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The implementation of Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 
2015) has placed greater responsibility on state education 
departments for effective educator evaluation and profes-
sional development (PD). As a result, states are implement-
ing changes to enhance PD that can improve classroom 
instruction and result in greater student achievement and 
overall school improvement (Mead, 2012; Reddy, Kettler, 
& Kurz, 2015; Sawchuk, 2016).

Instructional coaching, a job-embedded PD approach, is a 
means of overcoming the limitations of workshop-based PD 
with respect to the transfer of knowledge and skills into class-
room practices (Gulamhussein, 2013). Despite the increased 
popularity of instructional coaching in schools, research is 
needed to better operationalize, assess, and evaluate the 
implementation of essential coaching components (Denton 
& Hasbrouck, 2009; Glover & Reddy, 2017). The purpose of 
the research reported is to provide initial psychometric evi-
dence for a multicomponent system for assessing research-
based skills and interactions of instructional coaching.

Instructional Coaching to Enhance PD 
and Improve Student Achievement

Most scholars agree that coaching is a job-embedded, indi-
vidualized, data-driven, and sustained practice (e.g., Denton 

& Hasbrouck, 2009; Glover & Reddy, 2017). Although 
approaches to school-based coaching vary in scope and 
foci, many assert coaching models share a focus on priori-
tizing instructional needs, established goal-driven plans of 
support, modeling, facilitating teacher practice, and provid-
ing ongoing regular feedback to promote high-fidelity 
instructional practices (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Erchul, 
2015; Kurz, Reddy, & Glover, 2017; Showers, Joyce, & 
Bennett, 1987). Coaching is distinct from consultation in 
that coaching is primarily designed to support teachers’ 
continuous PD. Many school-based coaches were former 
effective classroom teachers, whereas consultants tend to 
have specialized training and experiences in psychology, 
business, and/or other allied fields (e.g., occupational ther-
apy, speech and language, and behavior interventions). 
Often coaches reside within the district or school with 
supervision from an administrative leader (i.e., curriculum 
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director and assistant superintendent). Given the distinct 
role of coaches in schools, ongoing evaluation of key coach-
ing competencies via technically sound assessments is 
essential to enhancing effective practices.

Although, as outlined in the ESSA (2015), instructional 
coaching is important for maximizing effective instruction, 
there are few research-based coaching models and even 
fewer coaching measures and resources available to assess 
and develop coaching skills and interactions. Most coach-
ing approaches and assessments are also narrow in scope, 
focusing on content-specific practices such as literacy/read-
ing, mathematics, and science (e.g., American Institutes for 
Research [AIR], 2005; APQC Education Advanced 
Working Group, 2011). The effectiveness of coaching also 
varies widely, often due to a lack of adherence to a defined 
coaching process and a clear focus on research-based 
coaching actions and outcomes that guide PD (e.g., Denton 
& Hasbrouck, 2009; Glover & Reddy, 2017). For example, 
without explicit coaching guidelines and assessment-driven 
performance feedback, coaches in the Reading First 
Program from the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 imple-
mented a range of loosely defined activities to support 
teachers across the nation, resulting in suboptimal teacher 
and student outcomes (AIR, 2005; Deussen, Coskie, 
Robinson, & Autio, 2007). Thus, when the process of 
coaching is poorly defined, assessed, and monitored over 
time, the consequences often are not positive, resulting in 
missed opportunities to improve instruction that enhances 
student achievement and school effectiveness.

Current evaluation practices of instructional coaches 
rely on tools and standards meant for classroom teachers. 
This is a significant problem because the process, actions, 
and intended outcomes for classroom teaching versus 
instructional coaching are different. School leaders often 
charged with evaluating coaching staff must decide what 
teacher standards to use when making effectiveness deci-
sions and PD recommendations. This can lead to inconsis-
tent coaching evaluation practices and poorly defined 
feedback for PD (Killion, Harrison, Bryan, & Clifton, 
2012). Thus, providing instructional coaches skill-focused 
and valid assessment-based performance feedback is criti-
cal to their development and effectiveness in fostering 
teacher PD ( Reddy, Dudek, & Lekwa 2017).

Scholars have reported that the provision of formative 
feedback can effectively modify learners’ knowledge, think-
ing, or behavior that lead to improved learning (e.g., Brophy, 
1981; Hagermoser Sanetti, Luiselli, & Handler, 2007; Noell, 
Witt, Gilbertson, Ranier, & Freeland, 1997; Schwartz & 
White, 2000; Shute, 2007). Unfortunately, the availability of 
coaching assessments is sparse. A comprehensive literature 
review of published or publicly available coaching assess-
ment tools worldwide between 1980 and 2016 (Reddy, 
2016) resulted in a total of 26 assessments, with 25 assess-
ments publicly posted with no validity evidence and one 

published article that described the content validity of two 
Literacy Coach Appraisal Instruments (Lane, Robbins, & 
Price, 2013). Specifically, these assessments utilized a 
4-point Likert-type scale measuring eight broad domains of 
coaching (e.g., Curriculum, Teachers; Staff Development; 
Technology; Liaison; Assessment; Home and Family 
Education; Resource Management; Professional 
Disposition). The Literacy Coach Appraisal Instruments, 
however, do not have evidence of reliability and construct 
validity and do not offer multirater assessment. In summary, 
none of the 26 assessments measure content-neutral, core 
process-focused coaching skills and interactions, nor do they 
offer multirater, online applications. As with teachers, there 
is an ongoing need to evaluate coaches in a variety of con-
texts supporting teachers in various instructional areas 
(Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Glover & Reddy, 2017; Kurz 
et  al., 2017; Showers et  al., 1987). Despite the range of 
coaching practices, the literature in education, sports, and 
executive coaching business points to core process-focused 
skills and interactions that drive coaching effectiveness (e.g., 
Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Kurz et  al., 2017; Showers 
et al., 1987). These core process-focused skills and interac-
tions are important for advancing teacher practice and stu-
dent outcomes and can be evaluated via a content-neutral 
assessment approach. Teacher assessments of coaches’ per-
formance are essential for improving the key skills and inter-
actions of coaches and the overall process of coaching for 
the PD of teachers. This study was the initial investigation of 
the utility and validity of the Instructional Coaching 
Assessments–Teacher Forms. Subsequent research is under-
way with the two remaining Assessment forms—supervi-
sors and coaches themselves—in the 360 or comprehensive 
multirater instructional coaching system.

The Development of an Assessment 
Designed to Improve Instructional 
Coaching
The Instructional Coaching Assessment (Reddy, Glover, 
Kurz, & Elliott, 2017) is an online, multirater assessment 
system that provides feedback reports to support the eval-
uation and development of instructional coaching talent. 
The assessment approach involves conducting a 360° 
assessment, completed by the coach, teachers served by 
the coach, and/or the coach’s supervisor. A 360° assess-
ment offers a comprehensive assessment of coaching 
effectiveness and interactions by capturing feedback from 
key stakeholders involved in the coaching process. Each 
stakeholder provides unique and complimentary perspec-
tives on the coaching process that is valuable for inform-
ing PD for coaches. This study examined the initial 
psychometric properties of the Rating Scales (RS) and 
Interaction Style Scales (ISS)—Teacher Forms, the cor-
nerstones for responsive instructional coaching.
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Theoretical and Empirical Foundations of the 
Instructional Coaching Assessments

Grounded in the behavior consultation and coaching litera-
ture (Bergan & Kratochwill, 1990; Bergan, 1977; Kurz 
et  al., 2017; Sheridan & Kratochwill, 2008), the instruc-
tional coaching assessments were developed to evaluate the 
effective implementation of core coaching skills or actions 
and coaching interactions with teachers via a content-neu-
tral, process-focused coaching framework. This literature 
highlights key consultant/coaching actions that yield mod-
erate to large effects on multiple school stakeholders (i.e., 
classroom teachers, special educators, school psycholo-
gists, content area specialists, and parents) and student aca-
demic and behavior outcomes (e.g., Erchul & Sheridan, 
2014; Reddy, Barboza-Whitehead, Files, & Rubel, 2000; 
Sheridan et al., 2012). In addition, rigorous evaluations of 
coaching efficacy on early reading (Glover, 2017) and 
teacher universal practices and student academic behavior 
further support specific core coaching skills (Fabiano, 
Reddy, & Dudek, 2018; Reddy, Dudek, & Lekwa, 2017) 
and offer further insights into universal coaching skills. 
These coaching skills/actions include identifying teacher 
and student needs with data, setting specific measureable 
goals, designing interventions and supports matched to 
needs/goals, teaching and modeling of intervention steps, 
providing practice opportunities, delivering ongoing perfor-
mance feedback, and evaluating intervention fidelity and 
progress toward goals. These skills/actions have been found 
to facilitate consultation and coaching outcomes (Kurz 
et al., 2017; Reddy et al., 2000) and were used to develop 
the scales and items of the assessments (described next).

In a review of the education, sports, and executive coach-
ing literature, Kurz et  al. (2017) proposed a multidisci-
plinary framework that highlights the scope of coaching. 
Specifically, they suggested coaching should have one of 
the three foci: (a) skills: coaching targets discrete skills 
(e.g., support for a teacher’s use of positive behavioral 
praise with her students); (b) process: coaching targets a 
process or progression of activities (e.g., support for the use 
of a multiphase data-based decision-making model); or (c) 
development: coaching targets the application of skills and 
processes to achieve growth toward professional goals. 
Based on this framework, the assessments are designed to 
address the skills, process, and development of coaching.

Collectively, the theoretical and empirical literature has 
informed the development of four interrelated assess-
ments—RS, Performance Monitoring Rubrics (PMRs), 
ISS, and Observation Record (OR). This complementary 
set of assessments generates results for guiding improve-
ments in the instructional coaching process based on three 
interdependent phases (Goal Formulation > Implementation 
Support > Intervention Evaluation) that feature six coach-
ing actions (Identifying Needs and Resources, Setting 

Goals, Designing Implementation Plans, Modeling 
Implementation Steps, Providing Performance Feedback, 
and Evaluating Implementation and Goal Attainment). As 
shown in Figures 1 and 2, the six coaching actions in the 
three phases intersect with three outcomes (i.e., scales: 
Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior Management, and 
Responsive Learning Communities).

The construct and item development of the instructional 
coaching assessments were guided by classical test theory, 
established psychometric standards (American 
Psychological Association, American Educational 
Research Association, & National Council on Measurement 
in Education, 2014), and recent evidence-centered design 
principles (Mislevy, Almond, & Lukas, 2003). Evidence-
centered assessment design is an approach to developing 
educational assessments based on evidentiary arguments 
(Mislevy et al., 2003). Evidence-centered assessments gen-
erate aggregate information from various sources and pro-
vide evidence to support score inferences that individuals 
possess specific skills and competencies. The development 
of items and scales was informed by several methods: (a) 
comprehensive review of scholarly, peer-reviewed publi-
cations in the fields of education, sports, and executive 
coaching; (b) critique of other related scales; (c) educa-
tional assessment and instructional scholars’ feedback; (d) 
consumer feedback; (e) school-based field testing; and (f) 
a series of construct and item analyses.

The central assessment component of the system is a 
skill-focused behavior rating scale (see Figures 1 and 2). 
The RS are centered on three coaching outcomes (i.e., 
scales: Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior Management, 
and Responsive Learning Communities). Each scale 
includes three phases (Goal Formulation Skills, 
Implementation Support Skills, and Evaluation Skills), with 
two coaching actions nested within each process phase. The 
assessment system is designed to measure specific coaching 
skills and actions that lead to improved teacher outcomes 
(i.e., enhanced Quality Instruction, Behavior Management, 
and Responsive Learning Communities) and are related to 
positive student learning and behavior (Erchul & Sheridan, 
2014; Reddy et al., 2000; Sheridan et al., 2012).

As an evidence-centered assessment, the measures are 
designed to generate data-specific performance feedback 
(scores) that assesses coaching skill-focused actions to pro-
mote positive coaching outcomes/competencies. The 
Instructional Coaching assessments provide a comprehen-
sive evaluation of a coach’s effectiveness at implementing 
problem-solving actions with teachers. This involves the 
collection of sources of evidence that support performance 
feedback (scores) from multiple informants (Shute, Kim, & 
Razzouk, 2013). The evidence-centered, action–outcome 
framework provides a systematic approach to measure and 
drive continuous improvement for coaching talent and 
schools.
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The assessments measure instructional coaching as a 
problem-solving, interpersonal process aimed at enhancing 
educators’ instructional and classroom management practices 
to maximize achievement for all students. Within this frame-
work, instructional coaching theoretically improves school-
wide effectiveness through support for both individual 
teachers and data-based professional learning communities. 
In turn, student outcomes are improved via enhanced class-
room and school-wide practices. The assessments were 
designed specifically to collect and integrate information as 
feedback about (a) a coach’s relative strengths and areas for 
development, (b) a coach’s development of competencies, (c) 
the overall effectiveness of a coach at implementing actions 
known to influence problem solving, and (d) PD of coaches 
that likely will lead to school improvement.

Assessment components.  Assessments include four online 
assessments and feedback reports to inform continuous 
improvement for coaching and continuing PD for teachers. 

All ratings are based on documented sources of evidence 
from recent coaching interactions to ensure ratings are 
meaningful and based on evidence. Feedback reports pro-
vide a summary of the assessment results organized around 
six guiding questions: Who evaluated me and what evidence 
did they use to determine my effectiveness? What were my 
overall coaching effectiveness ratings? Which specific 
coaching skills were identified as strengths and which skills 
could be improved? How were my coaching interaction 
characteristics perceived? Which characteristics were con-
sidered in need of improvement? How was my observed 
coaching performance evaluated?

The RS are completed by the coach, teachers served by 
the coach, and the coach’s supervisor to evaluate 30 items 
pertaining to six actions within each of the three (separate) 
outcome areas/scales: Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior 
Management, and Responsive Learning Communities (see 
Figure 1). The RS can be used for formative or summative 
assessment. Scores are based on a 5-point Effectiveness 
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Quality Instruction:  Data-based instructional decisions and practices that maximize students’ academic performance. 
Instructional and assessment practices are systematically aligned with expectations and benchmarks for promoting student 
academic performance.

Positive Behavior Management: Data-based behavior management decisions and practices that improve social interactions 
and healthy participation in the classroom and school. Behavior management and assessment practices are systematically 
aligned with expectations and rules for promoting positive behavior.

Responsive Learning Communities: The identification and systematic sharing of information and resources address needs and 
goals of communities of teachers and students. Communities are present that promote collaboration, professional development, 
and a data-based culture that maximize student learning.
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Identifying Needs and Resources:  Coaches communicate and work collaboratively with teachers to gather information to 
identify needs and resources to improve student performance and teacher practices. This information may guide the formulation 
of goals for quality instruction, behavior management and school-wide learning and professional development.

Setting Goals: Coaches collaborate with teachers to identify and write measureable goals based on student functioning and 
teacher practices relative to performance expectations.  Measureable goals are specific, reflect high expectations and are 
essential for designing effective implementation plans. 
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Designing Implementation Plans: Coaches collaborate with teachers to create specific steps needed to achieve goals. Coaches 
consider teachers’ skills, possible resources and barriers to ensure plans can be modeled and delivered with integrity.

Modeling Implementation Steps: Coaches demonstrate steps specified in implementation plans and support teacher practice of 
steps.  Modeling and practice help teachers to independently deliver a plan with integrity and create opportunities for feedback.
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ls Providing Performance Feedback:  Coaches use data to provide specific, positive, and timely feedback about plan 

implementation and goal attainment. Feedback helps refine implementation of evidence-based practices that improve student 
and teacher performance.

Evaluating Plan Implementation and Goal Attainment:  Coaches use a comprehensive set of data to make summative 
judgments about the integrity of plan implementation and progress toward goal attainment. This information is used to 
continuously improve plans, goal attainment, and coaching effectiveness.

Figure 1.   The assessment action—outcome framework and definitions.
aEach rating scale includes a total of 30 items, each phase includes 10 items, and each action includes five items.
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rating scale (Ineffective to Exceptionally Effective) and are 
transformed to Total Scale scores and subscale scores of 
Goal Formulation Skills, Implementation Support Skills, 
and Evaluation Skills (10 items each) and six skill-focused 
action scores (five items each; see Figure 2). Scores are 
used to guide coach improvement. For the Quality 
Instruction Scale, the coaching action of Identifying Needs 
and Resources includes items such as Listening to teachers 
describes instructional approaches and resources and 
Using data (e.g., observations and lesson plans) to inform 
needs for instructional improvement. For the Positive 
Behavior Management Scale, the coaching action of 
Identifying Needs and Resources includes items such as 
Assessing the match between behavior supports and student 
behavior and Observing behavior management practices 
and use of resources needs. For the Responsive Learning 
Communities Scale, the coaching action of Identifying 
Needs and Resources includes items such Synthesizing data 
across groups to identify needs for improving practices and 
Communicating information and resources for improving 
practices and student learning. This study presents psycho-
metric findings on the RS–Teacher Form.

PMRs, a derivative of the RS, are completed by the 
coach and teachers served by the coach to briefly assess 
coaching effectiveness for various coaching actions within 
each of the three phases of coaching (i.e., formulating goals, 
designing and implementing plans, and evaluating the 
delivery of plans and progress toward goals) throughout a 
given case. That is, both a coach and the teacher involved in 
a case independently complete an action-specific PMR 
(e.g., Setting Goals, Designing Implementation Plan, and 
Providing Performance Feedback) immediately after the 

completion of that action for the purpose of enhancing com-
munication and refining the coaching process so that it is 
likely to be more effective for the teacher. These rubrics are 
based on high-loading items from the RS subscales. The 
PMR utilizes a five-level rubric of effectiveness (Ineffective 
to Exceptionally Effective) to assess each of the six coach-
ing actions as they relate to each of the coaching  
actions (Quality Instruction, Behavior Management, and 
Responsive Learning Communities). Note that research to 
establish initial psychometrics of these PMRs is underway; 
only findings on the perceived usability of the PMR by 
coaches and teachers is presented in this report.

The ISS are completed by the coach, teachers served by 
the coach, and the coach’s supervisor to evaluate key inter-
personal coaching characteristics that can support or hinder 
collaboration. The ISS can be used for formative or summa-
tive assessment. The scale contains 28 items that factor into 
two scales: Positive Coaching Characteristics (PCC; e.g., a 
good listener, skills, and reliable) and Negative Coaching 
Characteristics (NCC; e.g., disorganized, unpredictable, and 
abrupt). Each item on these scales is rated on two dimen-
sions: Prevalence (rated on a 5-point scale from Not 
Prevalent to Highly Prevalent) and Need for Improvement 
(yes or no). The ISS yields scores for both Positive Coaching 
Characteristics and Negative Coaching Characteristics 
scales and endorsed items Needing Improvement. This study 
presents psychometric findings on the ISS–Teacher Form.

The OR is a summative multicomponent rubric for assess-
ing coaching behaviors based on key sources of evidence 
pertaining to the six skill-focused coaching actions. It is used 
by supervisors to evaluate coaches and make recommenda-
tions for coaching improvements. Supervisors read quality 

Coaching Subscales and Actions
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Figure 2.  Instructional Coaching measurement framework—Rating Scales.
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indicator statements provided within a five-level rubric to 
determine the level that best describes current effectiveness 
(Ineffective to Exceptionally Effective) of each of the six 
skill-focused coaching actions. Note that research to estab-
lish initial psychometrics of the OR is underway.

Feedback reports.  The assessments generate on-demand, 
integrated data-based feedback that facilitates a process of 
continuous improvement whereby coaches guide teachers 

and school teams through the six coaching actions for 
improving outcomes of instruction, behavior management, 
or responsive learning communities. For example, coaches 
are provided comparative feedback from themselves, their 
teachers, and supervisors on their overall effectiveness in 
promoting instruction, behavior management, and respon-
sive learning communities (see Figure 3). Coaches are also 
provided feedback on actions that are rated as strengths and 
those actions rated as needing improvement (see Figure 4). 

Figure 3.  Instructional Coaching rating scale district feedback report example—overall effectiveness.
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The feedback reports provide valuable information for cre-
ating targeted PD for coaches and monitoring coaching 
improvements over time. In addition, aggregate reporting 
and graphic performance feedback are available for three 
descriptive groups/levels: school district, school, and indi-
vidual coaches. A number of utility analyses have been con-
ducted with the Feedback Reports to ensure they 
communicate efficiently and effectively with users. An 
expert group of four technology developers reviewed and 
provided feedback on the report content, layout, clarity, and 
use. In addition, two consumer groups consisting of 46 
school-based instructional coaches and seven supervisors of 

coaches from two states reviewed and provided input on the 
usability of the feedback reports.

Research Questions and Predictions

The primary purpose of this study was to establish initial 
evidence for reliability and validity of the score inferences 
from the RS and ISS–Teacher Forms and the preceived 
usability of the PMR by coaches and teachers. These assess-
ments have the potential to fill a void by offering a technol-
ogy-supported action–outcome framework that enables 
school personnel to systematically evaluate coaches and 

Figure 4.  Instructional Coaching rating scale district feedback report example—coaching actions.
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advance coaching interactions that support teachers’ con-
tinuing PD. In this study, we addressed four questions:

Research Question 1: What is the internal structure of 
the RS–Teacher Form, as measured by internal consis-
tency, item-to-total correlations, and confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA)?
Research Question 2: What is the internal structure of 
the ISS–Teacher Form, as measured by internal consis-
tency, item-to-total correlations, and exploratory factor 
analysis?
Research Question 3: Are the RS and ISS–Teacher 
Forms free from item bias with respect to common 
teacher demographics?
Research Question 4: What is the perceived usability of 
the PMR by coaches and teachers who have been 
involved in instructional coaching?

We expected that the theorized internal structure of the 
RS and ISS for teachers would be confirmed empirically 
and meet acceptable technical benchmarks (Cicchetti, 
1994; Jackson, Gillaspy & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). We 
also expected the items would function similarly across 
teacher subgroups (freedom from item bias). Finally, we 
expected users of the PMR to rate the PMR scales favor-
able on a common usability scale (Bangor, Kortum, & 
Miller, 2008).

Method

Sample

The sample included 25 full-time instructional coaches who 
coached approximately 225 general and special education 
teachers. Kindergarten through 12th grade teachers from 11 
high poverty schools participated in a statewide school 
reform grant funded by the U.S. DOE Teacher Incentive 
Fund (Reddy, Kettler & Kurz; 2012–2018). Nearly 75% of 
students enrolled in these schools received free or reduced 
lunch.

Coaches were assigned to schools by their school admin-
istrators. Approximately 12 teachers were served by each 
coach. Teachers were coached by a single coach during the 
school year. The coaches were predominantly Caucasian 
(65%) females (100%) with an average age of 46 years (SD 
= 10.20); 70% had Masters degree and on average had 15 
years (SD = 7.2) of teaching experience. Coaches were for-
mer classroom teachers who were identified as effective 
teachers based on a multimethod educator evaluation sys-
tem aligned with state policy.

The teacher sample (n = 225) included predominantly 
Caucasian (66%) females (78%) with an average age of 32 
years (SD = 9.27). The average number of students 

per classroom was 21 (SD = 3.94). Teacher educational 
backgrounds included 65% with a bachelor’s degree. The 
average number of years of teaching experience was 5.44 
(SD = 5.49). In the participating schools, some teachers 
taught multiple grades. Thus, teacher grade bands included 
approximately 68 teachers assigned to kindergarten to Grade 
2, 48 assigned to Grades 3 to 5, 20 assigned to K-5 grades, 
32 assigned to Grades 6 to 8, and 57 assigned to Grades 9 to 
12.

Instruments

RS.  The RS–Teacher Form includes three scales (Quality 
Instruction, Positive Behavior Management, and Respon-
sive Learning Communities; see Figure 1). Each RS 
includes a Total scale of 30 items, three subscales (i.e., Goal 
Formulation Skills, Implementation Support Skills, and 
Evaluation Skills; each includes 10 items), and six action 
scores (five items each; see Figures 1 and 2). Teachers indi-
cate the sources of evidence (i.e., personal interactions, 
written records, presentations and materials, and observa-
tions) used to evaluate his or her coach for each RS sub-
scale. Teachers are then asked to rate the effectiveness of 
their coach’s actions on a 5-point Likert-type item scale, 
with 0 = ineffective, 1 = minimally effective, 2 = moder-
ately effective, 3 = highly effective, and 4 = exceptionally 
Effective (see Figures 1 and 2). Item ratings for each of the 
six coaching actions are totaled and divided by 5 to yield a 
mean item raw score that is on the 5-point effectiveness 
continuum.

ISS.  Teacher Form includes 28 items and two scales—
PCC and NCC—rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale of 
Prevalence (i.e., 0 = not prevalent, 1 = minimally preva-
lent, 2 = somewhat prevalent, 3= prevalent, and 4 = highly 
prevalent). Items are also rated on Need for Improvement 
(i.e., yes or no). The PCC scale includes 20 items and the 
NCC scale includes eight items. Prevalence ratings for 
the PCC are totaled and divided by 20 to yield a mean 
item raw PCC score, whereas the prevalence ratings on 
the NCC are totaled and divided by 8 to yield a mean item 
raw NCC score; both prevalence mean item scores are 
reported on the 5-point prevalence scale. The Need for 
Improvement items are used to signal characteristics that 
raters believe deserve improvement and do not yield a 
total score. For purposes of this study, we have not 
reported on this score.

PMR.  The PMR includes six performance coaching action 
areas that follow three phases: Goal Formulation, Instruc-
tional Support, and Evaluation. A definition and effectiveness 
level descriptions are provided for each skill performance 
area. Each performance action area is characterized by five 
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levels of effectiveness (i.e., Exceptionally Effective, Highly 
Effective, Moderately Effective, Minimally Effective, or 
Ineffective; see Table 2 example). The raters—the coach 
and the teacher involved in problem solving—indepen-
dently select an effectiveness level that best describes the 
current level of coaching performance for work on your 
current case.

System Usability Scale (SUS).  To determine the usability of 
the PMR, we adapted the SUS by Brooke (1996) and its 
refined version by Bangor, Kortum, and Miller (2008). The 
5-point Likert-type scale features 10 items (0 = strongly dis-
agree to 4 = strongly agree), which are multiplied by 2.5 to 
arrive at a total score range of 0 to 100. The authors report 
that SUS Cronbach’s alphas were consistently reported 
above .90 and correlated relatively high with other usability 
scales (e.g., .84 with the Usability Metric for User Experi-
ence). Moreover, normative and criterion-referenced inter-
pretations of the total score are also available (Bangor et al., 
2008; Finstad, 2010). Based on more than 200 surveys, the 
mean total score for the surveys was 70.14, with an SD of 
21.71. Our scale included 10 questions with a 5-point Lik-
ert-type scale scored in the same way as the SUS (see items 
in Table 3).

Procedures

School-based instructional coaches were trained on the 
instructional coaching multiphase, data-driven coaching 
model. Training consisted of three full days prior to the start 
of school year (2015–2016) and eight, monthly full-day 
implementation support trainings during the school year 
(approximately 55 hr of coaching training/support). 
Teachers were provided brief in-person training and written 
information on the coaching process prior to enrollment. 
Data collection was conducted in the spring of 2016 via an 
online application. Participating teachers were provided 
one-on-one school-based instructional coaching that 
focused on improving teacher practices and student learn-
ing or behavior needs. Coaching was job-embedded, col-
laborative, data-driven, goal-focused, and sustained over 
time. Coaches provided modeling, practice, and perfor-
mance feedback. Coaches used data to inform decisions on 
identifying needs, set goals, designed intervention/support 
plans, provided ongoing feedback based on classroom 
observation and other data sources, and evaluated imple-
mentation fidelity and progress toward goals. On average, 
teachers set two goals/targets that generally fell under 
teacher practice (e.g., increase the frequency and quality of 
teachers’ academic performance feedback, praise for appro-
priate behavior, and direct instructional methods) or student 
outcomes (e.g., increase oral reading fluency and accuracy, 
and student on-task behavior or reduce disruptive/

aggressive behaviors). On average, teachers received six 
coaching sessions and seven classroom observations during 
the school year. Overall, teacher reported high satisfaction 
with coaching supports.

Data Analysis

To address the four research questions of interest, a set of 
descriptive and psychometric analyses were conducted. First, 
descriptive statistics with the RS and ISS–Teacher Forms for 
the entire sample were completed. Second, CFA was used to 
test the three RS model fit to the data and exploratory factor 
analysis was used to examine the internal structure of the ISS 
using technical benchmarks. Third, we computed coefficient 
alphas, standard error of measurement (SEM), and item-to-
scale correlations for the RS Total and subscales, as well as 
ISS scales. Fourth, Reynolds and Carson’s (2005) partial cor-
relation model for detection of differential item functioning 
(DIF) was used to identify potential bias in the RS and ISS–
Teacher Forms items for teacher age, educational degree, and 
years of teaching experience. The partial correlational method 
has been used in numerous publications since the 1984 origi-
nal publication (e.g., Reddy et al., 2013a; Reddy et al., 2015; 
Reddy, Dudek, & Shernoff, 2016; Reynolds & Carson, 2005). 
In this investigation, freedom of item bias was examined 
using several methods, including partial correlations, as well 
as expert and consumer input. Finally, descriptive statistics 
were computed to assess coaches’ and teachers’ perceived 
utility ratings of the PMRs.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were computed for the RS and ISS. 
RS mean item raw scale scores and SDs were as follows: 
Quality Instruction M = 3.23 (SD = 0.83); Positive Behavior 
Management M = 3.22 (SD = 0.89); and Responsive 
Learning Community M = 3.14 (SD = 0.95). ISS mean item 
raw scale scores and SDs were as follows: PCC M = 3.56 
(SD = 0.31) and NCC M = 0.45 (SD = 0.33). Raters com-
pleted the various online assessments as designed, so miss-
ing data was not a problem.

Evidence to Support the Internal Structure of the 
Instructional Coaching Assessments

RS.  For the RS–Teacher Form, CFAs and maximum like-
lihood estimation were computed to test the hypothesized 
three-factor model (Goal Formulation > Implementation 
Support > Intervention Evaluation) fit to the six mean 
action scores for each RS separately (see Tables 1 and 2) 
using AMOS version 23. Using the mean action scores, 



Reddy et al.	 113

the ratio of sample size to number of estimated parameters 
was approximately 1:5 (Bentler, 1985) providing fair 
power. As shown in Table 1, model fit was tested using 
several recommended fit indices by Jackson, Gillaspy, and 
Purc-Stephenson (2009) and others. Model fit was based 
on the following: CMIN/DF = chi-square/df (<2.0; AMOS, 
p. 587; Arbuckle, 2015); RMR = root-mean-square resid-
ual (<0.08; Hu & Bentler, 1999); GFI = goodness-of-fit 
index (⩾0.90; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986); AGFI = 
adjusted goodness-of-fit index (⩾0.80; Jöreskog & Sör-
bom, 1986); NFI = normed fit index (>0.90; Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 1986); TLI = Tucker–Lewis index (>0.95; Jack-
son et  al., 2009); CFI = comparative fit index (>0.95; 
Jackson et al., 2009); RMSEA = root mean square error of 
approximation (<0.06; AMOS, p. 590; Arbuckle, 2015; 
Hu & Bentler, 1999); and PCLOSE = p value for test of 
close fit (<0.05; AMOS, p. 590; Arbuckle, 2015). As 
shown in Table 1, results revealed overall good model fit 
to the data for each RS. Specifically, eight out of nine fit 
indices met acceptable benchmarks for Quality Instruc-
tion, six out of nine fit indices met acceptable benchmarks 
for Positive Behavior Management, and seven out of nine 
fit indices met acceptable benchmarks for Responsive 
Learning Communities.

ISS.  For the ISS–Teacher Form, principal components anal-
yses, using varimax rotation with Kaiser normalization, 
were carried out to test the hypothesized two-factor model 
of PCC and NCC scales (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2013) 
using item-level prevalence scores due to sample size (see 
Table 2). SPSS version 23.0 was used. For Factor 1, 20 Pos-
itive Characteristic items yielded item loadings ranging 
from .675 to .813 (representing 49.66% of the variance). 
For Factor 2, eight Negative Characteristic items yielded 
item loadings ranging from .693 to .859 (representing 

Table 1.  Goodness of Fit Indices for the Rating Scales: Quality Instruction, Behavior Management, and Responsive Learning 
Communities (Teacher Form).

Indices Quality Instruction Positive Behavior Management Responsive Learning Communities

CMIN/DF 0.742 1.385 0.471
RMR 0.003 0.002 0.001
GFI 0.943 0.914 0.961
AGFI 0.800 0.698a 0.863
NFI 0.982 0.975 0.877a

TLI 1.017 0.982 2.004
CFI 1.000 0.993 1.000
RMSEA 0.000 0.127a 0.000
PCLOSE 0.650a 0.250a 0.850a

Note. Model fit was based on the following: CMIN/DF = chi-square/df (<2.0; Arbuckle, 2015; AMOS, p. 587); RMR = root-mean-square residual (<0.08; 
Hu & Bentler, 1999); GFI = goodness-of-fit index (⩾0.90; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986); AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index (⩾0.80; Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 1986); NFI = normed fit index (>0.90; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1986); TLI = Tucker–Lewis index (>0.95; Jackson et al., 2009); CFI = comparative 
fit index (>0.95; Jackson et al., 2009); RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation (<0.06; AMOS, p. 590; Arbuckle, 2015; Hu & Bentler, 1999); 
and PCLOSE = p value for test of close fit (<0.05; AMOS, p. 590; Arbuckle, 2015).
aIndex below acceptable benchmark.

Table 2.  Factor Loadings for the Interaction Style Scales–
Positive and Negative Characteristics Scales (Teacher Form).

Scale Factor 1 Factor 2

Positive Coaching Characteristics Scalea

  Likeable 0.739b −0.165
  A good listener 0.777 −0.249
  Positive 0.720 −0.279
  Sensitive to my needs 0.813 −0.173
  Direct 0.675 −0.039
  Respectful 0.781 −0.297
  Supportive 0.794 −0.312
  Skilled 0.853 −0.095
  Reliable 0.857 −0.196
  Knowledgeable 0.781 −0.132
  Practical 0.789 −0.092
  Creative 0.743 −0.024
  Confident 0.826 −0.083
  Accessible 0.743 −0.098
  Helpful 0.792 −0.134
  Efficient 0.800 −0.056
  Flexible 0.792 −0.216
  Goal-oriented 0.821 −0.156
  Energetic 0.797 −0.075
  Responsible 0.817 −0.254
Negative Coaching Characteristics Scalec

  Anxious −0.050 0.693
  Negative −0.131 0.778
  Forgetful −0.081 0.813
  Disorganized −0.075 0.742
  Uncertain −0.157 0.859
  Unpredictable −0.205 0.792
  Disinterested −0.294 0.786
  Abrupt −0.149 0.694

aα = 970. bFactor loadings of principal components analyses (varimax 
rotation with Kaiser normalization); Comrey and Lee’s (1992) guidelines 
for loadings in a rotated component matrix. 1.0 to .710, excellent; .709 to 
.630, very good; .629 to .550, good; .549 to .450, fair; and .320 or lower, 
poor. cα = .955.
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19.28% of the variance), respectively. Items loaded on one 
factor each. Based on Comrey and Lee’s (1992) interpreta-
tive guidelines for rotated component matrices, the Positive 
and Negative Characteristic factor item loadings were 
found to be very good (.630–.709) to excellent (.710–.999), 
providing evidence for construct validity.

Evidence for the Internal Consistency of the 
Instructional Coaching Assessments

The RS and ISS–Teacher Forms yielded good internal con-
sistency (scale: Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .97 to .99). 
Specifically, internal consistency estimates were .99 for each 
of the scales of RS Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior 
Management, and Responsive Learning Communities scales; 
.96 to .98 for the subscales of Goal Formulation Skills, 
Implementation Support Skills, and Evaluation Skills; and 
.97 and .95 for the six coaching actions. Similarly, internal 
consistency estimates were .97 and .95 for the ISS PCC and 
NCC scales (see Table 2). Acceptable item-to-scale total cor-
relations that exceeded the criterion of .70 were observed for 
both the RS and ISS scales (Crocker & Algina, 1986; 
Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998).

Based on these internal consistency indices, we calcu-
lated the SEM for each of the scales and subscales. For the 
RS, the SEMs for the Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior 
Management, and Responsive Learning Communities total 
scales were similar and low, ranging from .08 to .09. 
Similarly, the RS subscales of Goal Formulation Skills, 
Implementation Support Skills, and Evaluation Skills were 
similar and low, ranging from .12 to .15. For the ISS, PCC 
and NCC scales, SEMs also were very low (i.e., .06). These 

relative small SEMs suggest good overall precision among 
the RS and ISS scales and subscales.

Evidence for the Freedom From Bias of the 
Instructional Coaching Assessments

RS and ISS items were expected to function similarly across 
teacher demographic groups of age, educational degree, and 
years of teaching experience. Reynolds and Carson’s (2005) 
partial correlation model for detection of DIF was used to 
identify potential bias in RS and ISS item scores based on 
the three teacher groups (i.e., age, educational degree, and 
years of teaching experience), controlling for Total RS 
scores. Overall, the RS items did not evidence DIF for the 
three teacher demographic groups. For teacher age, educa-
tional degree, and years of teaching experience, the RS of 
Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior Management, and 
Responsive Learning Communities item partial correlations 
were small, ranging from –.18 to .18, and not statistically 
significant for the Total and three subscales of Goal 
Formulation Skills, Implementation Support Skills, and 
Evaluation Skills. Similarly, the ISS of PCC and NCC item 
partial correlations were small and nonsignificant, ranging 
from –.15 to .17. In sum, the RS and ISS items were found 
to function comparably across age, educational degree, and 
years of teaching experience.

Usability Evidence for the PMR

At the end of each PMR, coaches and teachers were asked 
to rate on a 5-point Likert-type scale (0 = strongly disagree 
to 4 = strongly agree) 10 usability items (see Table 3). 

Table 3.  Usability Ratings for PMR by Coaches and Their Teachers.

Question
Coachesa

M (SD)
Teachers
M (SD)

  1. � I think that I could use this product to communicate progress in 
the coaching process.

6.20 (2.54) 7.23 (2.32)

  2. � I found the product unnecessary. 5.46 (2.95) 4.27 (2.86)
  3. � I thought the product easy to use. 7.41 (2.64) 7.53 (2.20)
  4. � I would prefer my responses to the assessment be anonymous. 8.43 (2.51) 7.33 (2.88)
  5. � I liked the five-level rating system. 6.76 (2.28) 7.67 (2.11)
  6. � I think the use of the assessment will have positive consequences 

on the outcomes of the coaching experience.
5.56 (2.89) 7.39 (2.13)

  7. � I could complete the rubric associated with each coaching action 
right after the appropriate session to provide quick and accurate 
information.

5.09 (2.45) 6.91 (2.50)

  8. � I think this product could be intrusive into the coaching process. 5.46 (2.30) 5.27 (2.80)
  9. � The instructions for using the performance rubric were clear. 7.04 (3.18) 7.70 (2.07)
10. � Overall, I really liked using this performance rubric to summarize 

my perspectives on the quality of my coaching interaction.
5.19 (2.39) 6.74 (2.51)

Total 62.59 (11.51) 68.02 (11.47)

Note. PMR = Performance Monitoring Rubrics.
an =27. bn = 177.
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Overall, both users rated the PMR as easy to use with clear 
instructions (Q3 and Q9). In general, teachers viewed the 
PMR slightly more favorably than coaches, especially when 
asked about the positive consequences of using the PMR 
(Q6), whether they could complete the PMR during the 
coaching process (Q7), and the overall social validity (Q10). 
The total scores for coaches (n = 27) and teachers (n = 177) 
were 62.59 (SD = 11.51) and 68.02 (SD = 11.47), respec-
tively. Normative interpretations on the acceptability of 
total scores indicate that total scores in the 60s are in the 
marginally acceptable range (Bangor et al., 2008).

Discussion

This article described a new measurement model for assess-
ing instructional coaching, examined psychometric evi-
dence for the Instructional Coaching Assessments–Teacher 
Forms, and illustrated feedback coaches can use to improve 
their effectiveness and interactions with teachers. The per-
spectives of teachers were featured in this initial investiga-
tion given that most instructional coaching is designed to 
facilitate continuous PD of teachers. The measurement 
framework defines and quantifies specific actions and out-
comes of coaching effectiveness that are related to improved 
instruction and student achievement. As illustrated, the 
Instructional Coaching Assessments–Teacher Forms are 
designed to provide an evaluation of coaching effective-
ness, interactions, and skill-specific strengths and areas for 
improvement.

The present investigation examined the internal structure 
of the assessments in the context of a theoretical framework 
and foundational reliability and validity inferences for 
scores from the RS and ISS–Teacher Forms. The current 
findings provided evidence to support the reliability of 
scores from the RS and ISS, as well as the validity of ensu-
ing score inferences about coaching effectiveness and inter-
personal interaction characteristics. Specifically, reliability 
and validity evidence suggested high internal consistency, 
supported the RS hypothesized three-factor model (see 
Table 1) and ISS hypothesized two-factor model (see Table 
2), and relative freedom from item bias. In addition, coaches 
and teachers evaluated the utility of the PMR, an assess-
ment embedded throughout the three-phase coaching pro-
cess, as easy to use and helpful (see Table 3). Teachers 
further agreed that the use of the PMR can have positive 
consequences on the coaching experience and that they can 
be completed at three points during the coaching process.

Initial Psychometric Findings

Our current findings support the proposed dimensional 
structure of the RS and ISS–Teacher Forms, reflecting evi-
dence for the RS hypothesized three-factor model and ISS 
hypothesized two-factor model. Specifically, CFA models 

for the RS of Quality Instruction, Positive Behavior 
Management, and Responsive Learning Communities were 
found to be acceptable and support the use and interpretation 
of the RS Total, subscales, and item-level action scores. 
Although CFA findings suggest that the RS subscales of 
Goal Formulation Skills, Implementation Support Skills, 
and Evaluation Skills are acceptable measures of teachers’ 
perception of coaching effectiveness, the action scores may 
be more interpretable and useful for informing individual 
and school-wide PD planning. Similarly, results from princi-
pal components analyses of the ISS offered support for the 
two-factor structure—PCC and NCC—used to report preva-
lence of interpersonal aspects of the coaching process.

The precision of the scores from both the RS and ISS–
Teacher Forms was good. Specifically, the internal consis-
tency of both the RS and ISS were high as evidenced by 
Cronbach’s alphas for the Total, subscales, and/or action 
scores, and the resulting SEMs were very low for virtually 
all scales and subscales. Although no measure on its own 
should be used for high-stakes decision making, all scores 
from the RS and ISS had Cronbach’s alphas exceeding .95 
typically considered acceptable for such decisions. Also, 
item-to-total correlations were strong (exceeding .70) for 
each scale (Obermiller & Spangenberg, 1998). In summary, 
the initial internal consistencies, low SEMs, and item-to-
total scale relations are sufficient for the measure’s intended 
purpose, to gather reliable feedback on the effectiveness of 
instructional coaching for informing PD from teachers.

Evidence of relations to other variables at the item level 
was positive in support of the RS and ISS. Item bias is an 
important consideration for measurement development, as it 
indicates whether membership in various groups is likely to 
systematically influence the relationship between item rat-
ings and the underlying construct. The RS and ISS items 
were assessed for bias based on teachers’ age, years of expe-
rience, and educational degree, as well as input from expert 
and consumers. Years of teaching experience and educa-
tional degree are commonly examined predictors of student 
achievement (Odden, 2008). Both scales did not evidence 
item bias based on teacher groups, suggesting that items 
functioned similarly regardless of age, teaching experience, 
or educational degree. These findings support that the RS 
and ISS scores reflect teacher perceptions of coaching effec-
tiveness or prevalence, independent from demographic 
group influence, and support the intended inferences.

Implications of Coaching Formative Assessment 
for PD Improvement

Instructional coaches are leaders in delivering effective job-
embedded PD that meets the complex needs of educators 
and students (Denton & Hasbrouck, 2009; Glover & Reddy, 
2017; Reddy et  al., 2017). Becoming an effective coach, 
however, constitutes high levels of proficiency in problem 
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solving, data use and interpretation, modeling, facilitative 
practice, performance feedback, and overall interaction 
style that, in combination, effectively and efficiently can 
result in professional growth for educators and school 
improvement. Thus, an effective coach not only requires 
specialized training but also ongoing support and accurate 
feedback that is useful, specific, and immediate (e.g., 
Hagermoser Sanetti et al., 2007; Noell et al., 1997; Reddy, 
Dudek, & Lekwa, 2017). For coaches to receive such sup-
port, it is necessary that relevant skill-based needs can be 
assessed efficiently and reliably over time to generate 
actionable feedback.

The findings from this study constituted a first step in 
developing and validating a multirater assessment for 
instructional coaching in schools. As mentioned, few tech-
nically sound formative assessments of instructional coach-
ing exist (i.e., Lane et al., 2013), often resulting in coaches 
being evaluated using tools and standards meant for teach-
ers. As Killion et  al. (2012) stated, “When coach evalua-
tions use teacher standards, however, principals or other 
supervisors must extrapolate to apply those standards to 
coaching work, potentially making evaluations inconsis-
tent” (p. 136). This void in the available assessments 
impedes school leaders from accurately monitoring the per-
formance of instructional coaches and effectively tailoring 
PD to advance coaches’ competencies and to support teach-
ers’ efforts to improve services for their students. Thus, the 
potential impact of coaching formative assessments to 
inform coaching effectiveness, which in turn enhances edu-
cators’ practices and student outcomes, is significant for 
school improvement.

iCoach assessments offer several unique features that 
may aid in coaching and teacher PD efforts. First, they mea-
sure specific coaching actions found to be effective through 
rigorous research at improving teacher and student out-
comes. The framework driving these actions has been sup-
ported by decades of consultation and coaching research to 
increase (a) the fidelity and acceptability of implementation 
of research-based practices for improving classroom behav-
ioral management and instructional interventions and (b) 
students’ behavioral and academic performance (e.g., 
Fabiano et  al., 2018; Glover, 2017; Reddy, Dudek, & 
Lekwa, 2017).

Second, iCoach defines and quantifies coaching effec-
tiveness within an action–outcome measurement frame-
work. This framework can help stakeholders (i.e., school 
leaders, coaches, and teachers) define what constitutes 
effective instructional coaching, develop a shared under-
standing of the coaching process, and delineate the key 
roles and responsibilities for this important leadership role 
in schools. This is an essential step in determining how 
instructional coaching situates in various school contexts 
and how the intended roles, activities, and outcomes of 
coaching align with school improvement plans.

Third, iCoach assessments are evidence-centered in that 
they require all informants to identify sources of evidence 
(i.e., opportunities to observe and interact with the coach 
across context) before evaluating coaching. The collection 
of sources of evidence is critical to ensuring evaluation is 
comprehensive, valid, and meaningful for informing pro-
fessional improvement.

In addition, iCoach generates online comprehensive 
feedback reports for individual coaches and school districts 
within a year and across school years that enable school 
leaders to track professional improvement for coaches 
across or within grade levels and year. Reports present 
scores and visual performance feedback of overall effec-
tiveness and development in skill-focused coaching actions, 
which can be used in concert with other data sources such 
as teacher effectiveness evaluations and student achieve-
ment, to inform decisions for school improvement plans. 
Moreover, this information promotes timely and accurate 
decision making regarding supports needed for improve-
ments in coaching practices in school systems.

Limitations

Although advancing fundamental psychometric evidence 
for two iCoach assessments, this study was characterized by 
some common limitations. First, the sample size in the pres-
ent investigation allowed us to focus only on teacher data 
and prevented the examination of the psychometric proper-
ties of the RS and ISS with other informants—coaches and 
supervisors of coaches—in our 360 assessment model. 
Second, independent observations of coaches’ actions and 
interactions were not conducted, precluding a comparison 
of direct observational data to indirect behavior ratings 
from the perspective of teachers. Third, this initial investi-
gation was limited to 11 high-poverty, low-performing 
charter schools in the State of New Jersey. The participating 
schools represented high rates of staff turnover and  
stress, as well as below benchmark performance on state-
wide student achievement tests. Thus, results from this 
investigation may be less generalizable to other school 
communities in the nation. Despite this limitation, teacher 
demographics (e.g., ethnicity, race, and tenure status) were 
comparable with estimates across New Jersey. Finally, 
many of the instructional coaches previously worked as 
teachers in the schools where they were subsequently 
coaching and thus had already established relationships 
with teachers. This might have influenced ratings.

Future Research

Research on the validity of coaching assessments offers 
new avenues of investigation. For example, studies are 
needed that examine the preferred RS and ISS factor mod-
els to competing alternative higher order models. Similarly, 
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the sample size in this study prevented the authors from 
testing higher order factor models for the three RS (i.e., 
Quality Instruction Total, three subscales, and six coaching 
actions), which are needed to fully validate the internal 
structure. Furthermore, there are a number of additional 
combinations of models that might be considered, and the 
conclusions on model fit are limited to those examined in 
this present study. Investigations that examine different 
methods for scoring the RS and ISS–Teacher Forms would 
be beneficial. Also, research that examines PMR ratings in 
relation to the end-of-year summative RS ratings is war-
ranted. Future studies that examine sources of evidence 
used by raters to evaluate coaching effectiveness and inter-
actions will offer validity evidence for content and response 
processes. In another study, the sensitivity of score change 
following coaching trainings and supports, or data-driven 
performance feedback should be evaluated. Also, investiga-
tions that examine cross-informant agreement of iCoach 
assessments are needed. Finally, predictive validity studies 
can be conducted that examine the ability of scale scores to 
predict teacher effectiveness and student achievement as 
measured on formative assessments and/or state testing.

Conclusion

Given attention in the ESSA (2015) to educator evaluation, 
job-embedded PD, and coaching, formative assessments 
that generate valid results for coaches are needed that 
clearly define and quantify the process, actions, and out-
comes of effective coaching in schools. This investigation 
served as a first step in examining the use of assessments 
completed by teachers of their instructional coaches. 
Research is warranted that examines how an assessment-
driven feedback system may aid in the development of 
coaching excellence, and ultimately school improvement. 
As instructional leaders, coaches play a key role in support-
ing teachers in enhancing the quality of instruction and 
behavior management that met the continuum of needs of 
educators and students in schools.

We synthesized the theoretical and empirical founda-
tions for the development of a comprehensive coaching 
assessment. The initial psychometric findings for the RS 
and ISS–Teacher Forms were promising. School personnel 
interested in teacher evaluation and development of coach-
ing talent now have assessments that can yield reliable 
scores that permit valid inferences about the extent to which 
their instructional coaches effectively implement research-
based coaching actions. In addition, teachers can assess key 
characteristics of coaching interactions. Collectively, this 
information can be used to guide the PD of coaches and 
likely enhance their effectiveness at collaborating with 
teachers to implement data-based interventions. Additional, 
large-scale validations will be useful for further testing the 
internal structure, reliability, and external validity of this 

assessment system, as well as examining the efficacy of this 
assessment system on coach and educator effectiveness at 
improving student achievement.
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