents do not initiate instructional coaching if it is not a district priority 

(Symonds, 2003).   

Discussion 

The purpose of this chapter was to provide an overview of research literature 

associated with instructional coaching and to emphasize the need for further study due to 

its potential effectiveness to impact the instructional capacity of school and teachers 

(Neufeld & Roper, 2003a).  The major areas addressed in the literature review include a 

historical context of coaching, descriptions of instructional coaching attributes and 

models, and accounts of the impact instructional coaching provided schools.  In effect, 

the studies cited above suggest that instructional coaching holds much promise for 
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improving instructional practices and influencing student achievement.   

Foremost, the variety of instructional coaching models and the associated 

coaches’ roles has led to some lack of clarity.  In some schools that implemented 

coaching, teachers were not sure how to react to instructional coaches due to their 

confusion about the role or its purpose (Neufeld & Roper, 2003a).  Walpole and Blamey 

(2008) stated that teachers perceived coaches somewhere between teacher and 

administrator, while administrators perceived coaches as directors and mentors.  Deussen 

et al. (2007) reported that NCLB imposed the need to delegate the use of the research-

based literacy programs, standardized assessment, and interventions for struggling 

students; however, it did not define the specific roles and responsibilities of coaches.  

Consequently, each state independently defined the role of its coaches perpetuating a 

diversity of coaching roles (Deussen et al, 2007).  Knight (2006) found that coaches’ 

chief complaint about their job was that the lack of clarify surrounding their roles resulted 

in the assignment of non-instructional tasks which ultimately prevented them from 

working with teachers as often as they wanted. 

In addition, numerous logistical challenges have been noted from prior large scale 

coaching implementations (Russo, 2004).  These challenges include finding enough 

qualified coaches without diluting the schools of their most skilled teachers.  This 

problem is magnified in content areas already experiencing shortages like mathematics or 

specialization areas like English-language learners (Neufeld & Roper, 2003a).  Districts 

also need to establish continuous, quality professional development for coaches, as well 

as release time for teachers, and substitute coverage for collaboration with coaches.  
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However, Gallucci et al. (2010) note that districts need only to consider how learning on 

the job impacts the effectiveness and efficiency of instructional coaches.   

Likewise, cost associated with implementing instructional coaching also surfaced 

as a critical concern in a number of studies.  Russo (2004) suggested district leaders must 

establish clear reform goals before committing any monetary investment to coaching.  

Boston and Chicago districts had to perform audits of their professional development 

spending to determine how best to assess and coordinate their efforts (Neufeld & Roper, 

2003a; Russo, 2004).  In many cases, instructional coaching required outside funding to 

sustain the initiative.   

Instructional coaching is not a quick fix for enhancing teacher quality.  As Knight 

(2006) states, “Instructional coaching holds much potential for improving the way 

teachers teach and the way students learn, but that potential will only be realized if 

leaders plan their coaching program with care.” (p. 40).  Research continues to provide 

promising evidence that coaching has a positive impact on teacher instruction in terms of 

craft knowledge, domain knowledge, and teacher efficacy (Sailors & Shanklin, 2010).  

Coaches can facilitate teachers with the problem of transferring new knowledge and skills 

by employing coaching techniques like forecasting the transfer process, attaining 

competence of a new skill through guided practice, and developing executive control of 

new skills (Joyce & Showers, 1982).  In addition, instructional coaching emulates a 

number of professional development standards:  clear goals, reflection and self-

assessment, relevance, practice, collaboration, and flexibility (Avalos, 2011; Guskey, 

1999, 2000).  The collaborative reform required by instructional coaches represents a 
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major departure from the traditional isolation of teachers individually working alone in 

their classrooms.  Therefore, districts and teachers must recognize and support the need 

for improvement and work collaboratively with coaches to establish clear, purposeful 

expectations for engagement (Baker, 2010; Becker, 1996).  Likewise, educational leaders 

who have acknowledged the complexity of the teaching process and the need for 

increased teacher effectiveness can significantly affect the improvement of their staff 

through the implementation of instructional coaching (Knight, 2005).     

Previous studies emphasize that coaching is a viable and effective form of 

professional development for teacher improvement.  However, few studies clarify the 

district-wide processes utilized to implement an instructional coaching model or provided 

significant evidence supporting the direct effect of instructional coaching on student 

achievement.  The initial findings on the practice of coaching suggest that coaching does 

increase teacher collaboration and the quality of implementation of new instructional 

strategies (Symonds, 2003), coach selection is important and complex (Kowal & Steiner, 

2007), and can influence leadership capacity building (Wall, 2009).  However, further 

study is warranted due to the fact that not all implementations of instructional coaching 

have consistently resulted in successful outcomes (McCrary, 2011).   

The educational community may learn from the successes and challenges 

experienced by districts’ successful implementation of instructional coaching models as 

determined by actual effectiveness measures.  Additional research can include how 

instructional coaching models are sustained and how such models create a viable system 

of support resulting in improved student performance through increased teacher 
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instructional quality.  Evidence of effective instructional coaching is still largely 

anecdotal and few studies provided demonstrated evidence that coaching strategies 

directly lead to increased student learning (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).   

Conclusion 

Since a great deal of time and funding is invested in instructional coaching, 

further research is needed to identify more effective implementation approaches to 

coaching (Kowal & Steiner, 2007).  Adopting a coaching model without considering its 

complexities may not yield the results schools and districts seek (Knight, 2006; Poglinco 

et al., 2003).  How do district leaders implement instructional coaching?  How do 

districts leaders provide effective systems of support for instructional coaching?  Further 

research is needed to cultivate fully articulated models of instructional coaching and 

ensure that they are grounded in research-based theories to validate these models as 

effective (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).   

To investigate the complexity encompassing district implementation of coaching, 

researchers may draw on qualitative data sources from case studies of school districts 

with established instructional coaching models.  As Gallucci et al. (2010) affirm that, 

“One of the benefits of qualitative study designs is the flexibility to pursue relevant lines 

of inquiry as they emerge” (p. 928).  Additional research could examine districts’ 

documented processes and implementation of proven instructional coaching models.  

This research may provide a road map for district leaders to plan and structure 

organizational systems of support for future implementations of coaching with the 

specific purpose of improving teachers’ instructional practices and increasing student 
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achievement.  It could also provide new information about which steps and structures are 

critical for the successful implementation and support of instructional coaching.  Finally, 

further research may identify evaluation processes that demonstrate indicators of success 

with respect to improvement in student achievement correlated with effective 

implementation of specific coaching practices.  Since empirical research has yet to 

address the implementation and the increasing roles of instructional coaches in the 

context of district-wide instructional improvement efforts (Gallucci, 2008; Gallucci et al., 

2010), further research may add critical information to the body of knowledge concerning 

instructional coaching.   

Next, chapter three contains the methodology for this study.  The purpose of 

chapter three was to describe the selection of study participants, purposefully selected 

criteria and sampling for the participants, methods of data collection, and efforts to 

maximize the validity of the study.   
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CHAPTER THREE 

Methodology and Procedures 

As public school districts across the nation struggle to find successful strategies 

for improving teacher quality and as conduits for district reform initiatives and student 

academic success, many Texas schools have introduced instructional coaching to their 

districts.  Research suggests a connection between effectively implemented instructional 

coaching and the promotion of teacher instructional quality (Bean & Isler, 2008; Neuman 

& Cummings, 2009; Ngoh, 2002; Showers & Joyce, 1996).  Furthermore, research has 

emerged suggesting that instructional coaching facilitates communication on many levels 

thus promoting district initiatives and increasing teacher buy-in (Coggins et al., 2003; 

Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Feldman, 1999; Gallucci, 2008; Symonds, 2003).  However, 

not all implementations of instructional coaching were found to be successful and lacked 

any measureable effect on teacher improvement or increase in student achievement 

(Gamse, Jacob, Horst, Boulay & Unlu, 2008; McCrary, 2011).  The educational 

community can benefit from information about the successes and challenges experienced 

by districts that have implemented and established instructional coaching models.   

Therefore, the primary purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine how 

a school district implemented an instructional coaching model to build teacher capacity to 

improve student achievement, and then, document the processes used to sustain their 

coaching model as a viable district support system.  Since district instructional coaching 

models vary it is probable that the implementation sequence and process used may also 

vary (Deussen et al., 2007; Neufeld & Roper, 2003a; Neufeld, Roper, & Baldassari, 
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2003; Stein & D’Amico, 2002; Symonds, 2003) across districts.  As Russo (2004) 

suggests, instructional coaching holds much potential for improving teachers’ 

instructional practice.  However, more and better school-based research is needed to 

know whether coaching was “worth the money” (Russo, 2004, p.4).   

Research Questions 

The following questions were used to guide this research: 

1) How do district administrators implement instructional coaching at the district 

level? 

2) How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 

coaching models in place? 

3) How do district administrators provide systems of support for instructional 

coaches?  

This chapter describes the study design methodology, participants, instruments 

used for data collection, and data analysis employed to answer the research questions 

purposed by this study.  The chapter concludes with a timeline of the research data 

collection and a summary. 

Methodology 

Study Design 

This study followed qualitative research guidelines with a single case study 

design.  According to Merriam (1988), “The selection of a particular design is determined 

by how the problem is shaped, by the questions it raises, and by the type of end product 

desired” (p. 6).  Qualitative research is “a means for exploring and understanding the 
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meaning individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem” (Creswell, 2009, p. 

4).  Wolcott (2009) stressed that one of the benefits of qualitative study designs is the 

flexibility to pursue relevant lines of inquiry as they emerge while continually 

scrutinizing our research questions.  In addition, qualitative research is exploratory and 

useful when little research has been done in an area of study as is the case of district level 

implementation of instructional coaching.  Even though empirical research exists 

highlighting the various titles, and roles instructional coaches played in improving 

teacher quality of instruction, little research exists which clarifies the implementation 

process of an instructional coaching model or how it provides district support for reform 

improvement initiatives (Harrison & Killion, 2007; Walpole & Blamey, 2008).    

Furthermore, the case study design was specifically chosen to explore this 

research topic, the implementation of instructional coaching, based on its descriptive 

interpretation in context (Merriam, 1988).  Yin (2003) defines a case study as “an 

empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within it real life context; 

when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident (p. 13).  

Yin (2003) believed that the contextual conditions may be highly pertinent to the 

phenomenon of the study.  In addition, Thomas (2011) provided the following definition 

of case study:  "Case studies are analyses of persons, events, decisions, periods, projects, 

policies, institutions, or other systems that are studied holistically by one or more 

methods.  The case that is the subject of the inquiry will be an instance of a class of 

phenomena that provides an analytical frame-an object-within which the study is 

conducted and which the case illuminates and explicates.” (p. 513).   
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This case study “is expected to catch the complexity of a single case” (Stake, 

1995, p. xi) in which the researcher explored the implementation of an instructional 

coaching model and its associated processes as it transpired within a Texas public school 

district.  Data collection occurred during the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years 

within a Texas public school district to determine how an instructional coaching model 

was implemented, and then, what processes sustain and support the district instructional 

coaches, situating the study within the social context of real-life.  According to Creswell 

(2009) case studies are “a strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a 

program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals.  Cases are bounded by time 

and activity; and researchers collect detailed information using a variety of data 

collection procedures over a sustained period of time” (p. 13).  How did one district 

implement an instructional coaching model that supports instructional coaches and 

improves the quality of teachers’ instruction?     

Selection of Site and Participants  

 For the purpose of this study two levels of selection were conducted.  One level 

related to the selection of the district and the other one referred to the selection of the 

participants.   

District.  One Texas public school district was purposefully selected to ascertain 

what occurred during the implementation process of the instructional coaching model, to 

determine the district’s purpose for establishing their model, and how they measured and 

sustained their model.  Qualitative research samples are typically small in number and 

tend to depend on purposeful selection of participants.  Samples are small so that they are 
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“nested in their content and studied in-depth” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 27).  

Creswell (2009) stated that qualitative research purposefully selects participants that will 

“best help the researcher understand the problem and the research questions” (p. 178).  

Furthermore, “Purposeful sampling is based on the assumption that the investigator wants 

to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a sample from which 

the most can be learned” (Merriam, 1998, p. 61).  The following criteria was established 

to select the district: 

1. The district was a public school district within the state of Texas.   

2. The district’s instructional coaching model must have been in place for a 

minimum of two years prior to the 2013-2014 school year,    

3. The primary purpose of the district’s instructional coaching model should be 

to improve the quality of teacher instructional practices as measured by some 

effectiveness rubric,  

4. The district evaluated the success of their instructional coaching model by 

monitoring the teachers’ implementation of strategies and instructional 

improvement. 

Public school districts which were accessible to the researcher were identified 

through a Texas Education Agency (TEA) website.  Once school districts within a 

specified region were identified, the superintendents within the designated districts were 

contacted by phone and email.  Each phone call and email offered an introduction to the 

researcher and clarified the purpose of the research.  If the superintendent confirmed that 

the purposeful selection criteria listed above were met, the superintendent was invited to 
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participate in this research study.  After communicating with three districts, one district 

who met the criteria immediately agreed to participant in the research study.  The other 

two districts required additional time to determine if they would participate.   

District Administrator.  The participating district was asked to provide the name 

of a central office administrator, who would meet the following selection criteria:  (1) the 

district administrator had to have been employed with the district during the initial 

implementation of their instructional coaching model and still work for the district at the 

time of the study; (2) the district administrator had to possess knowledge of the current 

instructional coaching processes; and (3) the district administrator had to be in a district 

level administrative position directly related to instructional coaching, and (4) the district 

administrator would agree to participate in a minimum of two semi-structured interviews.   

The superintendent provided the name of the district’s secondary coaching 

coordinator.  At the time of the study there were two district coaching coordinators, one 

coordinator for the secondary coaches and one for the elementary coaches.  However, the 

secondary coaching coordinator was the only one who met the selection criteria stipulated 

for the study.  She had assisted with the initial planning and implementation of the 

district’s instructional coaching model.  At that point, the district level administrator was 

interviewed to ascertain information pertaining to the district’s initial implementation and 

current process of their instructional coaching model.  Once the district secondary 

coaching coordinator was interviewed at her administrative office, she was asked to 

review a list of district elementary campuses with similar demographics and enrollment 
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data.  She suggested three campus principals who she believed would be conducive to 

participating in the research.   

Campus and Principals.  The following selection criteria were established to 

select three elementary campuses.  Each campus had to be similar in configuration based 

on demographics and enrollment.  

From the initially selected campuses, one chose not to participate.  Therefore, the 

researcher had to request permission from the district coaching coordinator to approach 

another campus meeting all the selection criteria.  Ultimately, a total of three elementary 

campus principals from the selected district were then interviewed on their campuses for 

this research study during the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years.   

Once the campuses were identified, the following criteria was used to include the 

principals:  (1) the campus principals must have been employed with the district as an 

administrator for a minimum of two school years prior to the start of this study; (2) each 

campus administrator must agree to a minimum of two semi-structured interviews.   

Instructional Coaches.  The instructional coaches were selected also following 

purposefully selection criteria, including:  (1) the district’s instructional coaches must 

have been employed with the district for a minimum of two school years prior to the start 

of this study; (2) the district’s instructional coaches must be supervised by multiple levels 

of district administrators from the district to the campus to broaden their coaching 

capability and exposure to teachers; (3) each coach must agree to a minimum of two 

semi-structured interviews; and (4) each coach must agree to two observations of 

coaching conferences with a teacher.   
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Each participating campus administrator was asked to select an instructional 

coach who worked at their particular elementary campus based on specific purposeful 

criteria.  The elementary campuses each had one instructional coach assigned to assist all 

their classroom teachers.  The three instructional coaches on the participating campuses 

had to meet the selection criteria in order to participate in the research.  One coach from 

each of the three participating elementary campuses, were interviewed and observed for 

this study.   

Classroom Teachers.  Two classroom teachers from each participating campus 

were selected using purposeful selection criteria.  The following criterion-based selection 

was established: (1) each teacher must have been employed with the district as a 

classroom teacher for a minimum of two school years prior to the start of this study; (2) 

the teacher must have worked with the campus instructional coach for a minimum of two 

years, and (3) the classroom teachers must agree to a minimum of two semi-structured 

interviews and one observation with the instructional coach.   

The three participating campus principals were each asked to provide the names 

of two classroom teachers who met the selection criteria.  Each campus principal eagerly 

offered the names of two classroom teachers on their respective campuses.  Next, the 

principals individually scheduled the first meeting with each one of their teachers to 

initiate introductions, provide clarification about the research, and sign consent forms.  A 

total of six classroom teachers from the participating district were interviewed for this 

study.  

The participants’ demographic data is presented in Table 3.1.  This information 
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included position, age range, level of education within the district, and overall experience 

in education.  

Table 3.1  

Participant Demographic and General Information Questionnaire 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participants   Age Range Education w/District In Education 
Central Office Administrator 
     District Coordinator 50-65  Masters 14 years (No info.) 
Campus Administrator 
     Principal-Campus A 35-50  Masters 19 years 24 years 
     Principal-Campus B 35-50  Masters 15 years 15 years 
     Principal-Campus C 35-50  Masters 18 years 18 years 
Elementary Instructional Coach 
     Instructional Coach-A 35-50  Bachelors 5 years  14 years 
     Instructional Coach-B 35-50  Bachelors 24 years  25 years 
     Instructional Coach-C 20-35  Bachelors 5 years  5 years 
Classroom Teachers 
     Classroom Teacher-A1 20-35  Bachelors 3 years  7 years 
     Classroom Teacher-A2 20-35  Bachelors 11 years 11 years 
     Classroom Teacher-B3 35-50  Masters 11 years 11 years 
     Classroom Teacher-B4 20-35  Bachelors 8 years  10 years 
     Classroom Teacher-C5 20-35  Masters 4 years  4 years 
     Classroom Teacher-C 6 35-50  Bachelors 13 years 13 years 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

A total of thirteen participants from a Texas public school district with an 

established instructional coaching model were selected to participate in the research 

study.  The participants consisted of one district administrator, three campuses 

administrators from campuses with similar demographics and enrollment data as well as 

an instructional coach and two classroom teachers from each of the three participating 

campuses.   

At the initiation of the study, the districts secondary coaching coordinator was the 
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contact person for the researcher and the district administrator interviewed for the study.  

The district administrator who was interviewed had to have been employed with the 

district during the initial implementation of their instructional coaching model and still 

worked closely with the district’s coaches at the time of the study.  By the end of the 

study, the responsibilities of district secondary coaching coordinator had expanded to 

include all the district coaches, elementary and secondary.  The district coaching 

coordinator began her employment with the district in 2002.  She held the positions of 

lead high school teacher, assistant high school principal, and a facilitator.  In 2007, she 

became the principal of a district-created dropout recovery academy.  Her success as an 

administrator at the academy was rewarded by a Higher Education Coordinating Board 

Star Award.  It was not difficult to comprehend why she was promoted to the district 

coaching coordinator’s position.  

Likewise, the three principals who participated in the study were also veteran 

educators with the district based on the length of their employment with the district.  

However, their experience with the instructional coaching model varied.  The principal of 

Campus A was the only principal of the three principals interviewed who served on a 

committee composed of district and campus administrators who supported the initial 

framing of the coaching model implementation.  This principal shared details about the 

framing of the coaching structure and processes that launched the district’s instructional 

coaching model.  She described initiating processes from the hiring of the instructional 

coaches to the professional training established for district staff.  The other two principals 

had been employed as campus principals on their respective campuses since the fall of 
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2011.  The principal at Campus B was employed as the principal after her predecessor 

had been promoted to a district level position.  Lastly, the principal on Campus C stated 

that her campus’ state assessment scores were in the 60% when she first became the 

campus principal.  At the time of the study, the students’ testing scores had risen to the 

80% over a span of three years.  Principal C attributed this rise to the procurement of an 

instructional coach on each elementary campus.  

In addition, three instructional coaches were selected for the study, representing 

each campus.  The district was structured to have one instructional coach on each 

elementary campus supporting the classroom teachers.  The instructional coach from 

Campus A agreed to participate in the interview and observation process only after 

additional persuasion from her campus administrators.  The fall of 2013 was her first year 

as an instructional coach and her principal shared that she was a very conscientious 

educator.  At first, her responses were more guarded and the information was delivered in 

a more restrained manner.  Once she relaxed, she clearly demonstrated her passion for 

coaching as well as her desire to continue learning about the coach’s role and the 

implementation.  The Instructional coach from Campus B had been a teacher with the 

district for many years and was promoted to be a campus instructional coach in the fall of 

2013 after the retirement of their original coach.  Her enthusiasm and passion for her 

position was apparent from the moment she introduced herself.  She apologized because 

this was her first year as an instructional coach and she hoped her presence and responses 

would contribute to the research.  She did not disappoint.  Her responses were detailed 

and her interviews totaled a little over three hours as she shared many facets of her role as 
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a coach.  The instructional coach from Campus C was the novice of the group.  She had 

five years of teaching experience which was the minimum required of coaching 

applicants.  Her first year as an instructional coach was also the fall of 2013.  She 

presented herself with a quiet confidence.  Her responses were pensive, brief, and to the 

point.  Occasionally, she required a question be repeated before answering.   

Finally, two classroom teachers from each one of the three participating campuses 

were selected by their principals to participate in the study.  The classroom teachers were 

selected based on their principals’ recommendation and knowledge that they possessed 

exemplary teaching skills.  Both teachers from Campus A entered the room in a guarded 

manner.  Similar to their instructional coach, their principal and assistant principal had to 

encourage them to participant in the research.  Despite their reservations to participate, 

both teachers were quite open regarding their experience with coaching.  Teacher CT-A1 

was a teacher in a testing grade level and repeatedly attributed coaching for her increased 

testing scores.  Similarly, Teacher CT-A2 expressed her appreciation for the 

implementation of coaching and the CIF instructional strategies.  However, Teacher CT-

A2 taught in a primary grade level.  Teachers from Campus B were as eager to participate 

as their instructional coach.  Furthermore, Teacher CT-B3 had been selected to 

participate in the initial instructional coaching professional development.  After the first 

year of coaching, her principal requested she establish her classroom as a coaching 

classroom model.  Similarly, Campus B had also requested Teacher CT-B4 submit her 

name to become their instructional coach.  However, she refused the position to remain in 

the classroom.  Moreover, Teacher CT-C5 had first experienced her introduction to 
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instructional coaching strategies through the New Teacher Institute.  She perceived that 

the coaching strategies had supported her as a first year teacher.  Finally, Teacher CT-C6 

was the veteran classroom teacher with 13 years in the classroom.  She credited coaching 

support for her shift to student-centered instruction.   

The school district and the district coordinator were identified by pseudonyms 

selected by the researcher to protect their privacy and confidentiality.  However, due to 

the number of campus participants, each participant was assigned a participant code 

related to each campus (Campus A, Campus B, and Campus C.)  This coding to identify 

each participant established a clear connection of each participant to his or her individual 

campus information.  The codes that were assigned to campus administrators and 

instructional coaches were Principal A (P-A) and Instructional Coach A (IC-A) for the 

first campus, Principal B (P-B) and Instructional Coach B (IC-B) for the second campus, 

and Principal C (P-C) and Instructional Coach C (IC-C) for the third campus.  On the 

other hand, classroom teacher participants were each assigned a code which was based on 

their position title, campus assignment, and a number designating the order they were 

interviewed because there was more than one teacher representing each campus.  The 

codes that were assigned to classroom teachers were Classroom Teacher A1 (CT-A1) and 

Classroom Teacher A2 (CT-A2) for the first campus, Classroom Teacher B3 (CT-B3) 

and Classroom Teacher B4 (CT-B4) for the second campus, and Classroom Teacher C5 

(CT-C5) and Classroom Teacher C6 (CT-C6) for the third campus.   
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Instruments for Data Collection 

Qualitative researchers typically gather multiple forms of data in the field at the 

site where participants experienced the process that is being studied.  The three main data 

sources used were interviews with all participants, observations of coaches during a 

conference with each participating teachers, and written documents that pertained to the 

implementation of the instructional coaching model at the district level.   

Interviews.  The first data collection protocol consisted of interviews with the 

district administrator, the three campus administrators, the three instructional coaches, 

and the six classroom teachers.  The use of interviews in qualitative research was: (1) 

“necessary when we cannot observe behavior, feelings or how people interpret the world 

around them”; and (2) “necessary when we are interested in past events that are 

impossible to replicate” (Merriam, 1988, p. 72).  These semi-structured interviews were 

specifically designed to address the three research questions.  The interviews provided in-

depth perspectives of district participants’ recollection about their instructional coaching 

implementation processes and explained how their processes were being monitored and 

supported.  To develop the interview protocol, first a search was done on Goggle Scholar 

for any research studies involving coaching and a qualitative interview guide or checklist.  

Next, each study was reviewed to determine a connection with instructional coaching or 

whom the interviews were conducted with.  Then, a deeper review of the guides was 

conducted to see if any of the questions on the guides would assist this study.  If the 

format and content of the question pertained to the research questions for this study then 

it was used to assist with the creation of the final interview guide that was designed.  



64 
	  

Once the guide was designed it was piloted with administrators and instructional coaches 

who worked at the district where the researcher was employed.   

For the purpose of this study, two interviews were conducted.  The first interview 

with each participant was an introductory interview, which allowed introductions and 

established a rapport between all participants.  The second interview provided 

information about the implementation process used and the district’s purpose.  However, 

when necessary, a third interview was conducted only if additional clarification was 

required.   

Observations.  The second data collection protocol consisted of observations.  

Observations in this qualitative research were used for several purposes:  (1) to provide 

the researcher with first-hand experience; (2) to collect and record data as it occurred; and 

(3) to note “topics that may be uncomfortable for the participant to discuss” (Creswell, 

2009, p. 179).  The main focus of each observation was the instructional coach’s planning 

or debriefing discussion with each of the campus teacher and to note the strategies 

utilized during each of the discussions.  A total of two separate observations were needed 

for each instructional coach.  Each observation was expected to be approximately 60 to 

120 minutes in length where the researcher was a focused observer of each coaching 

session.  However, due to a district coaching policy and procedural change during the 

2014 fall semester, the length of each coach-teacher conference was not to exceed 30 

minutes to minimize the interruption to the teachers’ conference periods.  Therefore, the 

actual length of the observations was between 25 to 35 minutes in length.  The 

observations were video recorded and then transcribed within 24 hours of taping.   
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Written Documentation.  The final data collection protocol consisted of written 

historical documents that were specifically related to the district’s implementation of 

instructional coaching.  According to Creswell (2009) written documentations: (1) 

“enables a researcher to obtain the language and words of participants; (2) can be 

assessed at a time convenient to researchers; (3) represents data which are thoughtful in 

that participants have given attention to compiling them; (4) as written evidence, it saves 

a researcher the time and expense of transcribing” (p. 180).  Written documents examined 

in this study included the following:  district board of trustee meeting agendas, board of 

trustee minutes, district newsletters, instructional coaching job descriptions, or 

professional training agendas.  The documentation reviews were conducted to validate 

the information shared by the participants and provide more depth relative to the 

processes associated with the implementation and sustainability of the coaching model.  

The collection of these district documents was thought to be useful in clarifying and 

supporting how the implementation processes began, how their model was sustained, and 

how the district’s intended purposes compare to their current purposes.  

Data Collection Process  

Before the research study could begin, the researcher submitted an Institutional 

Research Review Board (IRB) Protocol Form to the Office of Human Subjects Research 

at the University of Texas in Austin.  Upon receiving IRB approval from the University 

of Texas at Austin, the selected district was contacted in writing to gain the district’s 

approval to conduct the study.  Following approval from the contributing district, 

participants were then selected utilizing the purposefully selected criteria.  Before the 
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semi-structured interviews began, each participant was provided a letter of introduction to 

the researcher (Appendix B) as well as an opportunity to sign and receive a copy of the 

study consent form (Appendix C).  Participants were provided an assurance of 

confidentiality, and were thanked in advance for their participation in the study.  Then, 

the campus participants completed a questionnaire to collect demographic and general 

participate information (Appendix D), previewed the interview protocol (Appendix E), 

and asked any pending questions about the research study.  Last, interviews, 

observations, and document collections were scheduled and conducted once the 

appropriate approvals were secured.  This data collection occurred throughout the spring 

and fall semester of 2014.  The interviews and observations occurred as participants’ 

schedules permitted and within the participants’ district at a location that was convenient 

to the participants.   

The semi-structured interviews with the district and campus administrators were 

conducted at a location in the district, which was convenient for the participants.  The 

researcher traveled to the scheduled locations to complete the interviews.  The length of 

each interview varied from 20 to 90 minutes.  The length of each interview varied due to 

the amount of information each administrator shared with the researcher and their prior 

work commitments.  A protocol was used to collect more detailed information about the 

implementation of the district’s instructional coaching model, evaluate the success of 

instructional coaching, and to determine what supports were provided and considered 

vital for instructional coaching.  Each interview was audiotaped and then transcribed by 

the researcher within 24 hours of the interview.  Audiotape recordings of the interviews 
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assured that the information shared during each interview was accurate, and facilitated 

the transcription and coding process.  The transcribed text guided the need for additional 

information during the second interview or provided clarity during the coding process.   

Furthermore, the instructional coaches’ interviews also supported the information 

about the implementation process shared by the district and campus administrators during 

their interviews.  The instructional coaches’ interviews were completed at the assigned 

schools where each instructional coach worked.  The length of each interview varied 

from 20 to 90 minutes.  The varied length of each interview was due to the diversity of 

the instructional coaches’ schedules.  A protocol was used to collect more detailed 

information about the implementation of the district’s instructional coaching model, 

evaluate the success of instructional coaching objective of improving teachers’ 

instructional practices utilizing effectiveness measures, and to determine what supports 

were provided and considered vital for the implementation of the instructional coaching 

model.  Each instructional coach interview was completed utilizing identical methods as 

that of the district administrator and campus principals. 

Likewise, six classroom teachers were interviewed to gain information from their 

perspective about the implementation processes of instructional coaching shared by the 

district and campus administrators.  The classroom teachers’ interviews were completed 

at the assigned schools where each teacher worked.  The length of each interview varied 

from 20 to 90 minutes due to the variation of teachers’ schedules or the teacher’s 

knowledge about the process.  Each classroom teacher’s interview was processed 

utilizing identical methods as that of the district administrator and campus principals. 
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In addition, the observations of the instructional coaches were conducted during 

the fall of 2014 at the selected schools where each instructional coach worked.  Each 

coach was asked to participate in two observations, which were expected to be 

approximately 60-120 minutes in length.  However, due to a change in district procedures 

the fall semester, each observation lasted between 20-30 minutes.  The researcher 

videotaped each observation while field notes were generated in an attempt to document 

the researcher’s thoughts or additional resources referred by the participants that were 

outside the view of the video such as strategy posters, teacher materials, or rubrics.  Then, 

the researcher transcribed the information from the videotape and the field notes within 

24 hours of each observation.  Videotape recordings of the observations assured that the 

researcher did not miss any information, which transpired during each observation.   

Finally, the document reviews were conducted in the fall of 2014.  The 

instructional coaches were very helpful and shared many of the protocols and rubrics 

used for their coaching processes.  One of the coaches also shared a coaching binder she 

had developed to organize all her notes from the professional developments she had 

attended during her employments as a campus coach.  She was instrumental in providing 

copies for the study.  The researcher also searched the internet and the school website for 

other documents such as board agendas and meeting minutes; district newsletters, 

assessment information, and news articles.  Information from these documents that 

verified or proposed further knowledge regarding the instructional coaching 

implementation was recorded and documented.  Photocopies were generated at the 

participating campuses when district permission was granted or printed from the district’s 
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website when access was available.  All tapes and transcripts were kept on an external 

storage drive and locked in a secure and confidential location at the researcher’s 

residence.  All the information contained in the recorded tapes will be destroyed in order 

to maintain the confidentiality of the participants.  All the data collection through 

interviews, observations, and review of written documents was completed in the spring 

and fall of 2014.  

Data analysis  

Data analysis is the process of “examining, categorizing, tabulating, and testing” 

evidence to address the proposed research questions (Yin, 2003, p.109).  In essence, data 

analysis is preparing the data for analysis, continually reflecting on the data as it pertains 

to the research questions, and “giving meaning to first impressions as well as to final 

compilations” (Stake, 1995, p. 71).  Further, specific coding types can be used for data 

analysis purpose.  As Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest codes are labels for assigning 

units of meaning to the descriptions of inferential information complied during the study.  

Therefore, to analyze the data, this researcher used “pattern codes” (Creswell, 2009).  

This coding was used to discover patterns and themes that emerge from the interview and 

observation transcripts which would clarify the intricacies of the implementation and 

coaching processes of the districts’ instructional coaching model. 

Moreover, following all participants’ recorded interviews or observations, the 

data were transcribed in order to initiate the analysis and interpretation of the data.  Next, 

hand coding was used to code the interviews and observations for analytical purposes to 

discover patterns and themes that emerge from the interview and observation transcripts 
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which would clarify the intricacies of the implementation and coaching processes of the 

districts’ instructional coaching model.  Likewise, the district historical documents were 

also hand-coded used “pattern codes”.   

Furthermore, the researcher recorded emergent themes after each data collection 

occurred based on the participants’ responses to each research question.  The first round 

of coding involved the initial review of data for the purpose of developing a list of codes 

organized around emergent themes or patterns of reoccurring responses.  Then, the 

preceding rounds involved the development and reevaluation of codes.  Finally, the codes 

were prioritized and reclassified progressing from broader categories towards sub-

categories for the purpose of interpreting more developed themes.  Steps taken for 

analysis of the data included 1) an initial reading and open coding of all the relevant data 

(Emerson et al., 1995) to determine if any patterns or themes emerged; 2) then, data 

codes were developed to use on subsequent readings to recheck and clarify for final 

coding of all data sources.   

Quality Research Measures 

The researcher used several quality research practices to confirm the findings and 

interpretation of the study (Stake, 1995).  The practices used were data source 

triangulation, methodological triangulation, and member checking.  According to 

Creswell (2009), “If themes are established on converging several sources of data or 

perspectives from participants, the process can be claimed as adding to the validity of the 

study” (p.191).  Further, Stake (1995) suggests that, “Data source triangulation is an 

effort to see if what we are observing and reporting carries the same meaning when found 
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under different circumstances (p. 113).  The researcher also attempted to establish 

increased validity and reliability of the findings by employing and analyzing multiple 

methods in the study such as the participants’ combined interview data, observations, and 

document reviews pertaining to the coaching model implementation.  The document 

reviews were conducted to validate the information shared by the participants and 

provide more depth relative to the professional development and processes associated 

with the implementation and sustainability of the coaching model.   

Subsequently, the information collected from the interviews and observations was 

shared with each participant to verify and further assure the clarity and accuracy of the 

data collected, through “member checking”.  According to Creswell (2009) member 

checks are used to determine the validity or accuracy of the qualitative findings by taking 

the final report or specific descriptions back to the participants and determining whether 

these participants feel that they are accurate and reliable.   

Timeline of Research Data Collection and Analysis 

Table 3.2 depicts a timeline, events, and data sources to outline the research 

study.   
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Table 3.2  

Study Timeline 

Sequence Event Data Collected 
Study 
Procedure 
1 

Seek IRB approval from the University of Texas 
 
Communication with several Texas districts with 
instructional coaching to ascertain if they met the selection 
criteria. 
 
Seek approval from the public school district selected to 
participate in the research study.   

Online Reports 
 
Questionnaire 
(3 questions) 
 
 
Letter of  
Introduction and 
explanation of 
research. 
District Approval 

Study 
Procedure 
2 

District Administrator (1), campus administrators (3), 
instructional coaches (3), and classroom teachers (6) 
are interviewed for introductory purposes (First 
interview). 
 
Transcribed interview recording (within 24 hours of 
each interview). 

Interview 
protocols 
Audio recordings  
Video-tapes 
Field notes 
Laptop 

Study 
Procedure 
3 

Participants are interviewed again in an effort to share 
any information about the district’s implementation 
process. (Second interview). 
 

Interview 
protocols 
Audio recordings  
Video-tapes 
Laptop 
Digital camera 
Photo copier 

Study 
Procedure 
4 

Coding and analysis of research information obtained 
and scripted final results.   

Transcriptions 
Laptop 

Study 
Procedure 
5 

The instructional coaches are observed (First & Second 
observation). 
 
Review of Historical artifacts/documentation pertaining 
to the implementation process of instructional 
coaching.   

Video-tapes 
Laptop 
Digital camera 
Photo copier 

 

 

 

 



73 
	  

Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the selection of study participants, 

purposefully selected criteria and sampling for the participants, methods of data 

collection, and efforts to maximize the validity of the study.  A qualitative case study 

research methodology was used to provide the researcher with rich, in-depth, and relevant 

data “for exploring and understanding the meaning” (Creswell, 2009, p. 4) of a Texas 

public school district as they shared the implementation process of their instructional 

coaching model as a viable district system of support.  The researcher conducted several 

interviews with a district administrator, and three campus administrators, three 

instructional coaches, and six classroom teachers from three campuses within a Texas 

public school district.  District and campus level administrators from this public school 

district were interviewed to obtain data about their implementation of an instructional 

coaching model.  Interviews and observations with each one of the districts’ instructional 

coaches were conducted as well to strengthen and verify the information provided by the 

district and campus administrators.  In addition, classroom teachers were interviewed to 

provide information about the implementation process and its success from their 

perspective.  Additional information was collected from historical district documents 

pertaining to the reporting of the implementation, sustainability, and support processes of 

their instructional coaching model.  The researcher used all the data to determine the 

specific processes, measured successes, and perceived barriers experienced during the 

implementation of the district’s instructional coaching model.  Since there are school 

districts that are investigating the possibility of implementing instructional coaching in 
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their districts, it would be beneficial if more information were available to initiate 

instructional coaching as a systemic improvement reform.  Findings from the data 

collection and analysis are reported in chapter four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Findings of the Study 

Raising the standards of education within our schools continues to take center 

stage with our society’s sustained demand on improving the quality of our educators 

through mandated school accountability procedures and criteria.  Much research had 

focused on methods to support continued development of teachers’ instructional 

knowledge and skills.  Instructional coaching has been recognized as one avenue to 

promote ongoing, job-embedded teacher support (Knight, 2009).  However, it is 

suggested that further inquiry focus on instructional coaching to establish that it is 

fulfilling its promise to enhance teachers’ quality and student academic achievement 

(Sailor & Shanklin, 2010; Russo, 2004).  The purpose of this study was to examine how a 

school district implemented an instructional coaching model to build teacher capacity, 

and then, document the processes used to sustain their instructional coaching model as a 

viable district system of support.  The research study was directed by the following three 

research questions:  

1) How do district administrators implement instructional coaching at the district 

level? 

2) How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 

coaching models in place? 

3) How do district administrators provide systems of support for instructional 

coaches?  

This chapter is organized in two main sections.  The first section includes a 
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description of the district context, the development of the instructional coaching model, 

and the instructional coaching model at the time of the study.  The second section 

contains the findings of the study according to the research questions.   

Study Context 

This study was conducted in a purposefully selected school district.  This district 

was engaged in the implementation of an instructional coaching model focused on 

improving teachers’ instructional practices.  At the time of the study, Tri-Area School 

District (a pseudonym) was just completing its third year implementing an instructional 

coaching model.  The implementation was initiated at their early college high schools.  

There were six early college high schools in their district at the time of the study.  

However, the instructional coaching model was implemented throughout the district due 

to its success at the high schools.  District administrators had been awarded several 

honors due to an increase in four-year graduation rate and a decline in the dropout rate, 

which were well below the state and regional average.  At the completion of the study, 

the district employed a total of 70 instructional coaches at the secondary and elementary 

levels.   

 At the time of the study, Tri-Area School District had about 32,000 students, of 

whom 98.9% were Hispanic, 0.8% was white, and 0.2% was Asian.  In addition, 89% of 

the students were categorized as Economically Disadvantaged.  The state testing scores 

for a period of two years are presented in Table 4.1 and reflect an increase in the majority 

of the content areas tested for students in third through eighth grades.  
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Table 4.1 

Tri-Area School District State Testing Scores for Grades 3rd -8th 
_______________________________________________________________________ 

STAAR % at  Reading Mathematics Writing  Science SS 
Satisfactory or Above 
Grade 3 
2014   71%  70%  NT  NT  NT 
2013   77%  72%  NT  NT  NT 
Grade 4 
2014   68%  69%  75%  NT%  NT% 
2013   64%  63%  71%  NT%  NT% 
Grade 5 
2014   85%  88%  NT%  73%  NT% 
2013   83%  83%  NT%  72%  NT% 
Grade 6 
2014   62%  65%  NT  NT  NT 
2013   53%  57%  NT  NT  NT 
Grade 7 
2014   59%  48%  54%  NT  NT 
2013   54%  40%  47%  NT  NT 
Grade 8 
2014   74%  68%  NT  56%  36% 
2013   75%  60%  NT  56%  38% 
 
Note. SS=Social Studies; NT= Not tested 
 
 It should be noted that at the time of the implementation of instructional coaching 

other initiatives were also in place.  Politicians, public agencies, and private 

organizations had recognized the district’s most established programs such as the 

Dual Language Program, Early College Initiative, and Dropout Recovery 

Program.   

The Systemic Instructional Coaching Model 

This section provides a description of the development of the instructional 

coaching model and status at the time of the study.  It includes:  funding, model 
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development, hiring of coaches, structures, measurements, and monitoring. 

Funding a New Vision  

The journey of implementing an instructional coaching model began for Tri-Area 

Independent School District (ISD) (pseudonym) as a support to their Technology 

education-Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (T-STEM) and early 

college initiative.  The district proposed, “To create college-ready, college-connected 

pathways for every student through college-readiness grants funded by the Texas 

Education Agency” (Le, 2012, p. iii) and the U.S. Department of Education.  Ms. Tate 

(pseudonym), the district’s secondary coaching director, shared that Tri-Area ISD 

proposed to expand their early college high school (ECHS) model on each one of its 

comprehensive highs school campuses.  Thus, prompting the vision of promoting 

college-readiness and increasing high school graduation rates.  The district’s 

educational philosophy and goals are encapsulated in their vision of College for 

all.  This vision encompassed the expansion of their Early College High Schools, 

dual enrollment, and college and career connected pathways so student had the 

opportunity to earn at least 12 college hours by high school graduation.  

Initially, the district formed a partnership with another district within the same 

region called the Early College Expansion Partnership to assist with acquiring the 

funding for their expansion and the application of an instructional coaching model.  In 

2010, Tri-Area ISD applied for and received the college-readiness grant (Le, 2012).  The 

district was also awarded money from a U.S. Department of Education grant as part of a 

national effort to expand the early college model.  Educate Texas, a Communities 
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Foundation of Texas partnership, and Jobs for the Future (JFF), a national nonprofit 

organization, joined the Early College Expansion Project to provide planning, 

administration, and implementation support to the districts for scaling up and employing 

early colleges (Long, 2013).  The district’s collaborative partnership with Educate Texas 

and JFF would expand the early college model to 30,000 students over the next five years 

that followed.   

The college-readiness grants funded strategic college readiness activities such as 

professional development for teachers and administrators, alignment of district-wide 

curricula, reorganization of district services, and the development of new college 

pathways.  Tri-Area ISD “recognized that the foundation for change must be in the 

classroom (Le, 2012, p. 15).”  The approach Tri-Area ISD employed was to support the 

enhancement of the teaching and learning practices of their existing faculty with 

instructional support so that any teacher could implement the new strategies with little 

guidance from instructional coaches.   

Therefore, secondary school teachers began the adoption of JFF’s Common 

Instructional Framework (CIF) strategies, and then later, the CIF implementation was 

expanded throughout the district.  The CIF strategies consisted of six strategies:  

collaborative group work, writing to learn, Literacy groups, questioning, scaffolding, and 

classroom talk.  These strategies nurtured innovative communication and inquiry, made 

rigorous curriculum engaging and attainable, and encouraged increased student 

accountability.  To adopt the CIF strategies system-wide, the district relied on 

continuous, job-embedded instructional coaching.  Therefore, all instructional coaches 



80 
	  

were provided with intensive, on-going professional support, demonstrations of the 

strategies in action, and were provided with the purpose and process for implementing the 

CIF strategies (Le, 2012).   

Development of the Systemic Instructional Coaching Model 

The original instructional coaching model established was the “Harvard 

Instructional Rounds” (City, Elmore, Fiarman, & Teitel, 2009).  These rounds were 

implemented in collaboration with Educate Texas and JFF.  This model emphasized a 

teacher-led instructional rounds model.  The rounds reflect “a set of protocols and 

processes for observing, analyzing, discussing, and comprehending instruction” (City et 

al., 2009, p. 3).  These were designed to create a common focus and generate discussions 

for a common instructional goal directly related to the process of large-scale instructional 

improvement.  The instructional rounds process facilitates the development of a common 

language of instructional practice, and focuses attention on the knowledge and skills 

required for improvement (City et al., 2009).  Ms. Tate, the district’s secondary coaching 

coordinator, stated that, “The instructional coaches were hired specifically to implement 

the Common Instructional Frameworks (CIF) which are the six strategies used for the 

delivery of instruction and the vehicle used for implementation, of course, was the 

teacher led instructional rounds.”   

Initially, the instructional coaches received training from Educate Texas based on 

the Harvard Instructional Rounds process to familiarize the coaches with quality teacher 

instruction.  This process was supported through the use of a district-developed 

instructional framework, which provided a comprehensive narrative of quality teaching 
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through descriptors of practice for the four levels of performance in each domain.  In 

addition, all coaches received training in the implementation of the Common 

Instructional Framework (CIF) strategies.  They were taught how and when to implement 

the specific CIF strategies.  Moreover, the district coaching coordinator stated that the 

instructional coaches were all trained “with the mindset of theory and everything behind 

the Jim Knight’s instructional coaching model.”  Furthermore, coaches have practiced 

employing “The Tao of Coaching” (Landsberg, 2003) protocols to provide consistency of 

coaching processes.   

Eventually, Ms. Tate and the secondary coaches utilized the instructional 

coaching processes to assist in the recruiting and hiring of new teachers.  Ms. Tate stated, 

“Within that construct, I developed something for the new teacher institute.”  She added, 

“When our new teachers get training and our training is on-going, and then it’s followed 

up with instructional coaching.”   

At the time of the study, the district’s instructional coaching model had evolved.  

In Ms. Tate’s words, “My (present) model is more the one on one, the Jim Knight 

instructional coaching model.  We have all had training with him and so we’ve taken that 

model and ran with it.”  The focus of the instructional coaching model was to support the 

alignment of professional development to improve teachers’ teaching and learning 

practices.  By maintaining such a focus, Tri-Area school district attempts to replicate, the 

application of partnerships.  As Knight (2009) states, “Instructional coaches use [of] the 

partnership principles as touchstones for reflecting on the work they have done in the past 

and for planning the work they will do in the future” (p.31) with teacher to improve their 
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teaching through the integration of research-based instructional practices.   

In addition, it appears that the application of the new coaching principles provided 

structure, but even more importantly, stressed the mindset of theory and philosophy 

behind Jim Knight’s instructional coaching model.  The Knight instructional coaching 

provided Tri-Area district a strategy for creating schools built around five core concepts 

and seven principles that associate behaviors to principles (Knight, 2007).  The five core 

concepts consist of the following:  (a) the humanity to recognize and value people’s 

potential, (b) aligned school focuses, (c) leverage improvement practices which promote 

the most benefit for the least amount of effort, (d) a clear, well-articulated plan, and (e) a 

precise understanding of instructional practices coaches target for implementation 

(Knight, 2011).  On the other hand, the seven principles consist of the following:  (a) 

recognizing the equality of participants, (b) respecting choices in learning, (c) 

encouraging the teacher’s voice or opinion, (d) encouraging reflection of practice, (e) 

engaging in authentic dialogue, (f) enacting authenticity of praxis, and (g) experiencing 

reciprocity of learning (Knight, 2011).   

Moreover, Ms. Tate revealed that she had integrated information from a business 

model of coaching she acquired from a book titled, “The Tao of Coaching” (Landsburg, 

2009).  Ms. Tate incorporated “The Tao of Coaching” GROW (Goal, Reality, Options, 

Wrap-up) process and the Skill and Will matrix (Landsberg, 2009) because, according to 

her, “they are very succinct, very direct and…it was real easy to put into practice”.  

During the Goal stage, the coach and teacher select the observation’s topic of focus.  

Next, both provided evidence to clarify the topic or offer self-assessment during the 
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Reality stage.  Then, Options or suggestions are offered during the third stage.  Finally, 

the coach and the teacher complete the observation plan by scheduling a date and 

discussing any potential problems or next steps during the wrap-up stage.  Moreover, 

coaches incorporate the “Tao of Coaching” Skill and Will matrix (Landsberg, 2009) into 

the coaching process to adapt their coaching styles to the abilities and willingness of the 

person they were coaching.   

In addition, the instructional coaching model is used to expedite systemic support 

of new teachers in the district in order to facilitate their comprehension of the 

organization’s vision, to internalizing district processes and expectations, and to 

introduce the CIF instructional strategies.  

Hiring and Supporting Instructional Coaches 

 Hiring instructional coaches is a functional, initial step in the implementation 

process of a coaching model.  Researchers suggest that a district must collaboratively 

design the coaching position and communicate a clear, detailed job description for 

instructional coaches (Shanklin, 2007) before commencing the hiring process.  The 

collaboration promotes buy-in from stakeholders and the detailed job description 

establishes clarity of coaching goals and sets parameters for the employment of coaches 

(Symonds, 2003).  This was evident in the school district under the study as hiring 

progressed through an initial process to develop a job description before hiring the 

instructional coaches.  A committee comprised of district and campus administrators 

thoughtfully developed selective descriptors for the instructional coaches.  Ms. Tate 

indicated, “They have to have at least five years of teaching experience”, and that a 
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master’s degree was “preferred but not required.”  “This year we’re going to create a pool 

of coaches that the principals can choose from, if there’s any turnover” said Ms. Tate.  At 

the time of this study, the coaching positions were financed with the support of “local and 

state comp” monies.   

 Furthermore, to increase transparency about the district’s coaching initiative and 

to provide a foundational understanding about the implementation and goals of 

instructional coaching, campus administrators, campus coaches, and select campus staff 

were provided with an intensive, orientation training.  Professional support for coaches 

was also provided on an annual basis at the beginning of the year and on a monthly basis 

in the form of monthly “Step Back” meetings as reflected in the participants’ perceptions.  

The annual training also served as a review of coaching expectations and the 

implementation of instructional strategies.  These monthly meetings offered scheduled 

time for coaches to collaborate, practice new skills, or share successful coaching 

strategies and materials. 

Systemic Instructional Coaching Structures and Measurements 

The district’s instructional coaching model employed a structure consisting of a 

three-part cycle of coaching to apply Knight’s concepts and principles.  These cycles 

included:  (a) a preconference or planning, (b) a classroom observation of teachers, and 

(c) a post-conference.  According to Ms. Tate the emphasis the district placed on the pre-

conference or planning of the observation was considered a very important step in the 

cycle of instructional coaching.  As a result, the instructional coach and the participating 

teacher must plan the specific objective for the instructional coach’s observation.  Such 
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planning enabled the instructional coach to be more effectual and goal-focused during a 

scheduled classroom observation.  The observation was always followed by a post-

conference to reflect upon the teacher’s perception of the accomplishment of the targeted 

objective and to plan for “next steps”.  The debriefing conversation which occurred 

during a post-conference between a coach and teacher was accomplished with the support 

of the GROW model (Landsberg, 2009).  “But the whole process is preceded by building 

the relationship with people, a non-evaluative type of relationship where there’s trust 

being built” surmised Ms. Tate.  

The role of the instructional coaches in Tri-Area ISD was established to 

incorporate the philosophy of Knight’s instructional coaching to work collaboratively 

with the classroom teachers to impact classroom instructional practices within their 

classrooms.  “The system that I developed within this office with new teachers is fidelity 

with the coaching cycle.  And they set goals at the campus level,” stated Ms. Tate.  The 

coaches worked with small cohorts of 15 teachers annually and they have to conclude 

three comprehensive cycles of coaching before December, and then, three additional 

cycles before the end of May.   

After the first observation, a measurable objective for each teacher, based on the 

Charlotte Danielson rubric descriptors (Danielson, 2014), was established at the coaching 

conference.  The rubric was used to measure the teachers’ teaching and learning, and 

then, provided a means for teachers, coaches, and administrators to calibrate what each 

level of teaching and learning looked like, thus creating a common understanding for all 

participants or highlighting areas of need.  Ms. Tate described the instructional 
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framework used by the district to measure the progress of new teachers’ acquisition of 

instructional practices.  She explained that at one point, TEA employed the Charlotte 

Danielson rubric (Danielson, 2014) to develop a new teacher evaluation tool in lieu of the 

state’s teacher Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS).  The following 

year, the district administrators and coaches would all be trained in the use of a new 

teacher evaluation system, the McRel evaluation system (Williams, 2009), as district 

administrators continued to search for methods to improve the monitoring and 

measurement processes of the instructional coaching model.  Furthermore, Ms. Tate 

explained that coaches also submitted low inference, trending data on a district 

dashboard, which rated the teachers with the Common Instructional Framework (CIF) 

Teacher Effectiveness rubric, based on three achievement levels.  According to the 

principals, instructional coaches, and teachers these levels were known as:  (a) “red” for 

initiating, (b) “yellow” for developing, or (c) “green” for demonstrating.  The campus 

staff referred to this process as “color-coding teachers.”   

It’s appears that fidelity of application of the instructional coaching model is a 

critical measure to determine the success of the model.  Fidelity means adherence to the 

established instructional coaching principles and practices.  As Ms. Tate stated, “The 

implementation with fidelity is probably the biggest monitoring and administration 

challenge that you have.”  To assure sustained fidelity to the systemic implementation of 

coaching, Ms. Tate shared, “I've asked the teachers (coaches) especially at the secondary 

level, they have to track their coaching, they have to give me on a weekly basis their 

schedules, and my own coaches have to turn in a form in which they tell me for each 



87 
	  

teacher that they either coached or observed what the conversation was about, the 

objective of their conversation, the summary of what they talked about, and then their 

next steps.”  Several protocols and documentation tools are used to track the coaching 

processes:  coaching cycle charts, Skill and Will charts, pre- and post-observation tools, 

videotaping reflection tools, and interview forms.  It took about a year to develop most of 

the forms.  “I’m very process-oriented and for coaches to really improve their craft, you 

have to have discipline in [the process]” Ms. Tate revealed.   

To evaluate the effectiveness of instructional coaching, the district not only relies 

on the creation of measurable goals, building trusting relationships, applying the 

evaluation rubrics, and ensuring fidelity to the coaching cycle, but also enlisting external 

consultants to determine the effect of instructional coaching.  During the 2013-2014 

school year, the district had employed external consultants to conduct an evaluation study 

to assess the impact of instructional coaching and the professional development provided 

to coaches. The district is hopeful that such a study will identify evidence that supports 

increased student achievement as a result of their coaching model.  While the external 

consultants are responsible for the design of the evaluation study, Ms. Tate supervises the 

random assignment of participants to be included in such study.  The final report is 

expected to be complete at the end of the following school year.   

The evaluation study is employing data collected from the coaches’ trainings, data 

related to the evaluation of CIF coaching, and student assessment scores.  A preliminary 

report from the study suggests that first year teachers and experienced teachers perform 

on or about the same level.  The performance of both groups of teachers’ determination 
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was based on a comparison of STAAR test scores from the first year of its administration 

in 2012.  However, it is not clear whether the performance of either first year or 

experienced teachers is a direct result of their participation in instructional coaching.   

Monitoring Systemic Instructional Coaching Process 

Instructional coaches were hired to work collaboratively with teachers to 

implement CIF strategies that would increase teachers’ instructional practice.  However, 

as McKenna & Walpole (2008) suggest coaches usually hold titles that do not reflect 

supervisory authority in schools, thus coaches are occasionally faced with resistance from 

teachers who may attempt to erode coaching efforts.  Therefore, the district secondary, 

and later, the elementary coaching coordinators monitored the organization and 

implementation of the instructional coaching model by educating district staff about 

coaching and its purpose.   

In the fall of 2014, Ms. Tate, the district’s secondary coaching coordinator, was 

promoted to assume the responsibilities of the district coaching coordinator for all the 

coaches as well as the continued refinement of the instructional coaching model that had 

been in place three years earlier.  Prior to the expansion of Ms. Tate’s responsibilities, the 

district had two coaching coordinators.  Ms. Tate worked with the secondary campuses 

and the district’s director of the Common Instructional Framework worked with the 

elementary campuses.  The director of the Common Instructional Framework originally 

served as the principal of the district’s first T-STEM Early College.   

Furthermore, Ms. Tate’s philosophy for understanding and implementing 

coaching was to be an active participant in the coaching process.  She personally 
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participated in the coaching cycles, instructional rounds, and coaches’ feedback sessions.  

“Actually doing it is what does it,” she said, referring to active participation as the 

“cement” of implementation.  She added, “Lots of training and follow-up training and 

involving them (the staff) in instructional rounds are really the way to gain buy-in.”  

However, the district coaching coordinator shared her concern for the continued misuse 

of instructional coaches on campuses.  It appears that campus administrators do not see or 

appreciate that instructional coaching will impact campus instruction.  As Ms. Tate noted 

there is still the challenge of instructional coaches being assigned to campuses and 

because the administrator or leader doesn’t really understand that instructional coaching 

benefits they end up assigning them assistant principals duties.  “So we are still working 

on that.”  Another challenge Ms. Tate highlighted was “trying to get everyone on the 

same page at the district level so that we’re all talking the same language and we’re not 

just implementing what we think should be happening at the campuses.  That we all 

agreed that this is really important.”  It appears that the various forms, rubrics, and 

processes assisted with the alignment of the systemic implementation, the development of 

a common language, and the transparency of the district’s vision of benefiting all 

students.  Nevertheless, the need still exists for a clear understanding of the purpose for 

instructional coaching by all stakeholders.   

In summary, monitoring the instructional coaching process aims at ensuring that 

all steps are applied as planned and designed.  Thus, it’s expected that the preliminary 

process begin with the coaches introducing themselves, and then building a relationship 

with teachers.  Next, the coaches have teachers sign a form acknowledging that they 
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would be videotaped in the fall, and then again in the spring.  Once the fall observations 

and videotaping were completed, the coaches prioritized the coaching needs of their 

teachers.  In the spring, video tapings are repeated after the completion of all the 

coaching cycles.  This pre and post videotaping provides the teachers with an opportunity 

to observe their instructional growth as it had been documented and measured utilizing 

their instructional framework.  

Implementing Instructional Coaching at the District Level 

This section contains the findings of the study addressing each research question. 

The perceptions of a district administrator, three campus principals, three instructional 

coaches, and six classroom teachers are presented relating to the realization of a district-

wide instructional coaching model, the presence of coaching effectiveness measures, and 

the sustainability of systemic supports for coaching.   

Research Question 1.  How do district administrators implement instructional coaching 

at the district level? 

School improvement typically involves the development and implementation of 

avenues that hold promise to directly enhance teacher quality and student academic 

success such as instructional coaching.  However, the realization of instructional 

coaching or any other reform initiative requires that a district organize the design, 

adoption, and support of the implementation process.   

According to the data, implementation of the instructional coaching at the district 

level included specific, intentional processes, and steps.  Several themes emerged from 

the data reflecting participants’ perceptions about how the initiation and implementation 
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of instructional coaching evolved.  These themes included funding acquisitions, hiring 

district coaches, expanding coaching to additional campuses, collaborative connections, 

orientation training, Harvard Instructional Rounds, CIF strategies, Knight’s instructional 

coaching, coaching structures and processes, as well as coaching challenges. 

Funding Acquisition.  Essential funding is required to secure continuous, high 

quality professional training for coaches and staff as well as the related release time for 

teachers and substitute coverage for collaboration with and for coaches.  The district, 

subject of this study, addressed a specific financial concern before committing to 

implement the instructional coaching initiative.  Thus, the district applied and obtained 

funding through several grants to introduce the coaching model.  However, the district 

coaching coordinator disclosed that “local and state comps” funds supported instructional 

coaching at the time of the study.   

Furthermore, two of the three principals, P-A and P-B, believed that “a grant” was 

initially responsible for financing their coaching model.  According to P-A, the financial 

resources that funded the preliminary implementation of coaching at the secondary 

campuses were “part of the Jobs for the Future grant.”  Whereas, P-B understood that the 

coaching initiative was the result of “a grant that was acquired by ourselves and another 

district.”   

Moreover, the instructional coaches perceptions varied about how coaching was 

financed.  Consistent with the principals, IC-A communicated that, “It was a small grant 

supported by Educate Texas.”  In addition, IC-A specified that in the second year of the 

implementation, “a proposal was written to secure funding for additional instructional 
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coaches” thus resulting in one instructional coach for each of their 26 elementary 

campuses as well as one for their early childhood campus.  Grant funding also supported 

the growth of the New Teacher and the Teacher Leadership Institutes.  Furthermore, IC-B 

had asked her coaching coordinator about funding for coaching and the response she 

received was “state comp.”  However, she recalled an external coach discussing a grant 

which was associated with coaches’ training and the new teacher institute at one of her 

“step back” meetings.  

In addition, only one classroom teacher, CT-B4 claimed she knew the funding 

source for coaches’ positions was provided from “a separate grant.”  However, she was 

“not exactly sure of the name.”  

Hiring District Coaches.  An instructional coach is a professional developer who 

supports teachers’ professional improvement utilizing a continuous, job-embedded 

development approach.  Due to the incremental application of coaching, the district 

appointed one secondary coordinator for the secondary coaches.  She was responsible for 

the organization of the coaching implementation and coaching the secondary coaches.  

As the initiative expanded, another coaching coordinator was hired to supervise and 

monitor the application of instructional coaching at the elementary campuses.  The 

elementary coaching coordinator was the principal at the T-STEM high school prior to 

her central office position.  However, the secondary coaching coordinator revealed, “Next 

year, I’ll be overseeing the elementary instructional coaches [as well].  So I have about 

30 at the secondary and there are about 26 or 27 at the elementary.”   

According to one of the principals, P-C, the hiring of a coaching coordinator at 



93 
	  

the elementary was based on clear expectations.  This participant stated that, the coaching 

expectations were non-negotiable:  

“If [principals] weren’t focusing on growing the [CIF] framework, central office 

called.  The director of elementary coaching obviously met with coaches and if 

they said something that she didn’t think fit, she would contact principals and let 

them know that [district administrators] were very specific about what they 

wanted instructional coaches to do.” 

Similarly, only one instructional coach (IC-B) mentioned more than one coaching 

coordinator within the district: 

“I don’t know what’s going to happen next year.  We’re getting a new 

director.  So I don’t know if we’re going to keep the same model or if 

we’re going to do the same thing.  [Next year] it’s going to be Ms. Tate.  

She was in charge of the high school and middle school.  My other 

director was [name of elementary director].”   

According to teacher CT-A1, an instructional coach was hired to implement the 

“CIF” and provide assistance to teachers.  She added, “I know that they have the support 

from the person who is actually in charge of the whole instructional coaches.”  However, 

she didn’t refer to the coaching coordinator by position title.  

Furthermore, before the coaches were hired for their respective campuses, a 

collaborative district committee was formed to establish criteria for hiring new coaches.  

It was imperative that administrators comprehend the roles instructional coaches were 

expected to assuming on campuses such as lesson planning, modeling, observing, 
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evaluating the CIF implementation process, supplying teacher resources, as well as 

facilitating professional training for the entire campus.  After considerable discussion, the 

district committee approved criteria that guided the campus administrator’s selection of 

new instructional coaches.  Preferably, the district’s coaching coordinator indicated, 

“Coaches must have at least five years of teaching experience and most of them had a 

master’s degree.”  Then, Ms. Tate explained, “This year we’re going to create a pool of 

coaches that the principals can choose from [next year], if there’s any turnover.”  

Participants’ responses corroborated one of two essential categories:  (a) coaches’ 

criteria and roles, or (b) the hiring process itself.  One of the principals, P-A, described 

her participation on a committee of administrators who initially established the coaches’ 

selection criteria: 

I was on the committee of principals that set up a rubric per say of what an 

instructional coach was.  And it was elementary, middle school, and high school 

principals who came up with [the criteria].  The person in charge of the 

instructional coaches from the district typed ups the rubrics that we instituted.   

This participant stressed her “advocacy” for hiring internal candidates as the first coach 

to avoid “sending the wrong message to teachers.”  There was a consensus among the 

three principals about the importance of employing internal coaching candidates due to 

their established collegial relationships.  The principals felt that collegial coaches 

expedited the formation of non-evaluative relationships between coaches and teachers, 

which emphasized confidentiality and trust.  As P-C cautioned, “It’s always a risk when 

someone from the outside comes in.”  Ultimately, the planning committee approved the 
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recommendation for considering internal candidates first before “going outside”. 

In relation to the hiring process, P-A stated that, “Instructional coaches had to 

answer an essay and based on that, we interviewed.”  The configuration of each 

interviewing committee was left to the discretion of each campus administrator.  Once the 

committee concluded the interviews, principals typically interviewed prospective 

candidates before sending a recommendation to the board.  Likewise, P-B confirmed that 

administrators “were able to make that selection with a certain criteria.”  

 In relation to the coaching roles, IC-A insisted that “There [must be] 

confidentiality between the teachers and I.”  Whereas, IC-B perceived that her campus 

teachers endorsed a coach who was comfortable presenting trainings to teachers and was 

a “dynamic CIF teacher.”   

The three instructional coaches also supported hiring a coach who was an 

established member of the campus.  All three campus instructional coaches had been 

internal applicants prior to their position as coach.  However, they differed in their 

recollection regarding the hiring process for coaches.  According to IC-A, she had created 

a power point for the interview committee “to actually sell myself.”  Meanwhile, IC-B 

said that “my principal just approached me” with an offer to be the next campus coach.  

According to IC-B, “Basically, the school took it upon themselves” to promote “their 

favorites” when they learned of the retirement of their previous coach.  Though, IC-C 

specified that, “The principal interviewed [coaches].  But that wasn’t the case at every 

school.  Some [coaches] were just selected by their principals, but here my principal 

interviews.” 



96 
	  

Five of the six classroom teachers also referred to their specific roles in which 

instructional coaches supported them through modeling and lesson planning.  According 

to CT-B4, “[Coaches] broke it down for us.  So one week they would introduce part of [a 

lesson].  Our instructional coach would kind of model a few lessons for us and then we 

would practice during the week in our classrooms.”  In addition, CT-C5 said,  

“Our instructional coach was modeling the lessons.  She would actually go into 

our professional learning communities (PLC) and provide us with activities.  She 

was not just modeling, but we were engaged in doing it.  There was one case 

where she even did it with my students.”   

Furthermore, regarding the hiring process, four of the six classroom teachers 

concurred that coaches followed a hiring process that was similar in some ways.  First, 

CT-A1 stated that coaching vacancies were first “posted.”  Next, CT-C5 noted that select 

applicants “had to go through a panel of interviews.”  Then, CT-C6 concurred that 

teachers were invited to an interview after they submitted a required resume and 

questionnaire.  According to CT-A2, the final step in the process was that, “The 

committee gave their recommendation and then the board approved it.”  Whereas, CT-B4 

added, “The principal had asked a couple of teachers who we thought we could 

recommend and [IC-B] was at the top of the list.”  She explained that her coach’s 

extensive teaching experience, her knowledge about testing, and her ability to collaborate 

well with other teachers made her a likely candidate.   

Expanding Coaching.  The coaching initiative was introduced to the district 

campuses in an incremental manner.  The execution of coaching originated as an early 
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college initiative at the comprehensive high school campuses.  However, once district 

administrators attained coaching implementation success, as documented through teacher 

instructional improvement data and increased student graduation rates at secondary 

campuses, the initiative expanded to the new teacher institute and the elementary 

campuses.  As the district administrator confirmed, “My coaches and I sort of branched 

off, with the on-boarding, and then within that construct I developed something for the 

new teacher institute.”   

The expansion of instructional coaching from the high school to the elementary 

was well-known by the principals.  One of the three interviewed principals (P-A) served 

on the committee of district administrators who supported the initial implementation of 

the coaching model.  Initially, she recalled,  

“We (elementary staff) were trained because our secondary had such high success 

with the common instructional framework and they were doing that through Jobs 

for the Future.  They had such high success, [district administrators] decided to 

bring it down to the elementary and help us.”     

In addition, two of the three instructional coaches were familiar with the origin of 

the coaching model.  Moreover, IC-A and IC-B agreed that coaching began at the high 

schools before the introduction at the elementary level.  According to IC-A, “The 

coaching model started with T-STEM at the early college high school.”  Furthermore, she 

explained, “Jobs for the Future was helping the district reinvent high school for post-

secondary success.  That’s why it started because we want them to be college ready, to 

graduate, and not to have as many drop-outs as we had.  You know we wanted them to be 
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successful.”   

Collaborative Connections.  Effective, highly collaborative organizations 

empower their participants to establish more demanding professional development goals 

with increased learning support.  When educators work together to engage in ongoing 

learning, schools and teachers benefit in a variety of ways from their collaborative 

efforts.  According to the participants, collaboration was key to the implementation of the 

coaching model.  As Ms. Tate stressed, “The whole process [of coaching] is preceded by 

building the relationship with people, a non-evaluative type of relationship where there’s 

trust being built.”  

Moreover, two of the three principals highlighted the development of confidential, 

trusting relationships as a factor that contributed to the acceptance of coaching.  Principal 

P-A stated that, “Having that trust that the coach is here not to point the finger at me (the 

teacher), the coach is not here to see what I’m doing wrong, and that she’s not going to 

share with the administrator…It was about clarifying those misconceptions and building 

trust.”  In addition, she explained her insistence to select “someone from within” as her 

coach because it alleviated the effort required by an “outsider” to build those necessary 

relationships and establish collaboration.  Also, she described how her instructional coach 

had observed her teaching a class, and then concluded with a reflective coaching 

conference.  She appreciated the trusting relationship they also had developed, and 

believed that it had taught her how to best support the coaching processes.  Furthermore, 

P-A perceived that coaching had increased teacher collaboration and cited examples of 

teachers planning together more within and across grade levels.  However, P-C described 
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some teacher resistance at first.  They were already uncomfortable with the principal’s 

observations, and now the district was proposing an additional classroom observer.  In 

time, teachers’ attitudes about coaching became more affirming as teachers experienced 

more and more success with the assistance of the instructional coach.  They believed that 

the development of collegial collaboration and confidential coaching relationships 

cultivated the application of coaching.  

In addition, two of the three instructional coaches agreed that coaching was also 

encouraged by the confidentiality maintained by the coaches.  According to IC-A, the 

systematic training advised coaches “how to work collaboratively with teachers, listening 

and supporting them, giving them a voice.”  Coaches needed to build a trusting bond with 

teachers as a vehicle for promoting instructional coaching.  “I have to be there (for 

them),” she stated.  She also added, “There was confidentiality between the teachers and 

I.”  Whereas, IC-B shared that she has been a teacher on her campus for many years 

before being promoted to instructional coach.  She believed that her tenure on the campus 

and her established collaborative relationships with colleagues served her well during this 

transition.  As IC-B stated, “They know what kind of teacher I am.  They know what I’ve 

done at this campus.  And I told them everything you tell me is strictly confidential.” 

Furthermore, CT-C5 explained that the district’s introduction of instructional 

coaches facilitated the acceptance of coaches as supportive confidants.  “[The district 

administrators] put it in a way where she is here to help you, not just to be observing you 

and telling you what you are doing wrong.  So that’s one of the things that made me feel 

comfortable with [the coach]…she was seen more as a resources and not a threat.”  Also, 
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in relation to trusting relationships, CT-C6 noted that, “I just feel it’s a good position to 

have a teacher there because we’ve never had anybody who is actually working with 

teachers.” 

Orientation Training.  The data revealed that initially, orientation training was 

offered to familiarize district administrators, campus administrators, instructional 

coaches, and classroom teachers with the district’s vision of implementing an 

instructional coaching model and the district’s expectations for coaches.  Furthermore, 

the district administrator clearly stated that instructional coaches were to be responsible 

only for the implementation of the Common Instructional Framework (CIF) strategies to 

improve teachers’ instructional practices with the support of instructional rounds.  In 

relation to initial coaches’ trainings, the district coaching coordinator disclosed that a 

number of trainings for the instructional coaches and she attended or facilitated to expand 

the coaching initiative:  Knight’s instructional coaching, “The Tao of Coaching” tools, 

Harvard Instructional Rounds, the Danielson instructional framework rubric, the CIF 

strategies and rubric.  As the district coaching coordinator emphasized, “Lots of training 

and follow-up training and involving [staff] in the rounds process.  Those are the ways 

that you get buy-in.  The training supported the fidelity of the implementation and I’m a 

real believer in the principle of follow-up.” 

All three principals recalled these initial trainings for coaching.  After the 

administrators’ initial training, principals were allowed to make choices about how to 

disseminate coaching information to their individual campuses, by partnering with their 

coaches or asking their coaches to present by themselves.  As P-A revealed, “[The coach 
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and I] did a PowerPoint on what instructional coaching is and what is not.  The teachers 

really weren’t receptive at first.  [The presentation] was about clarifying a lot of those 

misconceptions and building trust.”  Principals provided other examples of coaching 

professional training.  For example, P-A recounted the training “through the SAP 

program which is the Scholastic Academic Partnership program with Bill Daggett.  That 

was more of an administrative coaching where they would coach us (principals) on how 

to be great leaders.”  This program provided training in regards to the rigor and relevance 

of instruction and assisted principals with the creation of action plans.   

Furthermore, IC-A stated, “For the elementary, in year one, the district trained a 

team of district level coordinators and all district leadership including principals.”  Her 

description was similar to the SAP training.  In addition, IC-B provided teachers training 

at her campus about coaching processes, and revealed teachers’ CIF instructional ratings.  

She expressed how important she felt it was to review the instructional coaching 

processes with her teachers when she became their newest coach.  Moreover, IC-B 

followed her presentation by meeting individually with teachers the first week of school.  

In addition, a letter of thanks was hand delivered to each teacher along with their CIF 

rubric rating and any suggestions which may support their growth.  She stated, “I thought 

it was important that they know where they were and what I was going to be doing.”  

Also IC-C reported that, “We had attended training at the beginning on how the model 

was going to work.  Then, we had several meetings throughout the year to come together 

as coaches.”  Furthermore, she indicated that, “We’ve also had Scholastic (SAP) and 

they’ve implemented what’s called Instructional Rounds.  It’s more like the guidelines of 
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how to use the rigor and relevance of teaching.”   

 All classroom teachers described organized trainings that their principals and 

instructional coaches attended.  Such training was specifically designed “for them at the 

district.” According to CT-A1 coaches had various “meetings”.  In addition, CT-A2 

described, “When [the district administrators] first introduced the model to us, my 

principal had training for all of us to let us know the goals and the responsibilities of an 

instructional coach…so that we’re clear, that we understood.”  As a teacher (CT-B3) 

participated in the initial coaching orientation training, she was able to explain the 

context of such sessions.  This training disseminated information about the coaching 

model, provided opportunities for the participants to practice new strategies, and offered 

time to reflect on the processes introduced.  She also noted that the external facilitators 

shared research results purporting positive learning outcomes for students.  Similarly, 

CT-B4 echoed information about the orientation and stated that all participants received 

“a booklet of the different strategies.”  Proudly, CT-C5 described the coaching 

orientation she attended at the New Teacher Institute.  And finally, CT-C6 stated, “I 

know that [coaches] go to class or meetings, but I don’t think they go a lot because we 

see her here all the time.”   

Harvard Instructional Rounds.  The Harvard instructional rounds process “is 

about creating and modeling a specific set of ideas about how schools and systems 

[leaders] can learn from their own practices, develop a more acute understanding of the 

next problem they need to solve, and take control of their own learning in ways that are 

more likely to sustained improvement overtime” (City et al., 2009, p. 10).  According to 
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the participants, this process develops a common language and culture among educators, 

which clarifies and defines high quality instruction.  As Ms. Tate verified, “The [original] 

coaching model put into place by Educate Texas utilized the Harvard Instructional 

Rounds process.”  She elaborated that the rounds process facilitated the implementation 

of the CIF strategies aimed at increasing teacher classroom practices.  Educate Texas 

afforded the rounds training for the district coaching coordinator, instructional coaches, 

and select campus administrators and classroom teachers.   

Furthermore, the Harvard Instructional Rounds was also acknowledged as an 

effective instructional support by campus principals.  As P-A described the instructional 

rounds process: 

If I was in the cohort and I got the staff development, then I got to see and use the 

[instructional framework] rubric and have those coaching conversations after we 

saw the classroom.  [Before entering each] classroom we would…be looking at a 

[specific] part of rigor, and then we’d go in and take notes.  Then, we would [go 

out in the hallway] and…we would have a discussion [about the rigor of the 

lesson] and justify our answers…to make sure our rating was pretty equitable.  

We would do this after every single visit.  

This process supported teachers’ understands of what quality instruction looked like with 

the support of a rubric and a calibration process.  Initially, “We figured out who the 15 

teachers were that we were going to use as spark plugs.”  P-C stated, “Then, [the coach] 

visited their classrooms, she modeled for them, she observed, they planned together, and 

then we observed them together.”  In addition, P-C explained that teacher cohorts 
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conducted instructional rounds with the goal of observing four of their colleagues.   

 Moreover, instructional coaches acknowledged that they were trained in the use of 

instructional rounds.  However, IC-A only mentioned her use of “material and structures 

from Scholastic”, but never clarified the rounds process.  Meanwhile, IC-B described 

observing other coaches during instructional rounds to learn the process, and the “rounds 

paperwork”.  In contrast, IC-C verified that district administrators provided the SAP and 

Instructional Rounds training.  She stated, “It’s more like the guidelines of how to use the 

rigor and relevance of teaching.”   

 While not directly mentioning the Harvard Instructional Rounds, two classroom 

teachers (CT-B4 and CT-C5) were able to describe the instructional rounds process.  

According to CT-B4,  

“The district started implementing where other coaches would come to our 

school, and then, they would come to our classroom and they could [walk] around 

the classroom and see [what we’re implementing].  Or sometimes, they would 

send us to [other teacher’s] classrooms so we could see the different strategies.”   

Common Instructional Framework Strategies.  The Common Instructional 

Framework (CIF) strategies are six research-based instructional strategies used to 

improve the rigor and relevance of instructional practices.  The use of the CIF strategies 

was intended to enhance teachers’ instructional practices and was monitored with the CIF 

Teacher Effectiveness rubric.  According to Ms. Tate, “At the district level, the 

instructional coaches were hired specifically to implement [and monitor] the CIF 

implementation.  These six strategies are used for the delivery of instruction and the 
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vehicle that they use for the implementation is the teacher-led instructional rounds.”   

These strategies were well known by the principals.  Furthermore, principals 

revealed that instructional coaching was specifically to implement the CIF strategies.  As 

P-A stated, “We got an additional person on campus that was trained on the CIF 

strategies, who worked on the coaching process with teachers.”  Additionally, P-B 

explained that teachers could observe instructional coaches modeling CIF strategies 

during the coaches’ required 90-minute class period.  Furthermore, P-C said, “We 

adopted the [CIF] framework but there were so many holes because principals didn’t 

have the time to focus on it, and then came the idea of hiring a person to solely work on 

and produce benefits from the framework or to grow it.”   

Subsequently, IC-A shared that instructional coaches attended “a weeklong 

institute” introducing the six CIF strategies.  In addition, they were also provided 

opportunities to learn about Jim Knight’s principles.   

Furthermore, all classroom teachers mentioned the application of CIF strategies.  

However, as CT-A1described her young students’ favorite CIF strategy, she admitted to 

modifying the partnering process, which then resulted in increased collaboration and 

more organized movement of students.  Similarly, CT-A2 agreed the use of CIF 

strategies within her lessons made instruction more engaging for her students.  Likewise, 

CT-B3 noted the CIF strategies had a positive effect on students because of the 

collaborative groups.  She stated, “it really held them accountable.”  In addition, CT-B4 

favored the collaboration because students were “grouped intentionally.”  She stated the 

grouping process was purposely based on students’ strengths and supported the learning 
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of “some struggling students”.  Teacher CT-C6 also mentioned the increased 

collaboration promoted by coaching.  However, she was referring to teacher 

collaboration.  She stated that teachers collaborate on lesson planning, which facilitates 

the “processing” and use of CIF.  According to CT-C5, “[Tri-Area ISD] is strong in the 

CIF.”   

Knight’s Instructional Coaching.  As Knight (2005) suggests an instructional 

coach can be described as a professional who delivers on-site professional training and 

support for teachers to augment their instructional practices based on a set of principles.  

It appears from the data that the Knight’s instructional coaching was instrumental in 

establishing a strong theoretical foundation for the implementation of the district-wide 

instructional coaching initiative.  As Ms. Tate reported, she and the coaches engaged in 

training from Jim Knight’s developers from the Kansas University Center for Research 

on Learning.  She explained that, “What we have taken away from there is not only the 

process of coaching, but the mindset of theory and everything behind instructional 

coaching from Jim Knight.”  In order to facilitate teacher support, instructional coaches 

received extensive training in the partnership learning approach, which “embodies seven 

key principles:  Equality, Choice, Dialogue, Praxis, Voice, Reflection, and Reciprocity” 

(Knight, 2005, p. 20-21).   

The principals or the classroom teachers did not mention the coaching principles, 

generated by Knight.  However, P-A was aware of the employment of instructional 

coaching as the district’s model.  In addition, only one of the three instructional coaches 

referred to Knight’s principles directly.  She mentioned the utilization of the principles 
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and commented on the application of several of them.  For instance, IC-A recalled that 

there were “seven principles from Jim Knight” used to focus the coaching model.   

“One of Jim Knight's the principles, [reciprocity is] for us to learn from each other 

not just for one person to be learning.  So I'm in a cohort with other instructional 

coaches, four of us, and we go to each other’s' schools that's one thing that it's not 

a requirement but that it's something that they tell us to do you know for us to 

learn from each other and for us to observe teachers with them.  And then, we 

come over here and observe teachers over here.  And we kind of like, okay we do 

the feedback with the teachers so we need to see if we are doing it correctly and 

we’re giving them the credit.”   

Instructional Coaching Structures and Processes.  Coaching structures are 

systemic tools or protocols designed to organize and align the effective implementation 

of instructional coaching.  In addition, coaching processes are pre-determined, 

progressive techniques that result in a specified outcome.  The district coaching 

coordinator contributed several coaching structures to align the coaching processes with 

teacher improvement to facilitate the effectiveness of coaching outcomes.  Ms. Tate listed 

the structures, which she created the first year of coaching such as coaches’ tracking 

charts, effectiveness rubrics, video reflection protocols, coaching and training schedules.  

Some of the coaching processes employed were:  instructional rounds, coaching cycle, 

the GROW process, and a videotaping process.  As stated by Ms. Tate, 

I’m very process-oriented.  And in order for coaches to really improve their craft, 

you have to have a discipline in it.  So I require from the beginning, you’re 
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videotaping in the fall, and then in the spring to look at improvement.  And that 

they have to go through so many coaching cycles with each one.  Then, once they 

do a complete coaching cycle with each of their teachers, they start prioritizing.  

Saying, well I really don’t need to see this one (teacher) but once a month or this 

one every two weeks.  But most of [the teachers] are [coached] bi-weekly or 

monthly.” 

Moreover, according to the data, the pre-conference and the post-conference 

facilitate the planning which creates a more focused and clear goal for the observations 

and set up a process for generating suggestions for future areas of growth.  According to 

the district coordinator,  

We feel it’s really important in this district that you don’t leave out the planning.  

The system I developed here in this office with new teachers is fidelity with the 

coaching cycle.  They set goals at the campus level and then they have to 

complete at least three cycles.  [Coaches each] have 15 teachers.  We work with 

small groups, cohorts of teachers, and then build out like this.  So the 15 teachers 

have to go through the complete cycle with the pre-, the observation, and the post-

conference at least three times by December.  They have to complete six cycles 

by the end of May with each of the 15 teachers.  So if the coach is using the 

coaching cycle with fidelity, it’s going to be a lot more effective and you have set 

goals based on measureable objectives. 

In addition, the coaching coordinator explained that,  

[Coaches] track their teachers [on a chart] because I found from the very first year 
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that I started doing this that what happens is they’ll hardly do any planning 

sessions.  They’ll do a bunch of observations and debriefs, but they’re not really 

planning with the teachers.  So what this helps them to do is [scheduling].  They 

were doing all these observations, but they weren’t doing any coaching.  So 

they’d look and say, “Oh my goodness, I didn’t get to [complete a coaching 

cycle].”  

Also, she described the integration of business processes to facilitate coaches’ 

comprehension of the implementation of coaching. 

I incorporated a little book called the “Tao of Coaching” and its business model.  

We used primarily the GROW model, G-R-O-W, which is the model for the 

actual conversations that you have whether it’s pre-conference or a post-

conference.  Then, we also use the skill and will matrix in order to determine the 

skill and will level of the person that you are coaching.  You know being a 

business model, it’s very succinct, very direct, and so it’s really easy to put into 

practice.” 

Moreover, principals explained several processes that aligned the application of 

coaching with the vision originated by the district administrators.  However, P-A did 

share that an initial coaching process demonstrated at her campus was eventually 

modified.  She explained that a coaching coordinator intentionally rotated the coaches’ 

meeting onto a different campus each month because a portion of the meeting was 

scheduled to practice Instructional Rounds.  Initially, the rounds process required all 26 

elementary coaches and the district coordinator to enter a classroom and observe a 
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teacher.  Next, the teacher and her principal were invited back to their meeting place for 

the coaches’ debriefing of the observation.  At that time, every coach provided the 

teacher with feedback.  This was time consuming and uncomfortable for the teacher.  As 

P-A said, “We (principals) had a little feedback to give on that procedure.”  Afterwards, 

coaches were divided into smaller groups of three to four coaches.  When it was time for 

their Instructional Rounds practice, the new smaller groups of coaches observed a 

teacher.  However, the teacher only received feedback from one of the groups.  The other 

coaches watched and waited until the teacher left the meeting area.  Then, the remaining 

coaches provided their perceptions of the groups’ delivery of feedback to the teacher.  

This modification established a more reasonable process that was more respectful for the 

teacher and more efficient in regards to time.  Likewise, P-C noted that coaching has 

established the consistent implementation of CIF strategies, which benefit students, 

through the use of a district-wide common language.  As P-C noted,  

[CIF is] how you teach, how you make sure the kids understand...So I love that 

we have a universal language and the kids could progress and move to the next 

grade level without any surprises.  It’s something that we’ve built and they’re 

learning in every grade.   

In relation to coaching structures, the principals reported the use of visitation schedules 

for the cohort of teachers conducting rounds and a recognized coaching structure of one 

coach per campus.   

Similarly, IC-A mentioned the coaching structure at the “T-STEM” high school 

which initiated coaching with seven high school teachers and an instructional coach.  
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Then, as the funding expanded so did the coaches.  Furthermore, IC-B described the 

processes used to complete the nine coaching cycles for the cohort of 15 teachers.  In 

addition, she noted various examples of coaches’ responsibilities such as:  supporting 

lesson planning, modeling CIF strategies, aligning curriculum, observing teachers, 

teaching for 90 minutes a day, and providing staff with professional development and 

resources.  Moreover, IC-C conveyed her approval for “having an established format of 

how we were going to conduct the model.”  Creating well-defined, documented coaching 

processes and terminology supported the consistency of the district’s implementation.  

Similarly, all the classroom teachers noted the benefits of coaching processes.  

Some teachers also described specific processes such as the coaching cycles, rounds, and 

the evaluation of the teachers’ application of the CIF strategies.  Moreover, CT-A1 and 

CT-B3 were the only two classroom teachers who reported the placement of one 

instructional coach on each elementary campus.  However, it is important to note that 

they may have been provided additional coaching information due to their attendance at 

orientation trainings.  Furthermore, CT-B3 revealed that her classroom was designated as 

a model classroom so she could offer teachers an opportunity to observe her modeling 

CIF strategies and facilitating inter-school visits.  In addition, CT-C5 indicated that the 

GROW process “worked well.”  She appreciated the reflective coaching conversations 

that transpired during this supportive process.  Whereas, she stated the teacher’s formal 

evaluation process didn’t present an opportunity for teachers to present an “understanding 

of the group that you’re working with” in your classroom.  
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Recognition of Instructional Coaching Implementation Challenges.  

According to the perception of participants, as instructional coaching was implemented 

there was a need to recognize and address some emerging challenges.  Structures or 

processes, which are implemented inconsistently, affected coaching outcomes and tend to 

generate challenges.  According to the district coaching coordinator, “the implementation 

with fidelity is probably the biggest monitoring and administrative challenge that you 

have.”  Furthermore, Ms. Tate disclosed:  

Instructional coaches are being assigned to campus and then because the 

administrator or leader on that campus doesn’t really understand the impact that it 

can have or how it’s going to benefit them, they end up using them as assistant 

principals or deans of instruction.  It’s because of the understanding of how it can 

impact your campus and the belief that it will, is not there yet.  This year we were 

becoming even more diligent helping to make it work...Once a principal 

understands that we can engage kids at a higher level of rigor, especially support 

the early college, that’s when you get the buy-in.” 

According to Ms. Tate, maintaining consistencies of implementation can also be a 

challenge: 

[We are] trying to get everybody on the same page at the district level, so that 

we’re all talking the same language and we’re not just trying to implement what 

we think should be happening at the campuses.  We agreed that this (coaching) is 

really important… so when I take my strategies or coaches and go do something, 

we support this system, and not another.  
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While two principals (P-A and P-B) believed that no essential coaching 

challenges exist at the time of the study, principal P-C observed,  

“Unfortunately, we don’t reach everyone.  You know the economic 80/20 rule?  

You’ll only reach 20%, but that 20% can really make a difference.  That is what is 

happening here.  The 20% became 50%, 70 %, and I can honestly say that we 

have reached 90% at least.  I might be underestimating that because I feel that all 

my teachers are on board.”   

She also stated that the first year of implementation, her campus complied with the 

district’s focus of coaching “the 15 teachers who were going to be our spark plugs.”  

However, her campus made a conscientious choice to “make it school-wide” during their 

second year and every classroom teacher on their campus proceeded thought the coaching 

cycles.   

Similarly, two of the instructional coaches (IC-B and IC-C) were conflicted by the 

district’s annual goal of coaching only 15 commendable teachers.  As IC-B reported, the 

district expected coaches to “motivate” 15 exemplary teachers so they could improve 

their coaching skills and provide teacher-to-teacher peer support.  However, she believed 

that she could “touch base with them” occasionally and instead work with “my 15 at the 

bottom.”  Instead of disregarding the district’s coaching expectations, she was coaching 

both groups with the support of her 15 “fabulous advocates.”  Also, IC-C shared, “I felt 

like I wanted to go with the one’s that needed more assistance.”  However, she 

comprehended the district’s expectation, “I do see the reasoning behind trying to grow 

those that are almost there into model teachers.”  On another note, IC-B perceived the 
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transition from teacher to coach as complicated:   

I’m not an administrator here.  So I don’t hang out in the office.  And I’m not 

really a teacher in a classroom.  So it was a little like, where do I belong?  But I 

decided to just stay in the classroom with the teachers because I am there to help 

them and assist them, and I said, no, I need to be with the teachers as much as 

possible.  They need to see me as that resource teacher and not like “shhhh” here 

comes the administrator.”   

Moreover, IC-B’s explained that becoming a coach had not been easy:  

I was listening and learning, but the majority of coaches were already on board.  

So they knew what was going on.  They knew the lingo.  So you’re just trying to 

play that part.”  She explained that “it all came together” when she went to 

observe other instructional coaches at their schools in November.   

It appears from the data that challenges associated with implementation can also 

emerge at the classroom level.  Teachers seem to be faced with difficulties related to the 

resulting additional activities and paperwork required to show teachers’ professional 

growth.  As some classroom teachers (CT-A1, CT-A2, and CT-B3) admitted fine-tuning 

CIF activities based on students’ needs became a challenge, whereas, CT-B4 stated that, 

“The program is great… it’s just the added paperwork.”  The coaching cycles required 

additional paperwork to document the teachers’ growth and the completion of the 

coaching cycles.  Meanwhile, CT-C5 expressed the desire for coaches to have “more 

exposure to the different grade levels.”  Similarly, CT-C6 noted that coaches should be 

more inclusive, “basically to come and model [more] for everyone” not just the new 
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teachers or the teachers in need of assistance.  

The above themes clearly illustrate that in order to implement instructional 

coaching, district administrators intentionally engage in various activities to introduce the 

coaching model and to provide on-going support through all levels, including campus and 

classroom.  Table 4.2 offers a summary of the emergent themes associated with 

implementation of instructional coaching. 

Table 4.2 

Participants’ Perceptions of Instructional Coaching Implementation Procedures 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Strategies/Procedures   DA  Prin.  ICs  CTs  
Funding Acquisition   X  X  X  X  
Hiring District Coaches  X  X  X  X  
Expanding Coaching    X  X  X    
Collaborative Connections  X  X  X  X  
Orientation Training   X  X  X  X  
Harvard Instructional Rounds  X  X  X  X  
CIF Strategies    X  X  X  X  
Knight’s IC     X    X    
IC Structures & Processes  X  X  X  X  
Recognition of IC Challenges  X  X  X  X  
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. DA=District Administrator; Prin. =Principals; ICs =Instructional Coaches; 
CTs=Classroom Teachers; CIF=Common Instructional Framework; IC=instructional 
coaching. 
 

Measuring the Effectiveness of the Instructional Coaching Model 

Research question 2.  How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the 

instructional coaching model in place?   

Teacher improvement initiatives such as instructional coaching should be 

evaluated continuously to determine if the intended impact has been achieved.  In order 

to evaluate and justify the resources necessary to implement instructional coaching, 
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district leaders need to analyze the effectiveness of their instructional coaching models 

through targeted and reliable measures of effectiveness.  Effective coaching models 

require specific indicators to measure the impact on teachers’ instruction and assess the 

effectiveness of coaches’ efforts.  

According to the data, six themes emerged related to the procedures used to 

measure effectiveness of the instructional coaching.  These include, according to the 

district administrator, applying CIF rubric, applying instructional frameworks, and 

utilizing the GROW model.  However, other participants perceived additional measures 

such as completing an instructional coaching evaluation, analyzing student data, and 

conducting classroom teacher observations.  

Applying CIF Rubric.  The CIF rubric was derived from the development of the 

Common Instructional Framework (CIF) strategies.  The CIF Teacher Effectiveness 

rubric documented and measured the progress of teachers’ implementation of CIF 

strategies as well as delineated “the color-coding” of teachers.  The rubric is based on 

three achievement levels:  (a) “red” for initiating, (b) “yellow” for developing, or (c) 

“green” for demonstrating.  Furthermore, Ms. Tate refers to these codes as “low, 

inference trend data” that result from the CIF rubric: 

We have a dashboard online in which we rate teachers through the accumulation 

of what we call low inference trend data.  And then, we input and submit it onto 

the dash based on three levels:  one is initiating, a teacher that is initiating the 

common instructional frameworks; the teacher that is at the developmental level, 

and the teacher that is at the demonstrating level.  So we input that trend data, and 
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that’s how we measure how well [CIF] is being implemented.  Principals can see 

it. 

She continued explaining that,  

We are trying to making it more objective and more reliable because through the 

use of the rubric, the CIF rubric.  So we are trying to get coaches to calibrate with 

the rubric and making sure that coaches are putting in data after seeing the teacher 

at least three or four times…then if you use the rubric, we’re putting the rubrics 

on line so that they can check the different descriptors that describe what they’re 

seeing in the classroom, it becomes much more reliable data.  But that is all 

contingent upon their ability to calibrate. 

The frequent coaching cycles provide the opportunity for the coaches to standardize their 

concept of the CIF implementation, quality teaching, and learn “more about what is 

needed to [improve teacher instruction]”.  Instructional coaches are responsible for 

entering this CIF trending data on a district dashboard to inform administrators about 

teachers’ progress implementing CIF. 

Likewise, principals recognized coaches’ utilization of the CIF rubric to attain 

teachers’ color-coded ratings.  Principal P-B highlighted the CIF Teacher Effectiveness 

rubric,   

We have certain conversations in regards to that (CIF ratings).  Who exactly and 

how many teachers are already comfortable with the strategies…finding out all of 

our different colored teachers whether it’s green, yellow, and red and working 

with those teachers.   



118 
	  

Similarly, the instructional coaches restated that the CIF rubric was an 

effectiveness measure.  Further, IC-B described the application of the rubric process at 

her presentation to teachers,  

I talked about the cycles.  I told them that there were nine cycles in a year and that 

my job was to input the information and so I wanted everyone to understand what 

we were doing…That was the beginning.  This is our campus so this is where we 

are at (according to last year’s ratings) and we see a lot of green.  That means that 

the CIF is being incorporated…I told them please post your activities outside.  I 

can give you credit.”   

Moreover, all teachers referred to the employment of CIF strategies in their 

classrooms.  However, only two of them (CT-A1 and CT-B3) were actually able to 

describe the use of the CIF Teacher Effectiveness rubric.  As CT-A1 verified, “Our 

instructional coach has a rubric and they try to see if we’re implementing our CIF’s.”   

Applying Instructional Frameworks.  Instructional frameworks were used by 

the district to measure the progress of new teachers’ acquisition of instructional 

approaches based on detailed descriptors.  “We’re using the Charlotte Danielson 

instructional framework rubric”, stated Ms. Tate.  “We use that to measure the progress 

of teachers so that’s what frames our new teacher institute.”  The instructional coaches 

employed the Charlotte Danielson rubrics to set teacher coaching goals, which are based 

on a measurable objective.  The rubric has various levels such as “unsatisfactory, basic, 

proficient, and distinguished.”  Ms. Tate provided an illustration by stating, 

[If] we are focusing on classroom management, these are three [elements of the] 
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components that we are working with on the classroom management related to 

procedures.  And of course you’ve got your basic, developing, etc.  Based on 

those descriptors is how you are measuring the student learning that is going on in 

the classroom.  

Most principals were aware of the instructional framework for rounds and they 

actively employed these during campus instructional rounds or coaching cycles to 

evaluate teacher’s quality of instruction.  Moreover, P-A referred to rounds as a process 

used to “grow teachers.”  Then, she proceeded to describe the use of an instructional 

framework.  During the rounds process, a cohort of 3 to 5 teachers entered a classroom 

with their coach to observe the delivery of instruction.  Next, once the observation was 

complete, they “have those coaching conversations.”  Using their observation notes, the 

group examined the quality of instruction using the instructional framework rubric and 

“evidence” from their notes to “justify” their subsequent comments.  Then, the campus 

administrator and the coach were expected to utilize the data to develop a campus plan of 

action that would assist teachers’ teaching and learning with the support of the 

instructional coach.   

Instructional coaches were also familiar with the instructional framework used to 

assist teachers’ in setting realistic and clear instructional goals.  All the instructional 

coaches indicated that they were actively applying the frameworks during their rounds.  

As IC-C explained, “[Instructional rounds are] more like guidelines of how to use the 

rigor and relevance in the teaching.” 

Moreover, one of the classroom teachers, CT-C5, discussed how both the 



120 
	  

coaching cycle and Instructional Rounds encouraged teacher improvement.  Instructional 

Rounds employed the instructional framework to “level” the quality of teachers’ delivery 

of instruction based on descriptions and critical attributes.  As CT-C5 stated,  

We would meet with [the coach], then they would come and observe.  “They” as 

in our administrators, our instructional coach, and our grade level teachers would 

go into your classroom and observe what you’re teaching.  What your 

instructional methods are, and then they would measure the effectiveness at the 

end…They would have a post conference and tell you this really worked well.  

For example, you’re at this level of rigor; you were able to provide a multiple 

disciplinary lesson because you did math, science, and reading.  But you can step 

up your relevance by asking them an experience that they had.  So they broke it 

down into pieces. 

Furthermore, Ms. Tate revealed, “Next year [the district will] change to the 

McRel teacher evaluation system.”  The McRel evaluation process was the instructional 

framework used when the study concluded.  The McRel Teacher Evaluation System 

tracks teacher’s performance progress, identifies areas of development, and provides 

timely feedback.  At the time of the study, this evaluation system appeared to be new to 

elementary principals because only one of the three principals mentioned a change in the 

evaluation process.  Although Principal P-C claimed she was unfamiliar with any “formal 

measure for coaching,” she acknowledged “there are schools that are using the McRel 

system and that’s coming into play next year.”   

Instructional coaches and classroom teachers were unaware of the McRel teacher 



121 
	  

evaluation system in the spring of 2014 when this study interviews first began.  However, 

in the fall of 2014, the coaches were observed to be engaged in discussions of the McRel 

evaluation form with teachers.  

Utilizing the GROW model.  The district coaching coordinator incorporated 

“The Tao of Coaching” GROW (Goal, Reality, Options, Wrap-up) process (Landsberg, 

2009) with their instructional coaching model because, according to Ms. Tate, “it was 

real easy to put into practice”.  During the Goal stage, the coach and teacher select the 

observation’s topic of focus.  Next, during the Reality stage, both participants provide 

evidence to clarify the topic.  Then, Options are offered during the third stage.  Finally, at 

the Wrap-up session, the coach and the teacher complete the observation plan by 

scheduling a date and discussing any potential problems or next steps.   

The principals may have been knowledgeable about the GROW process, but they 

did not offer any insight related to such a model.  On the other hand, only one of the 

instructional coaches discussed the process meticulously.  As stated by IC-B,  

I am asking you: “Well, how do you think your lesson went?  Do you think your 

objective was met?  If you had to change something what would you change from 

your lesson?  They’re questions to get you to reflect on your own lesson and see 

how you it went without me tell you how it went and how you should fix it.”  So 

my probing is to get you to do your own self-analysis and for you to [plan for] 

next time.  You want them to try different things.  You want them to tweak things, 

and you want them to fix it, and you want them to, at the end, you [ask]: “When 

are you going to try it?  Are you going to try it next time?  Do you think you’re 
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ready to make this change?  Or is it for next year?” 

Whereas, three of the classroom teachers spoke positively about the GROW 

process.  As CT-B3 explained, “The principal and the instructional coach would make 

sure that after I [presented] a lesson, they would actually sit and they give me feedback 

on [the lesson].  There was a little rubric called GROW.”  According to CT-B4, “It’s not 

like a regular observation (PDAS).  It’s just more of a reflection and it is very helpful 

because you go back and think okay maybe I shouldn’t be doing this or maybe I need to 

change it a little.  But you yourself catch your own mistakes.”  Teacher CT-C5 also 

discussed how the GROW process facilitated reflective discussions and together, teacher 

and coach, were able to focus on her instructional improvement.  Furthermore, the 

application of the GROW protocol was observed during several of the videotaped 

observations of classroom teachers and coaches.   

Conducting Instructional Coaches’ Evaluation.  The data revealed that one 

way of measuring the effectiveness of instructional coaching relates to a performance 

evaluation of those educators acting as instructional coaches.  Such evaluation appears to 

facilitate the process of measuring the effect that instructional coaches have on 

instruction.  While the district coaching coordinator did not directly discuss the 

instructional coach’s evaluation tool, other participants perceived that such an evaluation 

contributed to measuring the effectiveness of the instructional coaching.  On the other 

hand, the district administrator instead referred to the rubrics that targeted the application 

of instructional strategies and practices. 
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 According to principals, a central office rubric is used to evaluate instructional 

coaches.  For instance, Principal P-C described this process as follows,  

[District administration] has an [instructional coach’s evaluation] rubric they send 

us at the end of the year.  We are to fill it out and the rubric basically lets us know 

whether or not we did our job.  It's a very, very good rubric.  The instructional 

coach and I, I’ll give her the rubric.  She got it at the start and so then she scores 

herself and then we'll talk about it.  And if I feel that she scored herself to lower 

or too high, we’ll discuss it and then when I've approved it and we have finally 

decided on the correct score, I will send it to central office. 

Principal P-C added, “The rubric has some weight because it does talk about academics 

and how she has impact on the school.  People can make dents.”   

In addition, the campus instructional coaches also perceived that the instructional 

coach’s evaluation tool was an effectiveness measure of coaching.  As stated by IC-A, 

“The way they evaluate me, because I've already been evaluated, is just how they see it in 

the teachers.”  However, others are concerned with the use of such evaluations.  As an 

instructional coach (IC-B) expressed,  

We had our last meeting last week, so I took everything with me.  And I typed out 

an evaluation of just everything that I did this year.  I'm trying to get myself ready 

for whoever’s going to evaluate me.  I don’t know if it’s going to be my 

administrator.  I don't know, like you know at the end of the year, like your 

evaluation.  So I was kind of worried...so I’m still not sure about how I’m going 

to be evaluated.  I know there was a survey last year where we had to online [rate] 
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our instructional coach. 

Analyzing Student Achievement Data.  Student academic testing data is 

mandated by accountability policies to illustrate progress made in improving student 

learning.   According to the participants analyzing such data might reveal the impact of 

instructional coaching on student academic achievement.  For instance, P-C related that 

instructional coaching “positively” affected her campus.  And she disclosed the dramatic 

increase in their state testing results from “the 70’s last year to the 80s this year.”  She 

stated, “I think a lot of it has to do with instructional coaching.” Furthermore, P-A praised 

her coaches’ efforts in analyzing student data with teachers by stating,  

My instructional coach has been really, really critical in helping our teachers 

grow, not just in the CIF strategies.  But also in just becoming solid teachers, 

being familiar with TEKS, looking at data, and letting it drive instruction because 

she’s in our planning meetings, she’s in our PLCs, and she’s there for CIF.  At the 

beginning, it was like crickets.  But now it’s like, “Wait I brought it, I already 

highlighted my percentages; I already know my list of students to focus on, and 

this is the activity I came up with.”  So now it’s a sharing of the minds as opposed 

to a giving out and prying from them. 

However, not all participants agreed that analyzing data was one way of 

measuring the effectiveness of coaching, due to concerns and frustrations about excessive 

attention to testing. 

As IC-B expressed, she was frustrated with teachers who minimized research-based 

instructional practices in place of testing routines.  Therefore, she developed CIF 
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activities specifically to assist teachers with the review of benchmark tests.  She 

sustained, “You can do CIF.  You don’t have to be going over the test all day and the kids 

are bored.”  

On the other hand, some teachers referred to student testing scores as an influence 

for initiating coaching.  According to two classroom teachers, the increase in their 

students’ academic achievement testing data was the result of support provided by 

coaching.  According to CT-A1,  

I noticed my STAAR scores.  I grew so much.  I grew drastically.  So I was like 

yes!  And I was very proud of my class and I know they have as much to do with 

it, because they’re the ones who took the test.  But I know I made an impact on 

them.  

Similarly, teacher CT-C6 disclosed that “I’ve had the most millionaires in my classroom” 

indicating her students had done well on a reading test.  She also shared that her “students 

did real well also on the STAAR test.”  She attributed their testing success to her 

motivation and coaching support.   

Conducting Classroom Teacher Observations.  A classroom teacher classroom 

observation can be a formative or summative examination of a teacher’s instruction 

during an authentic lesson.  According to the data, teacher observations are utilized in 

conjunction with evaluation tools to monitor teaching and learning for the purpose of 

providing teachers with constructive feedback.  Again, the district coordinator did not 

advocate the use of a traditional evaluation tool such as teacher observation because she 

employed other comprehensive forms of teacher effectiveness measures such as 
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instructional frameworks.  Moreover, principals did not discuss employing teacher 

observations to measure the impact of coaching.  On the other hand, IC-A indicated that 

her administrator’s professional evaluations of teachers measured her coaching 

effectiveness.  She stated that principals were observing teachers at the same time she is 

doing her rounds observations.  She noted that, “We’re there at the same time.  We don’t 

set it up that way because they do their own [PDAS] observations, but the way they 

evaluate me…is just how they see it in the teachers.”  In addition, CT-C6 perceived 

administrator’s observation of teachers during their formal evaluation a coaching 

effectiveness measurement.  She explained that,  

I would think it is, how is the teacher performing?  Is she improving?  New 

teachers, most of the time, spend more time with [coaches] so now I would think, 

like the administration, Are they seeing improvement?  You know around the 

students, are they (teachers) being more active, more out-going.  The students as 

well because they do a lot of hands-on activities.   

The above themes suggest that to measure the effectiveness of instructional 

coaching specific approaches are used.  However, as depicted on Table 4.3, there are 

variations in perceptions related to instructional coaching measures. 
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Table 4.3 

Participants’ Perceptions of Instructional Coaching Effectiveness Measurement 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Measures   DA  Prin.  ICs   CTs  
Applying CIF Rubric  X  X  X   X  
Applying Inst. Frameworks X  X  X     
Utilizing the GROW model X    X   X  
Conducting IC Evaluation   X  X     
Analyzing Student Achievement Data X     X  
Conducting CT Observations    X   X  
 
Note. DA=District Administrator; Prin. =Principals; Inst. =Instructional; CT=Classroom 
Teacher; CIF=Common Instructional Framework, GROW= (Goal, Reality, Options, 
Wrap-up), IC=instructional coach. 
 

Providing Support for Instructional Coaches 

Research question 3.  “How do district administrators provide systems of support for 

instructional coaches?”   

The numerous roles and responsibilities associated with instructional coaching 

vary depending on a district’s intended goal and needs.  Thus, differentiated coaching 

support is needed as a result of the diverse demands for instructional coaches (King et al., 

2009).  The data revealed that support for instructional coaches might take various forms.  

As the emergent themes indicate, providing support for instructional coaches includes 

external partnerships, coaching training, systemic methodology, and active participation 

in coaching.  Additional forms of support, according to some participants, include 

coaches’ quadrants and mentors for coaches. 

External Partnerships.  External partners are often employed for specialized 

knowledge and skills they possess or to provide professional development.  External 
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partners can be businesses, foundations, community-based organizations, or universities.  

The district began their coaching initiative by partnering with a neighboring district in an 

effort to gain assistance for acquiring the necessary funding.  Both districts were awarded 

a grant from TEA and the Department of Education for their proposed intervention aimed 

at securing coaches for their high schools.  The district coaching coordinator, Ms. Tate, 

reported that then Educate Texas and Jobs for the Future provided strategic leadership 

planning, auditing curriculum courses, negotiating partnerships with local colleges and 

universities, and supported the districts’ professional development as they implemented 

instructional coaching at their early college campuses.  Moreover, she revealed that 

Educate Texas and Jobs for the Future recommended coaching as the “best staff 

development model for making sure that teachers were” appropriately applying the new 

research-based CIF strategies.  Later, as the district’s coaching model expanded, the 

coaching coordinator and the coaches received instructional coaching training from the 

Knight Coaching Institute as evidence by the district’s board of trustee agenda 

documents.  

Furthermore, principals were well aware of external facilitators working within 

the district.  However, P-A was the only principal who described her direct collaboration 

with SAP facilitators in detail.  She stated that,  

They (the SAP external facilitator and Ms. Tate) started by getting our data and it 

started with a cohort.  They had different cohorts go through that system.  Ms. 

Tate and Dr. Harrison were the ones that would do the coaching with us.  It 

included visiting campuses.  It included visiting our teachers, and so forth.  Then, 
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we would make a decision as administrators, and I like this, as far as what we 

wanted to do when Dr. Harrison would come to us because he would meet with 

the principals.  He would coach us.  He would give us staff development, and then 

he would come visit our classrooms, our campus for half a day or a full day.  

Then we would make a determination on how we were going to utilize that to 

have him help us and coach us how to become better leaders.  

Likewise, instructional coaches all described working closely with external 

coaches.  As IC-C explained, external coaches were employed to facilitate the application 

of coaching and provide professional development for instructional coaches because they 

“had seen [coaching] work in other districts” and revealed research verifying the value of 

implementing a coaching model that supported teachers.   

Coaching Training.  Coaches need professional development to comprehend the 

purpose of the initiatives they are supporting, to understand the processes and strategies 

that facilitate the implementation of instructional coaching, and to apply the processes 

and strategies appropriately to enhance teacher quality.  According to the district 

coordinator, instructional coaches benefitted from training with Knight, and “lots of 

training and follow-up training and involving them in instructional rounds.”  Similarly, 

principal P-A explained that coaches attended weeklong “intensive training” to review 

the CIF protocols and district’s coaching expectations.  This weeklong coaching institute 

was offered annually at the beginning of each academic year.  As a result, coaches 

received a binder containing coaching strategies, CIF protocols, research articles, and 

district coaching expectations.  Moreover, coaching support through training was also 
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integrated into the “New Teacher Institute” as well as the “Teacher Leadership Institute.”  

In addition, administrators were trained so that they could support instructional coaching 

with fidelity.  According to the district coordinator, “Principals have been trained pretty 

extensively the first couple of years of implementation.  So we’re trying to make a more 

deliberate effort next year to really help principals be more formative coaches and learn 

how to do that.”   

As Ms. Tate explained, “We have monthly ‘step back’ meetings that they all have 

to come to and it’s half a day.  So we design and provide that for coaches.”  The ‘step 

back’ meetings offered scheduled time for coaches to collaborate, practice new skills, or 

share successful coaching ideas and materials.  Principals also perceived these meetings 

as the mainstay of coaches’ professional development.  As P-C corroborated, “There 

were trainings like ‘step back’ meetings for [coaches] and a lot of support for coaching.”  

She stated, “I can’t do it at the school without the support of central office and their 

department.”  Likewise, the campus principals received professional development for 

coaching through trainings, principal meetings, and active participation.  These efforts 

ensured that they also comprehended the district’s explicit expectation for instructional 

coaches and supported the added value coaches brought to the instructional improvement 

of campus teachers.   

Moreover, IC-A expressed gratitude for all she was learning and attributed her 

support to “all these professional developments.”  Furthermore, IC-A stated that,  

Educate Texas provided support with a team of external coaches.  [Our 

professional development sessions] are called “step back” meeting.  We talk about 
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how to work with teachers’ collaboratively, how as an instructional coach, we’re 

there to listen; we’re there to support them, and give them a voice to [establish] 

that we’re equals.  I don’t think that I’m better [than the teacher].  It’s the 

dialogue that’s the most important to see how we can help students together.   

Classroom teachers acknowledged coaches’ attendance at training meetings, but 

they were not all aware of specific details about the meetings.  As CT-A2 reported, “I 

think I know our coach, if she's not able to visit us on days, it's because she has a 

meeting.  They give them staff development at the district office.” 

Systemic Methodology.  Systemic methodology refers to an organized process or 

structure by which data is collected or disseminated.  According to the central office 

coaching coordinator, Ms. Tate, she supervised her coaches on a weekly basis by 

systematically monitoring their documentation of the coaching process.  As a result, 

instructional coaches utilized tracking charts, protocols, and rubrics to document their 

work with the teachers.  In addition, follow-up processes were used to support 

instructional coaches.  According to Ms. Tate, “You can have all the training in the 

world, you can train people to be coaches, you can do all that stuff.  But what I showed 

you (all the coaching documentation) is the support system for the follow-up.”  

Principals, coaches, and classroom teachers were also introduced to the systemic 

methodology.  The participants all listed numerous coaching structures and processes 

employed such as coaching cycles, instructional rounds, coaching schedules, tracking 

charts, skill and will matrix, as well as various conference protocols and evaluation 

rubrics.   
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As P-A stated, “We would go visit our classrooms and see, using that rubric, 

where we were at.”  In addition, P-B said,  

We kind of both go in to look at the teachers, and we have certain conversations 

in regards to that, but then moving forward with okay, who exactly, how many 

teachers are already comfortable with the strategies?  How many are actually 

putting them into practice in the classroom?  And which ones do we need to still 

work with?  Maybe bring them in for modeling, so they can feel comfortable 

carrying [them] out in the classroom?  But, it’s a lot more collaborative. 

Furthermore, IC-A noted that, “I already have the 21 protocols that we’re going to 

implement and I already have the lists for the teachers.  I typed up how to implement it 

for the kids.”  Moreover, IC-C described her CIF implementation,  

We put the teachers at different levels for the different categories for the six 

strategies.  There’s nine [coaching] cycles in the whole year, so every cycle we 

change as needed.  Any changes that they’ve either…they go from developing, 

and they can move to the next [level] and the next [level].  And we input [the 

data] into a system which central office is able to look at.   

Also, CT-A1 described that,  

I know our instructional coach had a rubric and they try to see if we’re 

implementing our CIFs. Our collaborative group work, and to see if we’re doing 

it…She’s basically observing to see whether we are incorporating some of the 

CIF into our lessons. 

Active Participation.  The data revealed that active instructional coach 
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participation supports the application of coaching.  In relation to coaching, active 

participation relates to joining in together for the expressed purpose of practicing or 

applying a coaching approach.  Such participation involves individuals at all levels, from 

the district coordinators to the principals and teachers. Active participation really means 

learning by doing.  As Ms. Tate stated,  

So you know actually doing it is what it does.  So I make it a point to give my 

coaches feedback on their coaching.  So I go on rounds with them or go in when 

they’re debriefing with a teacher or planning session with a teacher.  And I’ll 

observe and I’ll fish bowl and then I’ll give them feedback.   

Furthermore, two of the principals felt that active participation from all was 

another valuable component to facilitate coaching.  Moreover, P-A described her support 

of coaching through her own involvement in rounds, and being a participant during a 

coaching observation.  She described how her instructional coach observed her teaching a 

class, and then, conducted a conference with her.  As P-A noted, “So as an administrator, 

in a teacher’s setting, I got to experience the teacher’s side of it.”  In addition, P-A 

demonstrated her coaching support by “making a big deal” as teachers were selected for 

coaching cohorts.  A broad range of teachers participated, from advocates to those who 

would resist.  However, she boasted, “It got to the point where they were arguing about 

being in the next cohort.” Similarly, P-B echoed the need for active participation of 

administrators, “I think the key to that was the buy-in from the principals.  I think that has 

really brought our work forward.”  She credited the clarity of district communication for 

principals’ endorsement of coaching.  Furthermore, P-B explained that trainings provide 
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“close contact with the district”, so principals were informed of any district modifications 

to coaching.  Also, P-C revealed that the district purchased coaching books for 

administrators and instructional coaches so they “could be on the same page.”   

Instructional coaches also promoted active participation because it benefited 

students.  As stated by IC-A,  

I think CIF promotes participation.  I mean actual active participation, not just 

like they're (students) in control of their learning.  It’s very helpful, too.  I’ve 

noticed for the shy students, the ELLs, the strugglers because they're put in 

collaborative group settings where they have to talk to each other.  They have to 

work with each other, and they’re made to participate and they want to.	  	  

Furthermore, classroom teachers perceived principal’s observation and 

supervision, coaches’ modeling, and student collaboration as active participation.  

According to CT-B3,  

She’s (the principal) always making sure that we…post all [students’] work 

outside.  So we make sure that we’re always doing that type of work (CIF-based), 

and we have it up there.  We usually have a lot of teachers come in from other 

schools, and they’ll see whatever we have outside there (student-created work). 

In regards to coaches’ participation, CT-A2 noted, “They show it to the teacher.  She’s 

there to show you how you do it and she models it for us, or she say okay this is good.”  

In addition CT-B4 stated, “I liked the collaborative group work.  That’s the one I used 

most in my classroom.  I'm able to group the students differently depending on the 

activity.  They loved to work in groups and they stay engaged all the time.”  
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Coaches’ Quadrants.  It appeared from the data, that quadrants of coaches were 

formed so that groups of three to four coaches could support each other in their 

comprehension of coaching.  This collaborative group would model for each other, and 

work in partnership on a coaching concern, or share procedures and practices.  According 

to campus instructional coaches, the coaches’ quadrants were created at a coaches 

meeting, which was mandatory for all coaching staff.   

In addition, principal P-B described that the district supported the coaches by 

establishing “their little quadrants” of coaches so they could conduct “walk-throughs at 

the different campuses.”   

Furthermore, campus instructional coaches revealed that the most effective forms 

of coaching support were their district coaches’ quadrants and observations when they 

visited other campuses.  As IC-A reported, “When I went into the first meeting, they put 

up a chart paper and said okay you all need to get into groups of four because you are all 

going to be working together and that’s what I love.”  According to IC-B, “They were the 

ones who taught me so much.  They were my anchor.”  Instructional coach IC-B also 

emphasized that the discretionary coaches’ quadrant was “what helped me the most of 

everything that the district did.”  She further noted that coaches were grouped 

intentionally so that each group had experienced coaches and beginning coaches.   

In addition, the teachers also shared how beneficial it was when their coaches 

shared new ideas from the different schools.  Moreover, teacher CT-A1 stated that, her 

coach’s cohort “meet every week on Fridays” to collaborate.  Further, teacher CT-B3 

explained, “After [our coach] attends professional development meetings, then she 



136 
	  

returns and trains us.”  Similarly, teacher CT-B4 remarked that coaches collaborated 

during their visits to the different campuses.  

Mentor Assignment.  It appears from the data that the individuals that are 

designed as mentors support the development and growth of new coaches.  As a result, 

experienced coaches, as mentors, were able to offer assistance to novice coaches.  The 

district coordinator highlighted the enormity of being a mentor to the district coaches by 

stating, “Learning how to be a [mentor] to [instructional] coaches has been a challenge.  

But it has made me a better teacher to coaches.”  

In addition, the campus instructional coaches disclosed differentiated mentoring 

support offered to coaches such as coach-to-coach mentoring, external coaches, and the 

district facilitator.  According to IC-A, “If I have a question, I can go to my mentor, and I 

can go to my external coaches, and the coaching coordinator was always available.”  

Similarly, IC-B revealed another approach to mentoring as she stated, “My previous 

instructional coach stayed with me a few days at the beginning to kind of help me see 

what she was doing, so I could take over.”  Likewise, IC-C disclosed that their district 

coaching coordinator served as a mentor to coaches.   

Further, according to one classroom teacher (CT-A1), a district mentor for 

campus coaches helped instructional coaches to effectively support teachers.  Such 

support was offered by “the person who is actually in charge of the whole instructional 

coaching.”  As an instructional coach (IC-A) summed it up, “I was so scared at the 

beginning, but to have all that support,” apparently made a different. 

 In summary, data revealed that support for instructional coaches might be 
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provided through specific strategies.  Table 4.4 illustrates the most commonly used 

strategies. 

Table 4.4 

Participants’ Perceptions of Instructional Coaching Support Strategies 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Strategies   DA  Prin.  Inst. Coaches  CTs  
External Partnerships  X  X  X     
Coaching Training  X  X  X   X  
Systemic Methodology X  X  X   X  
Active Participation  X  X  X   X  
Coaches’ Quadrants    X  X   X  
Mentor Assignment  X    X   X  
 
Note. DA=District Administrator; Prin. =Principals; Inst. =Instructional; CT=Classroom 
Teacher. 
 

Summary 

 Chapter four provided two main sections.  The first section contains a description 

of the district, the development of the instructional coaching model, and the instructional 

coaching model at the time of the study.  The second section contains the findings 

addressing each of the three research questions associated with this study.  In summary, 

the purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine how a school district 

implemented an instructional coaching model to build teacher capacity and document the 

processes used to sustain coaching as a viable support system.  The overall results of this 

study suggest that the systemic implementation of instructional coaching can align 

district professional development and coaching support to result in teachers’ increased 

effectiveness in the classroom, and subsequently student performance.  When 

determining the impact of a large-scale instructional intervention, it is critical to employ 
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effectiveness measures, which demonstrate a measureable impact on teachers’ learning 

and teaching and may contribute to how district leaders implement large-scale 

improvement.   

Next, Chapter five offers the researcher’s interpretation of the case study findings, 

as well as the connection of these findings to existing research and literature relevant to 

the implementation and sustainability of instructional coaching models.  The implications 

of the study’s results and recommendations for future research on the application of an 

instructional coaching model are also addressed in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Summary of Findings, Implications, and Conclusions 

School districts are implementing instructional coaching as a support system for 

teacher and organizational improvements (Allen, 2005; Baker, 2010, Boatright & 

Gallucci, 2008).  However, few studies have focused on district-wide implementation of 

an instructional coaching model to support teachers’ instructional improvement (Russo, 

2004).  Therefore, this study attempted to determine how a district introduced the concept 

of instructional coaching, and then, sustained the model they choose to implement.   

This chapter provides the research questions, methodology, and summary of the 

results with the connection to existing literature.  In addition, implications of practice and 

recommendations for future research are included.    

Research Questions 

 The following questions guided this study.   

1) How do district administrators implement instructional coaching at the district 

level? 

2) How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 

coaching models in place? 

3) How do district administrators provide systems of support for instructional 

coaches?  

These questions were framed after an extensive search and review of existing 

research and relevant literature involving instructional coaches, coaching models, and 

qualitative coaching interview protocols.  All pertinent information was reviewed to 
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determine if a specific connection to the process of implementing and sustaining an 

instructional coaching model existed.  

Methodology 

 The purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine the implementation of 

an instructional coaching model specifically designated to build teacher capacity to 

enhance student achievement, and document the processes used to sustain coaching as a 

support system.  The qualitative case study was specifically chosen to explore this 

research topic, “drawing on the work of Yin (2003), who defines a case study as “an 

empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within it real life context; 

when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident (p. 13).  

Thirteen participants from a Texas public school district with an established instructional 

coaching model were selected to participate in this study.  The participants consisted of 

one central office administrator who was employed with the district before the initial 

implementation of their instructional coaching model and who still worked closely with 

the instructional coaches at the time of the study.  In addition, three campuses 

administrators from campuses with similar demographics participated along with the 

instructional coach and two classroom teachers from each of the participating campuses.   

Data were collected utilizing three different methods.  These methods included 

interviews, observations, and documents.  The interviews offered the participants’ 

opportunities to share their perceptions of coaching in their district.  In addition, the 

instructional coaches and the participating teachers were asked to consent to observations 

during a coaching conference in order to examine the coaching processes directly.  
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Document reviews were also conducted to search for artifacts, which would further 

clarify and verify the coaching implementation processes.  A study participant who was 

interviewed or observed was provided a copy of their transcript to review for accuracy.  

This member checking was used to confirm the validity or accuracy of the findings by 

sharing the transcripts with the participants (Creswell, 2009).  The emergent themes from 

these different sources of data were hand coded and analyzed for patterns.  The 

researcher developed the emergent themes based on the coded, transcribed text. 

Summary of Findings 

The following is a summarized account of the findings according to the district 

coaching coordinator, three principals, three instructional coaches, and six classroom 

teachers in a single district.  Once the participants recognized the content and context of 

the questions, they were excited about sharing their coaching journey.  Findings revealed 

processes and actions taken by district administrators to implement and sustain an 

instructional coaching model to improve teacher instructional practices. 

Implementation of Instructional Coaching by Central Office.  Results indicate 

that the district coordinator, principals, instructional coaches, and teachers perceived that 

the district administrators implemented the coaching model utilizing transparent, 

systemic procedures such as funding acquisition, hiring district coaches, expanding 

coaching to other campuses, collaboration practices, orientation training, instructional 

rounds, CIF strategies, instructional coaching, as well as coaching structures, process, and 

challenges.   

Funding acquisition.  Funding emerged as important to establish and support the 
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application of instructional coaching at the district level.  However, the results indicated 

that principals, coaches, and teachers were vague about how the district financially 

supported the implementation of coaching.  While some researchers suggest, outside 

funding can be critical to the implementation of coaching models (Neufeld & Roper, 

2003a; Sturtevant, 2003), others confirm the need to first maximize district existing funds 

in an effort to support the implementation and acquisition of their desired vision (Elmore, 

2002).  For instance, Boston and Chicago school districts had to perform audits of their 

professional development spending to determine how best to assess and coordinate their 

reform efforts (Russo, 2004).   

Hiring district coaches.  The hiring of coaches was perceived as a critical, initial 

function to clearly describe the selection criteria and responsibilities of coaches.  In 

addition, it is perceived that an internal candidate could better support the implementation 

of instructional coaching.  This is congruent with the proposal that a district must 

collaboratively design the coaching position and communicate a clear, detailed job 

description for instructional coaches (Shanklin, 2007) before commencing the hiring 

process.  Such a collaborative process promotes buy-in from stakeholders and the 

detailed job description establishes clarity of coaching goals and sets parameters for the 

employment of coaches (Symonds, 2003).  Moreover, clarity of expectations for coaches’ 

roles and responsibilities is stressed by previous research (Coggins, 2003; Deussen et al., 

2007; Feger et al., 2004).  Other researchers also encourage a rigorous hiring process to 

obtain qualified instructional coaches (Neufeld & Roper, 2003a).  In addition, Bean and 

DeFord (2011) suggest that district leaders need to be involved in the selection process or 
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establish a clear hiring process of instructional coaches in order to assure the consistent 

high quality of coaches.  Similarly, Kowal and Steiner (2007) note characteristics of 

successful coaches that are essential to a successful implementation of instructional 

coaching.  According to McCrary (2011), individual qualities of instructional coaches can 

account for the effect of inconsistency in coaching outcomes, positive and negative.   

Expanding coaching.  The findings suggest that the expansion of instructional 

coaching to all district campuses increased the possibility of enhancing all teachers’ 

instructional capacity to ensure student success.  Further, clearly communicating the 

established focus, expectations and coaching processes ensured implementation success.  

This is congruent with the need of a single focus and a long, multi-stage process for 

instructional change (Elmore & Burney, 1997).  The reform to introduce instructional 

coaching focus must be specific and permeate all levels of the district in order to 

successfully secure the endorsement of the goal.  The multi-stage design process 

involving awareness, planning, implementation, and evaluation of instructional coaching 

served to support the expansion of this initiative. 

Collaborative Connections.  Findings indicate that the successful application of 

coaching was contingent on establishing trusting, confidential relationships to create 

collaborative connections between coaches and teachers.  This finding echoes previous 

research in that teachers who felt supported were more likely to build trusting 

relationships and share with their colleagues (Clary, 2008; Little, 1982).  Moreover as 

Ngoh (2002) suggests established lines of communication between faculty members 

increased the flow of academic information and built teacher collaborative capacity.  
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Similarly, high trust environments supported by coaching inspire self-monitoring, 

collaboration with people, propensity to learn, and ability to impact learning and 

creativity in a safe, collegial environment (Tschannen-Moran & Tschannen-Moran, 

2011).   

Orientation training.  The findings suggest that the active involvement of district 

staff in orientation presentations promotes an endorsement of the coaching initiative, and 

contributes to transparency of implementation at all levels.  As previous research 

suggests all stakeholders should comprehend the collaborative vision, mission, and 

expectations of the instructional coaching position so all are committed to the process 

(Feldman, 1999; Kostin & Haeger, 2006; Shanklin, 2007).  On the contrary, a rush to 

implement coaching, without a clear vision, may lead to confusion related to the coaching 

objective and roles (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009).  Further, according to the literature 

professional development, which includes essential features of coaching, is associated 

with improved outcomes in terms of sustained impact on teacher practice (Neuman & 

Cunningham, 2009; Showers & Joyce, 1996).  However, this potential of instructional 

coaching can only be realized if district administrators work collaboratively with 

campuses to create a district-wide transparent vision for systemically implementing a 

coaching model (Corcoran, 2001; Symonds, 2003).   

Harvard Instructional Rounds.  The findings reveal that Harvard Instructional 

Rounds emerged as an initial coaching process to enhance the knowledge of district staff 

about how school districts can learn from their own practices, and develop a more acute 

and universal comprehension of high quality instruction.  This is in concert with literature 
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that supports the use of instructional rounds as a process to obtain improvements in 

teacher and student learning on a large scale (City et al., 2009; Fink & Markholt).  

Common Instructional Framework strategies.  The findings indicate that CIF 

strategies were perceived to influence instructional practices, which in turn positively 

affected student achievement.  The need to use CIF strategies has been supported by 

Gold, Edmunds, Maluk, Reumann-Moore (2011) who found that adoption, utilization, 

and sustainability of strategies are needed for the effective implementation of initiatives 

such as instructional coaching.  These researchers also cautioned that perspectives of 

principals might influence the level of commitment to introduce any initiative.  As a 

result, schools can be placed in a continuum from “highly committed” to “partially 

committed.” (Gold et al., 2011, p. iii-iv).   

Knight’s Instructional Coaching.  The instructional coaching institutionalized at 

Kansas University was found to be an important process to enhance coaches’ ability to 

execute instructional coaching in the participating district.  According to the findings, the 

application of Knight’s principles contributed to the instructional coaching capacity, 

although there was a lack of comprehension by all teachers in regards to the employment 

of principles.  Knight (2009) explains that there are seven principles supporting the 

instructional coaching.  These provide a coach with standards for planning their critical 

work with teachers through equal partnerships, professional learning, dialogue that 

explores teaching options, reflective practices, application of practice, and reciprocity.  

The teaching practices they employ are referred to as “the Big Four” and include 

classroom management, content, instruction, and formative assessment.  In addition, the 
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eight cyclical components that empower instructional coaches are enrolling, identifying, 

explaining, modeling, observing, exploring, refining, and reflecting.   

Instructional coaching structures and processes.  The results revealed that the 

district employed various coaching structures and processes such as the three-part 

coaching cycle, instructional rounds, instructional frameworks, the GROW process and 

its protocols, and the CIF rubric.  Further, the findings suggest that the coaching 

processes and documentation tools, which took about a year to develop, provided 

alignment of coaching with the district’s vision.  Similarly, having well defined, 

documented coaching processes and terminology support the consistency of the district’s 

implementation.  This echoes the need to have a clear and explicit coaching design that 

facilitates the capacity to develop, implement, and sustain structures of support for 

instructional coaching to be effective (Coggins, 2003; Feldman, 1999; Poglinco et al., 

2003; Symonds, 2003).  These structures should reveal a common and collective purpose, 

“a laser like focus on teaching and learning for both teachers and students” (Fullan et al., 

2004, p. 4).  In addition, findings of this study support Joyce & Showers (1980, 1982) 

emphasis on a cyclical coaching process to build knowledge over time and increase the 

likelihood that new instructional practices will transfer into established teacher best 

practices.   

Recognition of Instructional coaching implementation challenges.  The findings 

revealed that coaching challenges still remain despite the recognized goal and processes 

in place.  For instance, fidelity of implementation was cited as one of the biggest 

administrative challenges, which prevented coaches from performing the expected 
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instructional coaches’ role.  Further, it appears that due to campus needs, principals make 

recommendations to adapt or modify instructional coaching processes.  Similarly, 

instructional coaches and teachers suggest that minimizing the process of documentation, 

developing more diverse skills for instructional coaches, and extending the time provided 

for coaching might alleviate the resulting challenges.  According to previous research, 

ensuring high fidelity of the implementation may result from monitoring the process 

closely (Baker, 2010).  The literature further suggests that principals can monitor the 

application of coaches if they work more collaboratively with the district to define the 

coaching vision to sustain the roles of coaches.  Furthermore, Bean et al. (2010) reported 

that coaches vary in how they viewed their roles and their perceptions may be influenced 

by the administrator’s beliefs as a result instructional coaches can be seen as instructional 

leaders (Ovando, 2012).  In addition, Bean et al. (2010) suggests that increased student 

achievement can result in schools that received more coaching support for teachers.  As 

others affirm, the need to specify coaches’ roles to increase time spent with teacher, the 

need for coaches to be knowledgeable about the content or practices they support, and 

comprehension of the implementation’s purpose avoid diminishing the value of coaching 

(Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001).    

Measures of Effectiveness for Instructional Coaching.  The study results 

indicated that the district utilized processes to measure effectiveness including the CIF 

Teacher Effectiveness rubric, instructional frameworks, the GROW process, an 

instructional coaching evaluation, and more traditional forms of evaluation such as 

student achievement data and teacher evaluation observations.  “Effective districts do not 
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just get the strategy right to begin with; they continually refine it using systemically 

collected information” (Fullan et al., 2004, p.5).  In order to accomplish this task, districts 

are required to measure and monitor processes that promote and verify feedback.  Then, 

district administrators can pursue systematic solutions to better serve the needs of their 

campuses.     

Applying CIF rubric.  The CIF Teacher Effectiveness Rubric was used to collect 

data to measure the effectiveness of the teachers’ employment of CIF strategies.  This 

suggests that rubrics that are initially used in the implementation of coaching may also 

serve as a measure of effectiveness.  This contradicts previous research that a scarcity of 

evaluation of instructional coaching implementation exists.  Such scarcity researchers 

note is due to the absence of research about whether coaching strategies impact teacher or 

student learning (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2007; Guskey, 2003; Kowal & Steiner, 2007).  

Applying instructional frameworks.  The results also indicated that instructional 

frameworks were applied to calibrate and build their knowledge of high quality 

instruction, and then, develop and carry out a plan for improvement.  Using district 

instructional frameworks was also perceived as a support for facilitating teacher 

instructional practices.  Coaching literature clearly verified the exponential value of 

instructional leadership derived from the amalgamation of recognized goals and a clear 

vision of instructional quality (Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001).  It is also affirmed that in the 

absence of a clear definition of what is expected of teachers, they receive conflicting 

messages about how to proceed (City et al., 2009).  A common language and shared 
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understanding of the quality of instruction can accelerate the efforts of a district-wide 

reform (Fink & Markholt, 2014).   

Utilizing the GROW model.  While the employment of the GROW model or 

process is seen as a measurement template, it also serves to facilitate and standardize the 

coaching conference process.  In addition, GROW is recognized as a reflective process 

employed to increase teachers’ self-awareness of instruction based on the resulting 

feedback.  This supports the suggestion that the implementation of coaching requires 

technical feedback and systemic evaluation of process, which should be delivered in a 

non-judgmental, professional, and objective manner (City et al., 2009; Fink & Markholt, 

2011; Joyce & Showers, 1882; Symonds, 2003).  Furthermore, Guskey (1995) observed 

the implementation of new skills is likely to be abandoned in the absence of any 

supportive and specific feedback resulting from determining the effectivenss of the 

instructional coaching.  Therefore, specific feedback procedures are critical to the success 

of any professional development endeavor.    

Conducting instructional coaches’ evaluation.  According to the study findings, 

only the instructional coaches’ rubric was used as an evaluation measure.  Although, 

there was an apparent lack of agreement about how this evaluation influences coaches’ 

implementation of instructional coaching.   This suggests that the variation in 

understanding the value or purpose of the instructional coaching measures is congruent 

with previous research indicating that a coach evaluation process emphasized the need for 

using “teacher-centered, no-fault, strengths-based approaches” (Tschannen-Moran & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2011, p. 16).   
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Analyzing student achievement data.  According to the findings, student 

academic testing data can be used to measure the effectiveness of instructional coaching 

and teacher quality.   However, student data are also seen as tool that highlights areas of 

instructional needs discovered through the instructional coaching process.  Nonetheless, 

using student achievement data may not be the only way to measure the effectiveness of 

instructional coaching.  As the literature suggests, coaches should analyze student work 

samples and various assessments to know where students were experiencing difficulties 

and then use the results to develop academic solutions (Bean & DeFord, 2011).  

Furthermore, Bean & Isler (2008) noted that summative data may also assist school 

districts with future decisions about how to make coaching programs more effective.   

Conducting classroom teacher observations.  Findings suggest that classroom 

teacher professional observations by an instructional coach and others are perceived to be 

an effectiveness measure of coaching to some extent.  While instructional coaches can be 

focused observers of teachers’ instructional performance, and the results used to 

determine the ultimate impact of instructional coaching, the literature suggests that the 

traditional evaluation processes are not the best approach for supporting classroom 

teachers.  Researchers propose that principals utilize a more “streamlined supervision and 

evaluation” (Marshall, 2005, p. 735) that rapidly and efficiently monitors classroom 

activity, provides teachers feedback, makes consistent judgments about the quality of 

instruction, involves collaborative teaching efforts, and focuses on student results. 

While the above instructional coaching effectiveness measures were used at the 

district, subject of the study, the systemic collection of evidence remains a challenge due 
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to the necessary involvement of time, knowledge, and expense (King, Neuman, Pelchat, 

Potochnik, Rao, & Thompson, 2009).  Only recently have some researchers attempted to 

evaluate the impact of instructional coaching on teacher and student learning (Biancarosa 

et al., 2010; Neuman & Cunningham, 2009; Neuman & Wright, 2010).   

District Support for Instructional Coaches.  The study results indicated that 

instructional coaches benefit from dedicated support from the district through numerous 

professional developments opportunities, monthly coaches’ meetings, coaches’ 

quadrants, campus visits, and external coaches that facilitate their coaching roles and 

responsibilities.  In addition, other individualized approaches to support coaches included 

mentor assignment and periodic district coaching coordinator visits.  These options 

provided coaches with more personalized opportunities to view the modeling of the 

process.  Such support throughout the implementation process confirms Knight’s (2006) 

observation that certain factors increased the likelihood that coaching would be more 

successful.  This included sufficient time to support teachers, use of research-based 

interventions, coaches’ high quality professional development, valuing the confidential 

coaching relationships, a coach and principal partnership, hiring the right coach, and 

finally, creating guidelines to evaluate coaches. 

External partnerships.  External partnerships appear to provide support for the 

implementation of instructional coaching and the work of coaches at various levels.  At 

the district level, external partners assisted in procurement of funds, alignment of district 

curriculum resources, and strategic application of a coaching model to improve teacher 

instruction.  According to the literature, external partners, acting as coaches, tend to 
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facilitate the implementation of instructional coaching by collaboratively working with 

schools’ coaches in specific areas.  This is congruent with research that suggests external 

coaches specifically focus on the following:  (1) building leadership capacity; (2) 

improving learning, teaching, and assessment; (3) creating structures to support high 

achievement; (4) data-based inquiry and decision making (Feldman, 1999).  Furthermore, 

it is suggested that external coaches could provide “a balance of pressure and support to 

initiate and sustain meaningful school improvements” (Kostin & Haeger, 2006, p. 29).  

These individuals are in a prime position to initiate change because their sole 

responsibility is to support the district’s vision of reform utilizing their technical expertise 

and continuous, job-embedded support of teachers through a different lens (Galm & 

Perry, 2004; Guskey, 2000; Neufeld & Roper, 2002, 2003a; Poglinco et al., 2004; 

Supovitz, 2008).   

Coaching training.  According to the findings, coaches’ initial and on-going 

professional development was perceived as critical to the success of the implementation.  

In addition, professional development provided for the coaches was perceived as building 

their capacity to support teachers’ instructional improvement.  This, in concert with prior 

research, indicates that coaches’ professional development must be derived from a well-

defined vision (Elmore & Burney, 1997).  Also, professional development must promote 

involvement of school leadership, and the active evaluation of teacher and student 

learning (Elmore, 2002; Garet et al., 2000).  Moreover, continuous capacity building of 

coaches must include extensive knowledge of content and context as well as the skills to 

effectively influence the professional development of adults (Poglinco et al., 2003; 
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Sturtevant, 2003).  Recent literature also suggests that methods in which training for 

instructional coaches is framed may influence the coaches’ ability to clearly perform their 

roles as change agents (Mangin & Dunsmore, 2015).   

Systemic methodology.  The development and employment of systemic 

methodology also emerged as a necessary process for supporting and ensuring coaches’ 

the application of the instructional coaching model.  As others suggest, support 

characteristics of successful district implementations of instructional coaching may 

including a systemic reform approach, a focus on instructional improvement, proven 

strategies for professional development, alignment of district policies and reform 

strategies, and a data-driven approach to evaluation (Gallucci, Boatright, Lysne, & 

Swinnerton, 2006). 

Active participation.  According to the findings, coaches’ active participation in 

all the instructional coaches’ processes reinforced their understanding of coaching.  

Additionally, both staff and faculty participation during coaching rounds appears to 

contribute to the successful implementation of coaching.  According to the literature, 

such active participation involves the opportunity to interact in a process, whether it 

involves observing, or being observed, and then, receiving feedback.  This involvement 

encourages professional communication among teachers and appears to facilitate change 

and improvement in teachers’ instruction (Garet et al., 2001). 

Coaches’ quadrants.  The findings suggest that organizing groups of instructional 

coaches also supported the on-going development of coaches.  As Showers (1985) 

reported, building learning communities of teachers and others to continuously engage in 
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improving their knowledge and skills reflects the primary purpose for coaching.  

Quadrants of coaches also contribute to the development of lateral capacity which is 

defined as “connecting schools within a district to develop new ideas, skills, and practices 

that increase the ability of individuals and organizations to bring about improvements” 

(Fullan et al., 2004, p. 5).   

Mentor assignment.  Findings reveal that another way to support instructional 

coaches is by selecting and assigning mentors to work with them.  These mentors are 

perceived as an essential resource for building the capacity of coaches.  Experienced 

coaches who become mentors offer opportunities for instructional coaches to enhance 

comprehension of the coaching process after observing one or more of their mentors.  

This is congruent with Stock and Duncan (2010) assertion that, instructional coaches 

believe that they need mentoring and described areas in which they noted challenges.  

The areas of importance for mentoring reported by coaches were instructional leadership, 

use of data, addressing reluctant staff, improving collaboration among faculty, and 

sustaining personal perseverance. 

In summary, this study uncovered essential strategies, processes, and practices 

that assure the systemic implementation of an instructional coaching model.  This 

illustrates that developing and implementing instructional coaching cannot be left to 

chance if it is going to affect teachers’ instructional practices for the purposes of 

enhancing student achievement.  The study also adds to the literature regarding 

evaluation to determine the effectiveness of instructional coaching, as there is limited 

information about how districts measure the resulting effects across a district, as well as 
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at the campus and classroom levels.  Furthermore, the study reinforces the need for 

ongoing professional support for instructional coaches.  While initial training is 

fundamental to the fidelity of implementation of an instructional coaching model, 

coaches need various forms of assistance to sustain their own capacity, motivation, 

engagement and collaborative work with teachers.  

 Finally, it is relevant to note that upon a closer inspection of the collective 

findings, a guiding structure for the implementation of instructional coaching emerged.  

To some extent, this structure reflects previous researchers’ (Fullan, 2007; Miles, 1993) 

notions that introducing a district wide innovation must systemically include at least three 

phases:  initiation, implementation and institutionalization.  While variations on 

explanations about the meaning of each phase appear to exits, it can be asserted that 

initiation refers to the introduction or development of an innovation or process which, 

according to this study findings may include but not be limited to visioning or re-

visioning of a district’s goals, adopting an instructional coaching model, funding 

acquisition, hiring of district coaches, initial training orientation of all involved, and 

selection of strategies, structures, and processes that respond to the specific school district 

context.  Some researchers agree that, “Phase I-variously labeled initiation, mobilization, 

or adoption- consists of the process that leads up to and includes decision to adopt or 

proceed with a change” (Fullan, 2007, p. 65) or an innovation such as instructional 

coaching.  

 The second phase, related to implementation, was the focus of this study.  Once 

the initial application of the model was determined to be successful in fulfilling the 
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intended purposes of enhancing student academic success at the high schools, through 

specific effectiveness measures, the district decided to engage in the expansion of 

instructional coaching.  According to this study, implementation of instructional coaching 

required additional funding, collaborative connections, and involvement of those who 

would apply or oversee the application of the model including the principals, campus 

instructional coaches, and teachers.  Furthermore, this stage aimed at the application of 

the model with fidelity, which can be monitored and measured through various 

approaches, as illustrated in this study.  Others note that Phase II “involves the first 

experiences of attempting to put an idea or reform into practice” (Fullan, 2007, p. 65).  It 

is also suggested that at this phase certain factors may affect the actual application of an 

initiative in a larger scale such as features of change, contextual characteristics as well as 

external aspects (Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991).  Such factors may become contextual 

challenges that need to be addressed.  As this study suggests, some challenges refer to 

ensuring fidelity and consistency at various levels, the misconceptions of the role of the 

instructional coach, and the additional demand imposed on teachers regarding the extra 

activities and documentation of their professional growth.  

 The third phase relates to institutionalization.  For the purpose of this study, it was 

referred as sustaining the instructional coaching model through additional funding, 

district-wide capacity building, on-going support for instructional coaches, and external 

consulting in addition to a wider use of effectiveness measures to evaluate the actual 

effect of instructional coaching on teachers’ instructional capacity and student academic 

outcomes.  It appears from to the present study that this phase made instructional 
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coaching a district-wide initiative.  According to experts in educational change, “Phase 

III- called continuation, incorporation, routinization, or institutionalization-refers to 

whether the change gets built in as an ongoing part of the system or disappears by way of 

decision to discard or through attrition” (Fullan, 2007, p. 65).  The above illustrates the 

three most common stages to introduce change as advanced by previous researchers 

(Fullan, 2007; Fullan, M. & Stiegelbauer, 1991; Huberman & Miles, 1984; Miles, 1993).  

However, evaluation does not seem to be clearly cited, and it appears to be implied that 

determining the effectiveness of the various strategies, processes and activities would 

document the success or pitfalls to generate feedback at all levels to go from initiation to 

institutionalization.  Thus, according to this study, the evaluation of outcome and effect 

of instructional coaching, through various forms of effectiveness measures, becomes the 

missing link or phase.  Moreover, this study advances the notion that the different phases 

described above are not carried out in a separate or fragmented manner.  On the contrary, 

they are interconnected and, at times, may overlap and influence each other as the 

innovation progresses with student academic success as the ultimate outcome.  As a result 

of the close inspection of findings and the above discussion, a systemic district-wide 

implementation of instructional coaching (IC) framework surfaced as it can be observed 

on Figure 5.1.   
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Figure 5.1.  Systemic District-wide Implementation of Instructional Coaching Framework 

 
 

Implications for Practice and Further Research 

 Given the focus and nature of this study implications for practice are derived.  In 

addition, in light of this study scope and methodological limitations, suggestions for 

further inquiry are offered to continue exploring the implementation and highlight actual 

effects of instructional coaching as well as challenges that must be addressed during the 

process. 

Recommendations for Practice   

 The results of this study have potential to inform the practice of initiating, 

implementing and evaluating an instructional coaching model.  Given the focus of the 

study, it can be affirmed that large scale implementation of instructional coaching is 

realistic and can be accomplished.  However, district administrators should proceed 

systemically and incrementally, after determining that instructional coaching is a district-
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wide, high priority for efforts to enhance student achievement and comprehend that 

changes are to be expected.  Furthermore, realistic implementation timelines should be 

established.  This is particularly important as the complexity of systemic changes as well 

as cultural changes require time and the ability to influence staff and faculty (Elmore, 

2008; Fullan et al., 2004; Senge, 2006).   

Consequently, it is imperative that district administrators and the leadership team 

ensure that the goals of instructional coaching are aligned to the vision and mission of the 

school district.  Similarly, they must clearly communicate the purpose of instructional 

coaching so that all stakeholders understand the expectations and requirements of a 

successful implementation.  

 Administrators must also provide adequate funding and capacity building at all 

levels.  Moreover, school district administrators should be mindful that ensuring fidelity 

of implementation of an instructional coaching model requires consistency in the initial 

training.  Such training must include all personnel levels that will be directly involved, 

including central office instructional coaches, campus administrators, and campus 

instructional coaches so that all aspects of the model are clear and that all those engaged 

in the process have the capacity to accurately apply all the principles, processes and 

activities, taking into account the needs of each campus.  In addition, all levels must be 

part of initial deliberations in order to influence the district faculty and staff.   

 Further, the study findings also advance the notion that measuring the effects of 

instructional coaching is important for sustaining instructional coaching practices.  Thus, 

district administrators, interested in documenting the actual impact of instructional 
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coaching on teachers’ instructional performance, and more importantly on students’ 

academic learning, must search for and select the most appropriate means to measure the 

effectiveness of instructional coaching.  For instance, they may rely on teachers’ 

performance assessments, student achievement data, and internal evaluation studies as 

well enlisting external consultants to conduct focused evaluation studies.  

 In addition, it is imperative that school leaders be aware and thoroughly 

comprehend the roles, responsibilities and expectations of campus instructional coaches 

so that coaches are not distracted and are able to focus on their collaborative work with 

teachers.  By doing so, they will be able to circumvent conflicting expectations and 

contradictory delegation of administrative duties that in turn might have a detrimental 

effect on their performance and their effectiveness as instructional coaches on a campus.    

Finally district administrators and campus leaders interested in introducing an 

instructional coaching model may employ the framework resulting from this study in 

order to include all essential status.   

Limitations 

 It is important to note that this study had as specific focus on the actual 

implementation of an instructional coaching model at the central office level.  Therefore, 

it was limited to a geographical area. Further, both the district and participants were 

selected using a purposeful sampling technique to include those district administrators 

who were directly engaged in the implementation process.  Other select participants were 

instructional coaches, principals and teachers at elementary campuses only, who had 

direct experience and knowledge of the instructional coaching model development and 
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application.  Furthermore, the study was conducted following a qualitative methodology 

paradigm with a single case design.  An attempt was made to triangulate the data, to 

assure credibility and validity of the findings.  As Creswell (2009) observes, “covering 

several sources of data or perspectives from participants, the process can be claimed as 

adding to the validity of the study.” (p. 191).  In addition this study was conducted only 

during one year and therefore, it was not possible to obtain longitudinal data.  As a result, 

wide generalizations are not possible, and transferability of findings might be achieved 

by the consumers of this research study.  

Recommendations for Further Inquiry 

 Given the focus and metholodigcal approach of this study, additional inquiry 

should be conducted in order to examine the true long-term effect of instructional 

coaching models and expand our understanding of the outcomes, successes of 

implementation, as well as challenges that must be addressed to realize the true potential 

of instructional coaching as an avenue to support teacher quality and academic success 

for all students.  To this end, other researchers may focus on: 

1. Perceptions of secondary school principals, instructional coaches and teachers 

involved in the process of implementation of an instructional coaching model. 

2. Evaluation tools or rubrics available for determining the role and performance of 

instructional coaches at the campus level. 

3. Roles, responsibilities and actions of successful instructional coaches to determine 

how these are actually enacted. 
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4. The cost benefit of a proven, exemplary instructional coaching model that has 

actually measured the impact of the model. 

5. The actual effect of instructional coaching on student academic achievement. 

6. A larger group of campus leaders and teachers identified through random 

sampling. 

7. Comparisons between a school district with an established instructional coaching 

model and a school district without an instructional coaching model.  

Summary 

 This chapter presented a restatement of the study’s overarching questions and a 

review of methodology.  This chapter also provided the discussion of various key 

elements including:  (a) a summary of the results, (b) the connection of these results to 

existing research and relevant literature, (c) the implications of practice, (d) limitations, 

and (e) recommendations for future research. 

The findings of this study revealed evidential support for incorporating 

instructional coaching as a systemic form of teacher professional development through 

the use of instructional frameworks, coaching protocols and rubrics that were effective in 

measuring the quality of that impact.  In addition, the findings indicated that the 

documented teacher improvement was associated with the observed student achievement 

through state assessments, increased collaboration, and communication skills.  As district 

leaders continually pursue their persistent school improvement efforts, the results of this 

study offer hope and encouragement for employing instructional coaching.  Therefore, it 
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can be concluded that instructional coaching, as a systemic process, contributes to the 

capacity building and support of teacher quality and success for all students.   



164 
	  

Appendices 

Appendix A-Letter of Introduction to Participating Superintendents 

Appendix B-Letter of Introduction to Participating Administrators & Coaches 

Appendix C-Participant Informed Consent Form 

Appendix D-Participant Demographic and General Information Questionnaire: 

Appendix E-Interview Questions-Instructional Coaching Models: 

 

  



165 
	  

Appendix A-Letter of Introduction to Participating Superintendents 

January, 2014 

 

Dear______________________________________, 

As you know from our recent telephone conversation and email exchanges, I am a 
doctoral student in the Cooperative Superintendency Program at the University of Texas 
in Austin.  For my doctoral treatise, I am conducting research on the implementation of 
an established instructional coaching model within a Texas public school district from the 
perspective of a central office administrator, three campus administrators, three 
instructional coaches, and six classroom teachers.  Each district instructional coaching 
model must have been established for at least two years prior to this study.  I hope this 
research will provide other districts with valuable information on how they might 
effectively implement an instructional coaching model.   

In order to collect data, I will be conducting a minimum of two semi-structured 
interviews with a central office administrator, three campus administrators, three 
instructional coaches, and six classroom teachers from your districts.  I am writing to 
request permission to interview these educators in your district at a location convenient 
for all involved.  The central office administrator who may participate in the interviews 
must have been a district employee during the implementation of and still be actively 
involved with your instructional coaching process.  The campus administrators who may 
participate in the interviews must have been employed with your district for at least two 
years prior to the initiation of this study.  The instructional coaches and classroom 
teachers who participate in the interviews must have been employed with your district for 
at least two years and work for one of the participating campus administrators.  I would 
like to audio tape each interview for use strictly for this study and will not be played or 
used for any other reason.  Each interview should last between 20 to 90 minutes.   

Next, I am requesting permission to conduct two observations each of the three 
instructional coaches whom I interview.  I would like to video-tape each observation for 
use strictly for this study.  Each observation should last between 60 to 120 minutes.   

Lastly, I am requesting to view any records which documented the implementation 
process such as school board agendas and minutes, district newsletters, coaches’ job 
descriptions, or professional training agendas.  I would like to photocopy the records for 
use in my treatise.   
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My treatise will be read by my advisory committee and will be placed in the University 
of Texas at Austin library.  The identity of your district and the names of those 
employees interviewed or observed will be kept confidential through the use of 
pseudonyms. 

Upon your approval, I will set up a time with you or your designee to discuss the 
selection of the central office and campus administrators, instructional coaches, and 
classroom teachers.  Attached is a consent form that I will ask each participant to sign, a 
participant’s demographic questionnaire, and a sample of the interview protocol.  A copy 
of the consent form will be provided to you and each participant as well.  Please review 
the consent form and email me a response of your district’s agreement to participate.  I 
look forward to your response. 

If you have any question, please feel free to contact me either by email, 
emaldonado@cmtexas.com or by phone, 956-245-2225.  

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth A. Maldonado  
Doctoral Candidate, Cooperative Superintendency Program 
University of Texas at Austin 
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Appendix B-Letter of Introduction to Participating Administrators & Coaches 

February, 2014 

Dear ______________________________________________, 

My name is Elizabeth A. Maldonado and I am a doctoral student in the Cooperative 
Superintendency Program at the University of Texas at Austin.  For my doctoral treatise, 
I am conducting research on the implementation of an established instructional coaching 
model within a Texas public school district from the perspective of a central office 
administrator, three campus administrators, three instructional coaches, and six classroom 
teachers.  I hope this research will provide other districts with valuable information on 
how they might effectively implement an instructional coaching model.  I have already 
received approval from your superintendent to conduct this study within your district.      

In order to collect data, I will be conducting two semi-structured interviews with a central 
office administrator and three campus administrators.  Two semi-structured interviews 
will also be conducted with an instructional coach and two classroom teachers on the 
campus of each interviewed campus administrator.  I am writing to request your 
participation in this study.  Your participation is strictly voluntary.  There will be other 
participants from your district who will be asked to sign consent forms, complete 
participant questionnaires, and participate in two separate, individual interviews.  The 
first interview will be conducted in January 2014 and the second in February 2014.  Each 
interview should last between 20 to 90 minutes.  I will be audio taping each interview 
session for use strictly for this study.  The three instructional coaches from your district 
will also be asked to participate in two separate and individual observations.  The two 
observations will be conducted concurrently with the interviews.  I will be video-taping 
each observation for approximately 60 to 120 minute.  These recordings will be used 
strictly for this study and will not be played or used for any other reason.  My treatise will 
be read by my advisory committee and will be placed in the University of Texas at Austin 
library.  The identity of the district and the names of those individuals participating will 
be kept confidential through the use of pseudonyms. 

Please email me a response confirming your agreement to participate.  Attached is a copy 
of the consent form and the questionnaire that I will ask each participant to sign.  Please 
review these forms.  I will provide you a copy of the informed consent form once it has 
been signed.  I will be in contact with you again to confirm the logistics.  If you have any 
question, please contact me either by phone, 956-245-2225 or by email, 
emaldonado@cmtexas.com.  
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Thank you in advance, 
Elizabeth A. Maldonado  
Doctoral Candidate, Cooperative Superintendency Program 
University of Texas at Austin 
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Appendix C-Consent for Participation in Research 

Title: The Implementation of Instructional Coaching:  Building District Systems of Support 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this form is to provide you information that may affect your decision 
as to whether or not to participate in this research study.  The person performing the 
research will answer any of your questions.  Read the information below and ask any 
questions you might have before deciding whether or not to take part. If you decide to 
be involved in this study, this form will be used to record your consent. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

You have been asked to participate in a research study about the implementation of 
instructional coaching.  The purpose of this study is to examine how a Texas public 
school district implements instructional coaching to enhance teacher quality and 
document the processes used to sustain their instructional coaching model.     

 

What will you be asked to do? 

If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to: 

• Participate in two interviews which will be conducted with the researcher and the 
participant only.   

o The interview will be conducted at a place which is convenient to both 
parties. 

o The first interview will consist of an introductory interview and will take 
approximately 20 minutes.   

o The second interview will consist of the research asking questions about 
the implementation of the district’s instructional coaching model and will 
take about 60 to 90 minutes. 

o Each interview will be audio-taped.   
• Participate in two observations, only if you are an instructional coach and one 

teacher from each of the three campuses.  
o Each instructional coach will be observed working with one classroom 

teacher during a feedback session.  The focus of the video will be the 
instructional coaching strategies.   
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o Each observation will be approximately 60 to 120 minutes in length.   
o Each observation will be video-taped.   

• All participants will be provided with the written transcripts of their interviews 
and/or their observations to review for accuracy.   

• If you grant permission for audio taping and/or video-taping, no recorded tapes 
will be used for any purposes other than to complete this study.   
 

This study will take each participant approximately 20 to 90 minutes per interview 
session.  Each instructional coach and one teacher per campus will also participate in 
two observations which will each be approximately 60 to 120 minutes in length.  This 
study will include approximately thirteen (13) study participants.   

 

Your participation will be audio recorded and/or video recorded.    

 

What are the risks involved in this study? 

There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study. 

 

What are the possible benefits of this study? 

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in this study; however, your 
participation in this study will help inform educational leaders how effective 
instructional coaching models may be implemented.    

 

Do you have to participate? 

No, your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate at all or, if you 
start the study, you may withdraw at any time.  Withdrawal or refusing to participate 
will not affect your relationship with The University of Texas at Austin in anyway.  

 

If you would like to participate, please sign the inform consent form provided and 
return it to the researcher.  The researcher can be reached at 27753 Bass Blvd., 
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Harlingen, Texas 78552, (956) 245-2225, emaldonado@cmtexas.com.  You will 
receive a copy of this form. 

 

Will there be any compensation? 

You will not receive any type of payment participating in this study.  

How will your privacy and confidentiality be protected if you participate in this 
research study? 

Your privacy and the confidentiality of your data will be protected by assigning your 
district and you a pseudonym.  I will make every reasonable effort to exclude any 
information that may allow readers to identify you.  I will use this pseudonym in all 
products of the interviews, including notes and reports.     

 

If it becomes necessary for the Institutional Review Board to review the study 
records, information that can be linked to you will be protected to the extent 
permitted by law. Your research records will not be released without your consent 
unless required by law or a court order. The data resulting from your participation 
may be made available to other researchers in the future for research purposes not 
detailed within this consent form. In these cases, the data will contain no identifying 
information that could associate it with you, or with your participation in any study. 

 

If you choose to participate in this study, you will be audio and/or video recorded.  
Any audio and/or video recordings will be stored securely and only the researcher 
will have access to the recordings.  All tapes and transcripts will be kept on an 
external storage drive and locked in a secure and confidential location at the 
researcher’s residence.  Recordings will be kept until the completion of the research, 
and then erased as another way to protect your privacy.   

 

Whom to contact with questions about the study?   

Prior, during or after your participation you can contact the researcher, Elizabeth A. 
Maldonado, at (956) 245-2225 or send an email to emaldonado@cmtexas.com for any 
questions or if you feel that you have been harmed.   
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This study has been reviewed and approved by The University Institutional Review 
Board and the study number is 2014010005 

Whom to contact with questions concerning your rights as a research participant? 

For questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can 
contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-
8871 or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.  

 

Participation 

 If you agree to participate in this research please sign the inform consent form 
provided and return it to the researcher.  The researcher can be reached at 27753 Bass 
Blvd., Harlingen, Texas 78552, (956) 245-2225, emaldonado@cmtexas.com.  You 
will receive a copy of this form. 

 

Signature   

You have been informed about this study’s purpose, procedures, possible benefits and 
risks, and you have received a copy of this form. You have been given the opportunity 
to ask questions before you sign, and you have been told that you can ask other 
questions at any time. You voluntarily agree to participate in this study.  By signing this 
form, you are not waiving any of your legal rights. 

 

__________________________________________ 

Printed Name  

 

___________________________________________ _________________ 

Signature Date 

 

As a representative of this study, I have explained the purpose, procedures, benefits, and 
the risks involved in this research study. 
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_________________________________      

Print Name of Person obtaining consent      

 

_________________________________    _________________  

Signature of Person obtaining consent     Date 
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Appendix D-Participant Demographic and General Information Questionnaire 

Purpose:  To collect overall demographic data of all participants in the study. 

Directions:  Please fill this out prior to your first interview. 

 
Date:______________________________________________________ 

 

1. My age falls within the following age range: 

______20-35 years   ______35-50 years   ______50-65 years   ______more than 60 years 

 

2. Level of Education: 

_____Bachelor     _____Masters     _____Doctorate     ______Other_________________ 

 

3. My current position with the district is: 

_______Central Office administrator   _______Campus administrator 

_______Elementary instructional coach   _______Classroom Teacher 

 

4. How many years have you been with this district? ___________years  
 

5. How many years have you been an educator?   ___________years 
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Appendix E-Interview Questions-Instructional Coaching Models: 

• Collect Informed Consent Form and Participant Demographic Survey 
• Thank them for agreeing to participate.   
• Their information will help educational leaders better understand how to 

effectively implement an instructional coaching model in their district. 
• Reminder that interviews are to be audio taped and observations are to be video-

taped.  Participants’ names and responses will remain confidential.   
• Series of questions to promote conversation.  These questions were framed by the 

review of literature.  The literature provided a foundation for the researcher and 
also provided a basis for the overarching questions.  Any questions, at any time, 
please ask. 

Questions: 

1. How did district administrators implement instructional coaching in their district? 
a. How did you decide to use instructional coaching as a model to support 

teachers’ professional development? (Younghans, 2010) 
b. How did you influence district staff to accept an instructional coaching 

model? (your school board, principals, and teachers) (Younghans, 2010) 
c. How would you describe the district’s approach to instructional coaching? 

What specifically does your coaching model look like (grades, subject, 
etc.)? 

d. How were your vision, expectations, professional development, and 
resources allocations for instructional coaching originated? (Baker, 2010) 
 

2. How do district administrators measure the effectiveness of the instructional 
coaching model in place? 

a. What steps during the implementation process worked well and why? 
(Younghans, 2010) 

b. What steps during the implementation process would you do differently 
and why? (Younghans, 2010) 

c. Did instructional coaching help you make improvements to teacher 
instruction?  Please elaborate. 

d. How did these changes affect student achievement? Please elaborate. 
e. Can you provide some examples of student achievement?  Please share 

any examples of student achievement without divulging student 
confidentiality. 
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3. How do districts provide systems of support for instructional coaching? 
a. How were coaches selected? What role does the district play in the hiring 

process of instructional coaches? 
b. How were coaching positions financed? (Younghans, 2010) 
c. How was professional development provided for instructional coaches? 

(Younghans, 2010) 
d. How was professional development provided to principals to insure 

fidelity to the implementation of their instructional coaching model? 
Baker (2010)  

e. Is there anything else you would like to add with regards to your 
perspective on the implementation of your district’s instructional coaching 
model?  

Thank you for your time and thoughtful discussion.   
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