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Introduction
The need for coherent, effective, and sustainable approaches to improving instruction for highneed students cannot be overstated. Results from the 2017 National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), for example, show that students from low-income families and students of
color continue to achieve at far lower rates than their fellow students and that both reading and
mathematics achievement among our lowest performing fourth graders has been declining (NAEP,
2018). The causes for these gaps are many, but closing them will require bringing to scale programs
that effectively help teachers who serve underperforming students implement better instruction
every day. The Professional Learning with Impact (PLI) program is one such program.
The American Institutes for Research (AIR), The Danielson Group, and Learning Forward
propose a project to improve, test, and scale the PLI program, which integrates The Danielson
Group’s proven one-on-one coaching model and Learning Forward’s distinctive approach to
teacher learning teams (TLTs). A fourth partner, Educopia, will provide the online tools needed
to implement PLI. Six partner districts are eager to participate, as PLI provides multiple supports
aligned to the rubric all of them use for teacher evaluation—Charlotte Danielson’s Framework
for Teaching (FfT)—and promises to build teacher capacity to implement their current curricula
effectively. The districts will focus on school-based teams of teachers in Grade 4, who share the
same curriculum as well as school and grade-level goals, to set the stage for future scaling across
all grade levels.
To implement the program, The Danielson Group and Learning Forward will train, monitor,
and support selected instructional leaders in each district to be the PLI coaches, each serving the
Grade 4 teachers at two or three schools. Each teacher will receive a combination of summer
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workshops, one-on-one coaching, and facilitated learning team meetings, totaling 90 hours
across 2 years.
To facilitate iterative evaluation and refinement of PLI, AIR’s partners will implement the 2year PLI program in three successive cohorts, as shown in Exhibit 1, focusing on elementary
schools with high percentages of high-need students. Each cohort will include diverse school
settings and district contexts. In their work with each cohort, AIR’s partners will use feedback
routines, internal data, and independent evaluation data from AIR to improve the PLI program
continuously and revise their manuals and other supporting materials for future implementations.
Exhibit 1. Number of Schools to Receive the PLI Program, by Cohort and Year
School Cohort

2018–19 (Y1)

Cohort 1 (N=6)
Cohort 2 (N=12)
Cohort 3 (N=24)

2019–20 (Y2)

2020–21 (Y3)

√

√
√

2021–22 (Y4)

2022–23 (Y5)

√
√

√

In addition, AIR will conduct an experiment to determine PLI’s impact on key teacher and
student outcomes. For Cohorts 2 and 3 specifically, AIR and the districts will identify twice as
many schools as needed. Then, within each district, AIR will randomly assign half of the
identified schools to treatment and half to control and collect data from both groups (e.g., Cohort
2 will have 12 treatment schools, as shown in Exhibit 1, and 12 control schools).
The project is fully aligned with the EIR Mid-Phase program, especially as it addresses
Absolute Priority 2—Field Initiated Innovations-General by implementing, improving, and
scaling the innovative, evidence-based PLI program in schools with high concentrations of highneed students.
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A. Significance
A.1. Severity of the Problem
The problem that this project is designed to address—persistent gaps in student achievement
based on family background—is severe. For example, the 2017 NAEP showed that nearly one in
two Black fourth graders (49%) were reading below the basic level (NAEP, 2017b)―more than
twice the proportion of White students who scored below basic (22%). In mathematics, 31% of
fourth graders from low-income households scored below basic, compared to just 9% of their
higher income counterparts. These gaps in achievement do not go away by Grade 8, or in high
school, and they cut across other segments of the U.S. student population—such as city and
suburban students, Latino/a and white students, and students with disabilities and those without
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2017; NAEP, 2017a).
In addition to being severe, these gaps are also stubborn. The achievement gaps in Grade 4
reading and math between White and Black students, for example, have remained essentially
static for the last decade (NAEP, 2017a). The consequences are long-term and far-reaching: low
levels of literacy and numeracy systematically limit high-need students in educational attainment
and long-term health and economic well-being (Baker, Wolf, & Feinglass, 2007) and even limit
the economic productivity of the nation as a whole (Auguste, Hancock, & Laboissiere, 2009).

A.2. National Significance
The proposed project is significant because it has the potential to reduce achievement gaps
and improve achievement for high-need students. It focuses on schools with high percentages of
students who are Black or Hispanic (on average 85%; see Appendix G.3) and from low-income
families (on average 88%) and addresses two areas of critical national need: teacher quality and
support for teachers to design and deliver effective instruction.
American Institutes for Research
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Teacher quality is seen by researchers and policymakers as a potential lever for improving
students’ engagement, achievement, and later life outcomes (see e.g., Chamberlain, 2013;
Chetty, Friedman, & Rockoff, 2014; Gershenson, 2016; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).
Boosting teacher quality may be especially important for students from low-income families and
students of color, who face gaps in access to effective instruction (Cowan, Goldhaber, &
Theobold, 2017; Goldhaber, Lavery, & Theobald, 2015; Goldhaber, Quince, & Theobald, 2016;
Isenberg et al., 2016; Sass, Hannaway, Xu, Figlio, & Feng, 2012). In fact, the Every Student
Succeeds Act calls on states and districts to ensure that such students are not taught
disproportionately by ineffective teachers.
However, effective approaches to improving teacher quality are hard to find. For example,
researchers have found that some teacher professional development programs have an impact on
student achievement, but many do not. For program reviews, see Blazar, Kraft, and Hogan
(2017); Desimone and Garet (2015); Garet, Heppen, Walters, Smith, and Yang (2016); Gersten,
Taylor, Keys, Rolfhus, and Newman-Gonchar (2014); and Kennedy (2016). The scarcity of
effective approaches to professional learning is puzzling given the crucial role that improvements
in employee knowledge and skill play in other professions.
The second area of critical national need—support for teachers to design and deliver
effective instruction—has emerged as an urgent challenge as states and districts adopt new
curricula based on updated college- and career-readiness standards (Hirsh, 2018; Olson, 2018).
Evidence shows that some high-quality curricula can improve student achievement (e.g.,
Agodini, Harris, Thomas, Murphy, & Gallagher, 2010; Borman, Dowling, & Shneck, 2008), but
good curriculum is not effective on its own (Chingos & Whitehurst, 2012). To translate it into
instruction, teachers do not simply follow the materials that accompany the curriculum; they
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draw on professional knowledge and understanding, school- and grade-level goals, and knowledge
of their students (Cohen & Ball, 1999; Shulman, 1987), often creating their own materials or
adapting materials developed by colleagues (Kane, Owens, Marinell, Thal, & Staiger, 2016;
Opfer, Kaufman, & Thompson, 2016). There is a critical need to support teachers in designing
their instruction to ensure that they succeed and increase student learning (Dysarz, 2018).
PLI is designed to address both areas of critical national need. Through individualized
instructional coaching, PLI stimulates professional learning and makes teachers more effective.
Through TLTs, it engages teachers in sustained efforts to design and deliver effective instruction,
with facilitated support from team members in the same school and grade level, leading to
improved classroom practice. PLI integrates coaching and TLTs, grounding them in the FfT,
fulfilling a need for aligned, ongoing, and mutually supportive practices for professional learning
and improved instruction (Hirsh & Crow, 2017; Weiner & Pimental, 2017).

A.3. Exceptional Approach to Absolute Priority 2
This project represents an exceptional approach to Absolute Priority 2 because of its focus on the
field-initiated PLI program, which is highly innovative and built on a theory of action (see
Exhibit 2) that is well-grounded in rich evidence, as described in this overview of the three main
components of PLI (depicted in the orange box in Exhibit 2): preparatory teacher workshops,
instructional coaching, and facilitated TLTs.
Preparatory Teacher Workshops. To prepare for their role in PLI, treatment teachers will
participate in a 3-day in-person workshop at the beginning of the program, focusing on using the
newest version of the FfT called the FfT Clusters to analyze instruction and student work (see
Appendix G.1.c for samples of the workshop materials). The FfT Clusters incorporates two
innovations. First, based on feedback that the original, 22-dimension FfT felt overwhelming to
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Exhibit 2. PLI Theory of Change

some teachers, this version taps the same underlying dimensions but consolidates them into six,
readily-interpreted clusters. In addition, based on expectations embodied in college- and careerreadiness standards, the FfT Clusters include content-specific language about instruction in
English language arts (ELA) and mathematics, to make it easier for teachers and coaches to
apply the FfT Clusters in these instructional contexts. For example, the mathematics version
refers to the use of representations and modeling of mathematical language, in additional to more
general features of instruction. (See Appendix G.1.a for the full FfT Clusters – Math Version.)
Using the latest version of the FfT, PLI is grounded in solid evidence on FfT’s positive
effects on achievement. Two multisite randomized experiments described on the Evidence Form
American Institutes for Research
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for this application (Garet et al., 2017; Steinberg & Sartain, 2015) and one quasi-experimental
study (Taylor & Tyler, 2012) found that providing teachers with feedback using the FfT led to
improved student achievement. Researchers also have found positive relationships between
teachers’ FfT scores and student achievement gains (e.g., Kane & Staiger, 2012).
Instructional Coaching. In the PLI program, selected and trained district-based PLI coaches
develop a coaching plan based on each teacher’s identified needs and engage in 16 rounds of
video-enabled coaching, roughly one per month during the 2 school years of the program. To
leverage the benefits of video technology, each standard round of coaching follows an innovative
process similar to that used in the coaching program MyTeachingPartner. The teacher video
records a 15–20-minute sample of his or her instruction intended to provide a basis for discussing
one or two teaching skills or elements of practice in the FfT Clusters; for some elements, the
teacher also uploads lesson plans and assignments. Using the PLI web-based platform, the PLI
coach chooses two to three short video clips of important illustrative moments and writes narrative
observations or questions about the clips using language from the FfT Clusters. After the teacher
watches the clips and reads the coach’s response, the coach and teacher engage in a learningfocused conversation to clarify and solidify the teacher’s learning and guide immediate
improvements to practice. (For screenshots of the PLI Online System to support the coaching and
sample materials from the PLI coach training, see Appendix G.1.b and G.1.e.)
The evidence from impact studies of the coaching program MyTeachingPartner demonstrates
that coaching using video clips and a rubric to guide reflection can improve classroom practice
and student achievement (Allen, Pianta, Gregory, Mikami, & Lun, 2011; Allen, Hafen, Gregory,
Mikami, & Pianta, 2015). More broadly, a meta-analysis of 44 empirical studies by Kraft,
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Blazar, and Hogan (2018) finds a positive average effect of instructional coaching on instruction
and achievement (with pooled effect sizes of .58 on instruction and .15 on achievement).
Teacher Learning Teams. TLTs use innovative strategies to promote both teacher learning
and collaborative instructional design grounded in knowledge of the curriculum and a teacher’s
students (Hirsh, 2018). For the TLT component of PLI, teachers meet weekly in facilitated
grade-level PLCs, led by their PLI coach. (The role of the PLI coach spans instructional
coaching and TLT facilitation, to ensure integrated support.) Similar to many collaborative
inquiry approaches, the TLTs engage in Learning Team cycles that each span several weeks. To
structure and support these cycles, PLI specifies five stages of inquiry and design (Hirsh &
Crow, 2017), grounded in the FfT Clusters as shown in Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 3. Five Stages of the Learning Team Cycle
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Teams examine student and educator learning challenges by analyzing student work,
data, curricular materials, learning expectations, and other information.
Teams examine their findings from Stage 1 through the lens of the FfT Clusters and
identify shared goals for student and educator learning.
Teams collaborate to explore or innovate solutions to those challenges using the FfT
Clusters and other resources provided by the PLI coach or one another, sometimes
simulating those solutions with their colleagues to get additional FfT-based feedback.
Teachers implement their new learning and instructional designs in classrooms and
collect information on students’ responses.
Teams examine students’ responses and teachers’ observations and adjust their classroom
practice as a result, documenting their learning as they go.

These five stages put student learning and the curriculum at the center of the teacher’s efforts and
guide professional learning, with the FfT Clusters helping teachers co-develop and refine
instructional practices. In addition to the social support for this work (Hirsh & Crow, 2017), a
teacher can ask the PLI coach to provide one-on-one support, helping the teacher try a new
practice, reflect, and consider additional strategies.
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The evidence for this kind of rigorous, inquiry-based teacher collaboration shows that it, too,
holds promise for improvement in teaching and student outcomes (Ermeling, 2009; Lomos, Hofkin
& Bosker, 2015; Saunders, Goldenberg, & Gallimore 2009). In general, reviews of this research
have found wide variation in how teacher teams are conceptualized and implemented but many
benefits to collaboration, such as reducing teacher isolation, increasing teacher efficacy and
morale, and increasing instructional innovation (DeLuca et al., 2015; Vangrieken et al., 2015).
In sum, the proposed project will improve and test an exceptionally innovative and
evidence-based teacher professional development (PD program, PLI, that combines instructional
coaching and curriculum-focused teacher learning teams using a common instructional
framework. As shown in the theory of change in Exhibit 2, the PLI program’s primary levers are
(1) teacher professional learning and (2) teacher design of effective instruction. These are
designed to improve classroom practices and student achievement in the partner districts. The
project also will show how PLI can be brought to scale.

B. Strategy to Scale
B.1. Demand for Professional Learning and Support for Instruction
The project will reach the intended level of scale—42 schools by Year 4—and spread further
because of strong demand for effective professional learning systems and widespread popularity
for coaching and PLCs as modes of PD. Districts invest significant resources in PD, including
billions of dollars from federal programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2014). A recent study
of three large districts found that mandatory PD for teachers required from one to two weeks
each year, and spending on teacher PD was at least 5% of annual spending (Hasiotis, Jacobs, &
McGovern, 2015). To build local instructional capacity, more and more districts spend these
resources on instructional coaching, PLCs, or both. According to the latest available survey
American Institutes for Research
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tabulations, 66% of U.S. public schools had staff in coaching assignments (NCES, n.d.), and
81% of all teachers reported having participated in regularly scheduled collaboration on
instructional issues (Rotermund, DeRoche, & Ottem, 2017).
What districts demand beyond these general modes of PD—and what makes the PLI program
distinctively appealing—is effectiveness, scalability, and coherence.

• Effectiveness. Grounded in the FfT, feedback from which is proven to have an impact on
achievement (see Section A.3), the PLI program meets a need for effective PD. The
Every Student Succeeds Act adds pressure on districts to show that they use proven
programs. Yet awareness is spreading that few teacher PD programs show significant
impact on achievement when tested in rigorous studies (e.g., Garet, Heppen, Walters,
Smith, & Yang, 2016; see Section A.2). In addition, although a meta-analysis of
instructional coaching studies (Kraft et al, 2014) concluded that coaching programs had a
significant average impact across all studies reviewed, there are only a small number of
coaching programs that have demonstrated significant impact in an individual study.

• Scalability. PLI is well-suited for scaling, including clear protocols and expectations for
the coaching and TLT facilitation as well as strong supports for selection, training, and
ongoing monitoring of the PLI coaches (for details, see Section B.2). Coaching and TLT
facilitation require special skills, and many districts struggle to provide coaches and PLC
facilitators with clear expectations and ongoing support (Neufeld & Donaldson, 2012;
Woulfin & Rigby, 2017). Commenting on the challenge of scaling instructional coaching,
Kraft et al. (2018) noted that the studies that provided coaching to 100 or fewer teachers
yielded double the impact on achievement of those with more than 100 teachers (p. 29).
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Thus, there is a clear need for effective and scalable coaching programs—a need that PLI
is intended to fulfill.

• Coherence. Coherence is widely seen as a critical feature of effective PD (e.g., DarlingHammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009; Desimone et al., 2002) and is
also a distinctive feature of PLI. PLI provides a coherent package of individual and group
support for teachers because all program components are grounded in a common
framework (the FfT) (see Section A.3.) and focus teachers on the district’s curriculum.
Moreover, because the most common instrument for districtwide teacher evaluation in the
United States is the FfT, or an adaptation of it, many districts see PLI as being aligned to
their district and school priorities.
These features of PLI have attracted six districts from six states to volunteer to participate in
the project. All six districts (1) use the FfT as part of their teacher evaluation and support system;
(2) have tried PLCs but lack a promising, well-specified model; (3) want to support teachers’
efforts to implement the curriculum; and (4) consider high-need students a priority. The districts
include an ample supply of elementary schools with high percentages of high-need students (659
schools in which 75% or more students eligible for free- or reduced-price lunch; see Appendix D
for letters of support and Appendix G.3 for demographic characteristics for this subset of
schools). In addition, the Connecticut State Department of Education will facilitate recruitment
of a group of small rural districts (see Appendix D).
This surplus of schools with high-need students gives the project flexibility to fill each cohort
strategically, balancing across district and school settings in terms of size and other factors (e.g.,
geography, student race and ethnicity) to generate valuable guidance for later replications. If
additional districts are needed during the project for any reason, we will use multiple methods to
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recruit them. For example, AIR will ask the partner districts to introduce AIR to their counterparts
elsewhere, allowing officials in prospective districts to hear first-hand from trusted contacts about
what participation in the project would mean. The Danielson Group and Learning Forward will tap
into their national networks to identify potential partner districts to introduce to AIR and conduct
sessions at their annual conferences for districts interested in learning more about trying PLI.

B.2. A Specific Strategy to Implement PLI at Scale With High Quality
In the literature on implementation of coaching and PLCs, there are some key barriers to scaling
with high quality. To overcome these barriers, the project leaders at Danielson Group and
Learning Forward—known as the lead coach (LC) and lead facilitator (LF), respectively—will
execute several specific strategies, as discussed in this section.
Guide District Selection of Coaches. A common barrier to successful coaching and PLC
programs is poor selection of staff to serve as coaches and facilitators (New Teacher Center,
2016). Therefore, a key feature of the PLI scaling strategy is the guided selection of skilled PLI
coaches. The LC will provide the school district partners with a list of guidelines for desired
qualities for PLI coaches, which include, for example, experience teaching in an elementary
school; evidence of supportive relationships with teachers; and strong interpersonal skills to
facilitate collaborative, teacher-driven conversations. The school district partners will select
additional personnel to serve as back-up coaches in case of staff mobility or turnover, another
common barrier to effective implementation and scale-up of coaching programs.
Provide Initial Training for PLI Coaches. Another common barrier to high-quality
coaching and PLC implementation is lack of clear expectations (see Section B.1) and sufficient
preparation for the coaches. To address this barrier, all PLI coaches will participate in six-days of
intensive workshops, where PLI leads will specify and unpack the expectations for PLI coaches.
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The workshops also will incorporate rehearsals and formative evaluation to ensure that all the
PLI coaches are able to meet program expectations (see Appendix G.1.b for sample materials
developed by the Danielson Group and Learning Forward). In addition, the coaches will attend a
2-day refresher workshop at the start of the second intervention year.
Provide Ongoing Support for PLI Coaches. To further ensure that PLI coaches fulfill the
expectations and support teachers successfully, the LC and LF will provide ongoing support for the
coaches through regular, structured check-ins. These will include monthly “check-in” meetings
with each coach individually and separate monthly group meetings (Exhibit 4), which will become
bimonthly after one year of implementing PLI coaching with fidelity. The individual meetings will
allow the LC and LF to monitor and support each coach. Before a meeting, the LC and LF will use
a rubric (see Appendix G.1.d) to review materials captured in the online system for one recent
coaching round and one recent TLT meeting. The LC and LF will then share the completed rubrics
with the coach at the meeting and offer individualized support focused on identified challenges.
For group check-ins, the LC and LF will co-facilitate a webinar in which PLI coaches will take
turns sharing their questions and experiences. Support will come from the LC and LF as well as the
other PLI coaches in the webinar, who will share implementation lessons from other schools and
districts. The LC and LF also may use these check-ins to gain feedback on project implementation.
Exhibit 4. Ongoing Support Check-Ins During a PLI Coach’s First Year of Coaching
Ongoing Support Activity

Mode of Ongoing Support

Duration (hours)

Group Support Check-ins

Group webinars offered to all PLI coaches

1.5 hours/month

Individual Support Check-ins

Phone calls with individual PLI coaches

1 hour/month

To illustrate a barrier that a PLI coach may need support to overcome, coaches often struggle
to maintain a positive, trusting relationship with teachers while providing feedback that is critical
(Neufeld & Donaldson, 2012). Similarly, as a TLT facilitator, a PLI coach also may struggle
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with getting teachers to strike this balance when supporting each other. The PLI coaches will
rehearse such challenging conversations in their preparatory trainings, but if several struggle, the
LC and LF will use a group support check-in to provide general support and encourage
collaborative problem solving. If a PLI coach is having especially difficult challenges with
relationships with teachers, the LC will offer one-on-one support as needed.
Ensure Teacher Commitment to PLI. We plan specific steps to ensure teacher commitment to
engaging in PLI: (1) reimburse teachers for their time; (2) obtain advanced approval for continuing
education credits for participation, (3) incorporate motivational content in the Preparatory Teacher
Workshops (see Section A.3), and (4) give teachers flexibility about the focus of the coaching. Because
the coaching and TLTs are directly connected to teacher’s day-to-day practice—as well as their formal
evaluation system―teachers will find the program relevant to their work, rather than distracting.
Provide Summer Workshops Directly to Teachers. The PLI summer trainings for
teachers, based on existing materials from The Danielson Group and Learning Forward, provide
the foundational tools needed to benefit from PLI. To reach the intended scale with quality, the
LC and LF will provide these workshops directly to teachers, with separate events in each
district. Thus, teachers will learn first-hand about the FfT Clusters and the PLI protocols for
analyzing student work and determining promising instructional strategies. Coaches will attend
these summer workshops for teachers (after having participated in their own preparatory
workshops) to reinforce their own learning and help the LC and LF articulate the relevance of the
PLI program for teachers in the local district context.
Design the PLI Online System to Support Fidelity of Implementation. The PLI online system
will support fidelity by structuring the exchange of classroom videos, video clips, and messages
between teacher and coach described in Section A.3. (For screenshots, see Appendix G.1.e.)
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The partners will use these supports to scale PLI with quality. The budget includes resources to
pay a share of cost of PLI coach labor, with the school district partners paying the remainder. We
expect the project’s 168 treatment teachers to be served by a combination of full- and part-time
district-based coaches. One full-time PLI coach can provide instructional coaching and TLT
facilitation to three schools (approximately 12 Grade 4 teachers).

B.3. Feasibility of Successful Replication in a Variety of Settings and Populations
If the project’s evaluation demonstrates an impact on student achievement, it will be feasible to
use the scaling strategies to deliver PLI in a variety of settings and populations, for several
reasons. First, this project will result in a well-developed set of materials—including the online
system—to support the roles of the LC and LF, PLI coaches, and teachers (see Section B.2).
These materials will be iteratively refined across three cohorts that include a variety of settings
and populations, to incorporate useful lessons to inform future replications of the PLI program.
Second, to further increase the feasibility of replication, Learning Forward will convene the
participating districts five times: twice as a community of practice to discuss feedback on the PLI
program and its implementation and three times as part of a broader community of practice. This
broader community will include a network of Learning Forward districts that use the FfT and have
been meeting to share lessons about creating coherent systems of support for teachers. The meetings
will engage users of PLI, such as teachers, coaches, and central office staff, to help them support
each other with successful implementation. In addition, they will support districts that are
considering adopting PLI and want to hear current users’ perspectives.
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C. Quality of the Project Design and Management Plan
C.1. Clearly Specified and Measurable Goals, Objectives, and Outcomes
The overall goal of the project is to further develop, test, and implement at scale the PLI program
and to determine its impact. Exhibit 5 lists the specific objectives for the project, strategies for
achieving the objectives, expected outcomes, and measures of the outcomes. Unless otherwise
specified, the strategies are to be used for all three cohorts.
Exhibit 5. Objectives, Strategies, Outcomes, and Measures
Strategies
Outcomes
Measures
Objective 1. Deliver supports for Strategy to Implement PLI at Scale With High Quality while
continuously using feedback and fidelity data for project improvement.
Strategy 1.1. Guide
District staff provided with PLI
Measure 1.1. All interviewers
recruitment of district-based
coach hiring criteria and trained
attend 95% or more of the
for their role in coach
training. Districts submit plans
PLI coaches.
recruitment.
for coach recruitment.
Strategy 1.2. Recruit local
PLI coaches with sufficient
Measure 1.2. Based on coach
staff to serve as PLI coaches
qualifications and skills who
applicant screening and
(responsible for instructional
understand the expectations for
interview records, 100% of PLI
coaching and TLT
their role in PLI and are
coaches hold the minimum
qualifications or better and
facilitation).
committed to implementing PLI.
complete an interview.
Strategy 1.3. Conduct
PLI coaches prepared to provide
Measure 1.3. All PLI coaches
preparatory workshops for PLI individualized instructional
attend 95% of the 6 days of
coaching, facilitate TLTs, and use training; coach workshop exit
coaches.
the PLI online system.
surveys identify no critical gaps.
Strategy 1.4. Provide ongoing PLI coaches are monitored and
Measure 1.4. Coach support
monitoring and support for
receive peer group and
meeting attendance records
PLI coaches through Group
individualized support in their
indicate each coach attends at
Support and Individual
least 67% of meetings;
role.
Support meetings and one-onadditional measures based on
one assistance as needed.
coach, LC, and LF interviews.
Strategy 1.5. Refine materials
Improved materials: PLI coach
Measure 1.5. Biannual memo
and procedures for each
summarizing revisions made to
manual; PLI Teacher manual.
materials and procedures for
strategy under Objective 1.
Objective 1 contains all required
elements.
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Strategies
Outcomes
Measures
Objective 2. Implement PLI while continuously using feedback and fidelity data for project
improvement.
Strategy 2.1. Conduct district- Treatment teachers understand
Measure 2.1. Based on teacher
based preparatory workshops
the FfT Clusters and how to use
workshop attendance records,
protocols for analyzing student
100% of teachers attend 85% of
for treatment teachers.
work and commit to participating the 3-day workshop; teacher exit
in PLI.
surveys identify no critical gaps.
Treatment teachers are prepared
to engage in instructional
coaching and TLT activities.
Strategy 2.2. Provide eight
PLI coaches complete intended
Measure 2.2. Based on online
rounds of instructional
number of rounds with each
coaching activity trackers, each
coaching per teacher each year treatment teacher with fidelity;
teacher completes at least 75%
treatment teachers report more
of the planned 16 coaching
for 2 years.
coaching than control; impacts
cycles. Each coach demonstrates
occur on quality of classroom
proficiency on 80% of items
practice, student engagement, and from the fidelity of
implementation (FOI) rubric for
student achievement.
coaching.
Strategy 2.3. Facilitate weekly PLI coaches facilitate weekly
Measure 2.3. Based on online
TLT meetings including up to TLT meetings attended by all
TLT activity trackers and posted
treatment teachers; treatment
materials, each PLI coach
eight learning team cycles.
teachers report better-focused
facilitates TLT meetings three
team meetings than control;
times per month during school
impacts occur on quality of
year, and each teacher attends
classroom practice, student
75% or more of the meetings.
engagement, and student
Each coach demonstrates
achievement.
proficiency on 80% of items
from the FOI rubric for TLTs.
Strategy 2.4. Refine materials
Improved materials: PLI coach
Measure 2.4. Biannual memo
and procedures for each
manual; PLI teacher manual; PLI summarizing revisions made to
materials and procedures for
strategy under Objective 2.
online system.
Objective 2 contains all required
elements.
Objective 3. Conduct an implementation evaluation (all cohorts) and RCT to test the impact of
PLI on the quality of instruction and student outcomes (Cohorts 2 and 3 only).
Strategy 3.1. Identify
Principals at schools identified by Measure 3.1. District and school
participating schools in partner partner districts support the
signatures on project memo of
districts and recruit principals
project and agree to be randomly
understanding (MOU) for 6, 24,
and teams of Grade 4 teachers assigned.
and 48 schools for Cohorts 1, 2,
in those schools.
and 3, respectively.
Strategy 3.2. Randomly assign Samples of treatment and control Measure 3.2. Random
schools to treatment and
schools with baseline equivalence assignment and baseline
in key student and teacher
equivalence memo report on all
control conditions.
characteristics.
baseline measures
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Strategies
Strategy 3.3. Measure and
analyze fidelity of
implementation.

Outcomes
Data on fidelity of
implementation collected and
analyzed.

Strategy 3.4. Measure and
analyze treatment-control
contrast in teachers’ PD
experiences.
Strategy 3.5. Assess the
impact of PLI on classroom
practice, student engagement,
and student achievement.

Data on frequency and content of
teachers’ PD experiences
collected and analyzed.

Measures
Measure 3.3. Data collection
update indicates response rate of
90% or better; fidelity memo for
each strategy that supports
implementation (i.e., Strategies
1.1-1.4 and 2.1-2.3).
Measure 3.4. Data collection
update indicates response rate of
90% for teachers.

Data on outcome measures
collected and analyzed.

Measure 3.5. Data collection
update indicates response rate of
90% for teachers and 80% for
students; impact memo that
meets WWC standards without
reservation.
Objective 4. Develop sample and infrastructure for continued scaling.
Strategy 4.1. Identify more
Commitment of districts to
Measure 4.1. Additional signed
districts if needed.
participate in project.
MOUs (see Measure 3.1).
Strategy 4.2. Convene meetings PLI coaches and district leaders
Measure 4.2. Meeting attendance
to support and sustain work of
share experiences that help other
records indicate all partner
participating districts and other
users and inform those considering districts attend; 4 additional
districts with interest in PLI
districts attend; memo
implementing PLI.
summarizing input from partners
(Years 1–5).
and lessons.

C.2. A Management Plan Defining Responsibilities, Timelines, and Milestones
The management plan establishes the reporting relationships for the partner organizations (see
Exhibit 6). The plan is more than adequate in part because each partner organization is highly
qualified for a clear and specific role involving execution of the strategies (see Section C.1) at
each milestone on the project’s 5-year timeline (see Exhibit 8).
AIR is the lead organization for the project, responsible to the U.S. Department of Education
for grant performance. AIR’s role is to (1) oversee the subgrants to the service providers
(Danielson Group, Learning Forward, and Educopia) and to the school district partners, ensuring
coordination across the partners to achieve the project objectives; (2) recruit eligible schools
from the school district partners; and (3) conduct the independent evaluation. To ensure the
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independence of the evaluation, the AIR evaluation team will be separate from the AIR project
management team, as shown in Exhibit 6, and will have no role in the development or the
implementation of the PLI intervention except to share implementation analyses as feedback.
This structure ensures the independence of key evaluation activities including random
assignment, outcome data collection, analysis, and reporting, and is consistent with OII guidance
(U.S. Department of Education, Office of Innovation and Improvement, n.d.; Abt Associates,
2015). In addition, AIR trains staff to report concerns about independence and tracks labor
charges by task to ensure that team members follow the intended division of labor between the
project management tasks and the evaluation tasks.
Exhibit 6. Organizational Chart

AIR is uniquely qualified for this role, having successfully led four projects for IES in the
last decade focused on teacher PD interventions. These projects involved coordinating across
subcontracted organizations, including an intervention provider and several school districts,
recruiting participating schools and teachers, and conducting an independent evaluation (see
Exhibit 7). AIR’s experience monitoring intervention providers and providing feedback on
fidelity for continuous improvement also helps ensure relevant, actionable feedback from the
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evaluation team, which will draw on instruments and methods that AIR has refined across
several studies. AIR Lead Staff: Andrew Wayne, Project Director (PD); Dorothy Seidel, Deputy
Project Director (DPD); Marlene Darwin, Partnerships Lead; Mengli Song, Evaluation Lead
(EL); Jane Coggshall, Evaluation Lead for Fidelity & Qualitative.
Exhibit 7. AIR-Led IES Contracts to Evaluate Teacher PD Interventions
Subcontractor(s) That Provided the
Intervention

Number of Districts
and Schools

Focusing on Mathematical
Knowledge: The Impact of
Content-Intensive Teacher PD

Intel Math (summer institute), Mathematics
Learning Community along with districtbased coaches (school-year meetings),
Harvard University along with district-based
coaches (video-based coaching)

6 districts
73 schools

The Impact of Providing
Performance Feedback to
Teachers and Principals

Danielson Group, Teachscape, University of
Virginia, Discovery Education (performance
feedback)

8 districts
127 schools

Middle School Mathematics
Professional Development
Impact Study

America’s Choice & Pearson Achievement
Solutions (summer institute, school-year
meetings, coaching)

12 districts
77 schools

The Impact of Two
Professional Development
Interventions on Early Reading
Instruction and Achievement

Language Essentials for Teachers of
Reading and Spelling (summer
institute/school-year meetings), districtbased staff trained by the Consortium on
Reading Excellence (coaching)

6 districts
90 schools

Project Name

The Danielson Group and Learning Forward, co-designers of PLI, will provide all the
necessary supervision, training, tools, and support coaches need to implement PLI. This includes
all of the efforts described in Section B.2, Strategy to Implement PLI at Scale With High
Quality. The Danielson Group’s lead coach (LC, Pamela Rosa) will emphasize delivery and
refinement of workshops on the FfT Clusters and the instructional coaching model, while
Learning Forward’s lead facilitator (LF, Michelle Bowman King) will emphasize preparation of
the PLI coaches for their roles facilitating the Teacher Learning Teams. The LC and LF will colead each of the ongoing support sessions, including the group and individual support sessions.
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Educopia’s project director (Eric Docter) will be responsible for the PLI online system.
Educopia is well suited for this work, as it has in-depth experience creating and supporting
secure, customizable online platforms for states and others to assess teaching quality
incorporating multiple video-based and other measures of practice (see Educopia.com).
In addition to its role in delivery and refinement of PLI, Learning Forward will (1) lead
outreach to identify any additional districts needed for the project and (2) convene meetings of
the school district partners and others to support and sustain work of participating districts and
other districts with interest in PLI. These activities leverage Learning Forward’s unparalleled
state, regional, and national networks of educators, central office leaders, consultants, and others
focused on improving teacher PD (see learningforward.org).
The school district partners will be supported by the other partner organizations to (1) recruit and
select PLI coaches, (2) implement PLI, and (3) participate in all data collections (see Exhibit 8).
Exhibit 8. Group Responsible, Time Frame, and Milestones for Each Strategy
Project Year (October 1–September 30)
Milestones
Responsible
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Objective 1. Implement strategy to scale while continuously using feedback and fidelity data for
project improvement.
Strategy 1.1

Danielson Group LC, Districts

√

√

√

Strategy 1.2

Districts

√

√

√

Strategy 1.3

Danielson Group LC, Learning
Forward LF

√

√

√

√

Strategy 1.4

Danielson Group LC, Learning
Forward LF

√

√

√

√

Strategy 1.5

Danielson Group LC, Learning
Forward LF

√

√

√

√

√

Objective 2. Implement PLI while continuously using feedback and fidelity data for project
improvement.
Strategy 2.1

Danielson Group LC, Learning
Forward LF

Strategy 2.2
Strategy 2.3

√

√

√

Districts

√

√

√

√

Districts

√

√

√

√
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Milestones
Strategy 2.4

Responsible
Danielson Group LC, Learning
Forward LF

Project Year (October 1–September 30)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
√

√

√

√

Objective 3. Conduct an implementation evaluation (all cohorts) and RCT to test the impact of
PLI on the quality of instruction and student outcomes (Cohorts 2 and 3 only).
Strategy 3.1

AIR Evaluation lead, Districts

Strategy 3.2

√

√

√

AIR Evaluation lead

√

√

Strategy 3.3

AIR Evaluation lead, Fidelity
and Qualitative lead

√

√

√

Strategy 3.4

AIR Evaluation lead

√

√

√

Strategy 3.5

AIR Evaluation lead

√

√

√

√

√

√

Objective 4. Develop sample and infrastructure for continued scaling of PLI.
Strategy 4.1

Learning Forward LF;
Danielson Group LC; AIR
Partnerships lead

Strategy 4.2

Learning Forward Project
Director; AIR Partnerships lead

√
√

√

C.3. Procedures Ensuring Feedback and Continuous Improvement
The project is designed to ensure feedback and continuous improvement through (1) its sequenced
cohort structure and (2) routines for using feedback. Each cohort’s participation will create
feedback that informs real-time improvements or improvements for the next cohort. The routines
for gathering feedback and deciding on improvements are integrated into the meetings planned for
the operation of the project (see Exhibit 9). Each meeting will include a regular agenda item to
discuss feedback and implications for improving the project’s materials, strategies, and
procedures. For example, during a Monthly Implementation Review Meeting just after the launch
of Cohort 1, the LC and LF may report that all PLI coaches attended the Monthly Group Support
Check-Ins (part of Strategy 1.4) but only half were engaged. The review team could decide that the
LC and LF should use the Monthly Individual Support Check-In meetings to clarify expectations
and ask each disengaged coach about making the group check-in meetings more engaging. The LC
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and LF could then try modifying the meeting content or format as suggested. If that is successful,
the review team would discuss implications for future instances of the Biweekly Coaching Quality
Meetings and for materials for future implementations.
Exhibit 9. Routines for Using Feedback
Meeting Name and
Frequency (When Active)

Participants

Feedback Data
Sources

Strategies to be
Improved

Monthly implementation
reviews

AIR: PD, DPD,
Partnerships Lead
Danielson Group: LC
Learning Forward: LF

All fidelity data
collections (see
Appendix G)

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4,
2.1, 2.2, 2.3

Monthly group support
check-ins

Danielson Group: LC
Learning Forward: LF
PLI coaches

Coach interviews;
coach logs; PLI FOI
rubrics; number of
coaching rounds and
team cycles completed

1.4., 2.2, 2.3

Monthly individual support
check-ins

Danielson Group: LC
Learning Forward: LF
PLI coaches

PLI FOI rubrics;
number of rounds and
team cycles completed

1.4, 2.2, 2.3

Monthly partnering
network team meetings

Learning Forward: PL
Danielson Group: LC
AIR: Partnerships Lead

Partner engagement
records

4.1, 4.2

Weekly evaluation team
meetings

AIR: EL and Evaluation
Team

Data collection and
analysis update memo

3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4,
3.5

Bimonthly evaluation
reviews

AIR: EL and PD, Vice
President

Data collection and
analysis update memo

3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4,
3.5

Monthly district check-ins
(separately by district)

AIR Evaluation Lead,
District Point-of-Contact

Data collection update

3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4,
3.5

Biannual Danielson Group
and Learning Forward
design team meetings

Danielson Group: LC
Learning Forward: LF

All fidelity data
collections (see
Appendix G)

1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4,
2.1, 2.2, 2.3

C.4. Ongoing Work Beyond the End of the Grant
The project’s benefits will continue into the future through the partners, who each see the work
as aligned to their mission. The Danielson Group, Learning Forward, and Educopia want the PLI
program and all its services to be effective, affordable, and widely used. These three partners
plan to use the project’s final materials and procedures in future implementations of PLI. For the
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Danielson Group, the project also fits with its ongoing efforts to refine the FfT and apply it in
powerful ways. Learning Forward’s mission includes helping states and districts identify
scalable, effective PD that can be integrated into a coherent system of teacher support. Learning
Forward plans to continue convening users and potential users of PLI to discuss experiences with
the program and expanding its use. The school district partners will have trained, experienced,
local coaches and resources earmarked for teacher PD that can support ongoing delivery of PLI.
In addition, the cadre of coaches and teachers in each school district partner, trained through the
project, have the potential to have an impact on new classes of students every year. The school
district partners also will be well-positioned to consider expanding the use of PLI, either to
additional schools or additional grade levels in the schools that are already participating.
To maximize impact during and after the project, AIR plans to seek foundation support for
delivery of PLI via the scaling strategy to the control teachers in each cohort, delayed 2 years
from the treatment group. AIR also plans to identify broader lessons from the evaluation to
inform the development and enhancement of other PD programs. Finally, AIR will continue to
pursue opportunities to build partnerships to scale, refine, and test teacher PD for high-need
students, consistent with its mission to conduct and apply the best possible research toward
improving people’s lives with an emphasis on the disadvantaged.

D. Quality of the Project Evaluation
AIR will conduct an independent evaluation to answer seven research questions (RQs) about the
impact and implementation of the PLI program: (RQ1) What is the impact of PLI on teachers’
self-efficacy for improving classroom practice and the quality of teachers’ classroom practice?
(RQ2) What is the impact of PLI on student engagement and academic achievement? (RQ3) To
what extent is the impact of PLI on the quality of teachers’ classroom practice moderated by
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teacher/classroom and school characteristics? (RQ4) To what extent is the impact of PLI on
student achievement moderated by student, teacher/classroom, and school characteristics? (RQ5)
To what extent is the impact of PLI on student achievement mediated by the quality of teachers’
classroom practice? (RQ6) To what extent is PLI implemented with fidelity? (RQ7) What are
the factors that hinder or facilitate the implementation of PLI?
These RQs will be addressed with data collected from three successive cohorts of schools as
shown in Exhibit 1. The first cohort will include six schools that will implement PLI as a pilot
cohort and provide data to address RQs 6 and 7 (i.e., the implementation questions). The second
and third cohorts will include 72 schools in total (36 treatment and 36 control), which together will
provide sufficient statistical power to detect the impact of PLI on key student and teacher outcomes
(see Appendix G.2 for details about the power analysis) and contribute to answering all seven RQs.
All schools participating in the evaluation will be regular elementary schools serving high
proportions of high-need students (i.e., 75% or more students eligible for free or reduced-price
lunch), each with three or more regular Grade 4 teachers. The schools must already set aside time
for Grade 4 teachers to meet weekly as a team, or be willing to do so, and teachers must not be
departmentalized. Teachers in both treatment and control schools will be subject to their districts’
normal PD requirements and opportunities, 1 but Grade 4 teachers in treatment schools also will
participate in PLI for 2 years.

The only exception is that in treatment schools where PLCs exist already, districts’ normal PLC activities for
Grade 4 teachers will be replaced by the facilitated TLT activities as part of the PLI program.

1

American Institutes for Research

EIR Mid-Phase Grant: Project Narrative—25

D.1. Evaluation Methods Designed to Meet WWC Evidence Standards
Without Reservations
Evaluation of the impact of PLI will be based on a blocked cluster RCT in which schools in the
second and third cohorts will be randomly assigned to the treatment and control conditions
within each of the six partner districts. 2 For this evaluation, schools are the appropriate unit of
assignment because the TLTs—a key component of PLI—are school-based. Based on our prior
experience with school-level RCTs, we expect minimal school-level attrition over the 2 years of
the intervention. 3 Given that the proposed evaluation is based on a school-level RCT that is free
of confounding factors and is expected to have low attrition, it will produce strong evidence
about the impact of PLI that will likely meet the WWC evidence standards without reservations.

D.2. Generation of Guidance About Effective Strategies Suitable for Replication
The proposed evaluation will generate useful guidance about effective strategies for
implementing and scaling PLI in diverse settings by (1) including a large sample representing
diverse settings; (2) deliberately assessing whether the impact of PLI differs for different types of
students, teachers, classrooms, and schools; (3) collecting and analyzing rich data on program
implementation from multiple sources; and (4) including a cost analysis to provide valuable
information about the cost-effectiveness of the program.
Diverse Settings. The commitment of six partner districts that include a large number of highneed schools in diverse settings (See Section B.1) will allow the evaluation to generate valuable

For large districts, we may further group schools into multiple random assignment blocks based on school
characteristics that may be associated with student achievement, which will likely improve the statistical power of
the impact estimates.
3
An IES-funded school-level RCT on the impact of providing teachers and principals with performance feedback
recently completed by AIR (Garet et al., 2017), for example, included 127 schools in total, and only 1 school
dropped out of the study during the 2-year intervention.
2
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guidance for future replications of PLI in a variety of settings. (See Appendix D for letters of support
and Appendix G.3 for the demographic characteristics of the partner districts.)
Differential Impact Analyses. The evaluation will include differential impact analyses (RQs
3 and 4) to assess the extent to which PLI’s impact is moderated by the characteristics of
students, teachers/classrooms, and schools (see Exhibit 10). Results from these exploratory
analyses will be crucial in guiding future efforts to scale PLI, as they may identify settings and
populations for which the program is particularly effective or not well suited.
Exhibit 10. Potential Moderators at the Student, Teacher/Classroom, and School Levels
Student-Level Moderators
Race/ethnicity, eligibility for
free or reduced-price lunch,
English language learner status,
special education status, and
prior achievement scores

Teacher/Classroom-Level
Moderators

School-Level Moderators

Teacher experience,
probationary status, class size,
and classroom average prior
achievement

School size and demographic
composition (e.g., percentage of
minority students/ students from
low-income families), and
cohort (Cohort 2 versus 3)

Analyses of Implementation Data From Multiple Sources. To provide lessons learned for
future replications or testing of PLI in other settings, the evaluation team will collect and analyze
rich implementation data from multiple sources collected from the treatment schools from all
three cohorts. In addition to implementation-related information tracked by the PLI online
system (e.g., level of participation), we will examine implementation fidelity (RQ6) based on
data from coaching logs, TLT logs, coach interviews, LC and LF interviews, implementation
fidelity rubrics completed for a random sample of coaching cycles and TLT cycles, and teacher
surveys. 4 (See Appendix G.4 for details about implementation data collections.) Using these
sources and the other measures identified in Section C.1, we will examine the fidelity of the
implementation of both the scaling strategy (e.g., the selection of PLI coaches and coach
The teacher survey will be administered to both treatment and control teachers each spring, which will allow us to
gather data on control teachers’ coaching experience as well to assess “service contrast.”
4
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training, monitoring, and support) and the intervention itself (e.g., the dosage and the quality of
instructional coaching and TLT activities), and identify factors that facilitate or hinder the
implementation of the scaling strategy and the intervention (RQ7).
Cost Analysis. To provide information about whether PLI is a cost-effective investment and
identify ways to make it more cost effective, we will conduct a cost analysis using the Resource
Cost Model (RCM), which has been used extensively by AIR. 5 Focusing on both personnel and
nonpersonnel resources used in PLI, we will populate the RCM using the CostOut tool and
generate cost-effectiveness estimates based on the cost estimates and results from the impact
analyses. 6

D.3. Valid and Reliable Performance Data on Relevant Outcomes
Teacher Outcomes: Classroom Practice and Self-Efficacy. According to the theory of change
presented in Exhibit 2, the primary teacher outcome for PLI is the quality of teachers’ classroom
practice. For each teacher in the RCT sample, we plan to video-record one lesson in the early fall
of the first intervention year (as baseline) and two lessons in the spring of the second intervention
year. Certified FfT observers at AIR will code the videos, blind to condition. A subset (10%) of
the lessons will be double-coded by independent coders to assess reliability. In addition to our
primary measure, the FfT, we will use parallel procedures to code video-recorded lessons from
the second intervention year using the Classroom Assessment and Scoring System-Upper
Elementary (CLASS-UE)—to check the robustness of findings about PLI’s impact on teacher
outcomes not as directly aligned with the intervention. Similar to the FfT, CLASS-UE can be
used across subjects and focuses on several dimensions of classroom practice. Both instruments

See http://www.air.org/topic/p-12-education-and-social-development/school-finance.
The CostOut tool is a tool created by the Center for Benefit-Cost Studies in Education at Teachers College,
Columbia University.
5
6
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have rich evidence of reliability and validity (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 2012; Goe, Bell,
& Little, 2008). Consistent with prior research, we will use the FfT overall score based on 10
observable dimensions. 7 (See Appendix G.5 for dimensions measured by FfT and CLASS-UE.).
In addition to classroom practice, we also plan to assess the impact of PLI on a key
intermediate teacher outcome as specified in PLI’s theory of change—teachers’ self-efficacy for
improving classroom practice. 8 For this outcome, we will use the Teachers’ Sense of Self-Efficacy
Scale (short form) developed by Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001). 9 It includes three
subscales: Instructional Practices, Classroom Management, and Student Engagement, which are
well aligned with the key constructs in the FfT that is the basis of PLI and have sufficient
reliability (alpha = 0.81~0.86 for the three subscales and 0.90 for the overall scale). We will gather
baseline data on teachers’ self-efficacy with a short survey administered in the early fall of the first
intervention year to all teachers in the RCT sample, and will include the self-efficacy measures in
the spring teacher survey conducted in each intervention year.
Student Outcomes: Engagement and Achievement. As shown in the theory of change
(Exhibit 2), key student outcomes for PLI are engagement and academic achievement. We will
measure student engagement with a short survey administered in both the fall (as baseline) and
spring of each intervention year. The survey will measure the quality and nature of students’
participation in learning activities based on measures developed by Skinner, Furrer, Marchand,
and Kindermann (2008) and Skinner, Kindermann, and Furrer (2009). It will include items
associated with four engagement scales with alpha reliability ranging from 0.70 to 0.79 (see

We use the original FfT because it has well established measurement characteristics and aligns with the Clusters.
The theory of change identifies some additional intermediate teacher outcomes—teacher knowledge and skill. We
do not measure these because no reliable measures of knowledge and skill related to the FfT are available.
9
See https://www.statisticssolutions.com/teachers-sense-of-efficacy-scale-tses/ for details about the measure.
7
8

American Institutes for Research

EIR Mid-Phase Grant: Project Narrative—29

Appendix G.6). Measures of student achievement will be based on students’ scores on state tests
in mathematics and ELA. (See Appendix G.7 for technical details about all impact analyses.)

D.4. Clear Articulation of Components, Mediators, and Outcomes and
Measurable Threshold
The design of the proposed evaluation is informed by clearly articulated key components,
mediators, and outcomes of PLI as depicted in the theory of change presented in Exhibit 2. As
Exhibit 2 shows, the central components of the PLI program include preparatory teacher
workshops, instructional coaching, and TLT collaborative inquiry cycles informed by the FfT
Clusters. The theory of change also specifies intermediate teacher outcomes (i.e., knowledge and
skills, and self-efficacy for improving instructional practices and student engagement) and key
outcomes for teachers (i.e., quality of classroom practices) and students (i.e., engagement and
achievement). The intermediate teacher outcomes mediate PLI’s impact on teachers’ classroom
practice, which in turn mediates the program’s impact on student outcomes.
The evaluation specifies measurable thresholds for acceptable implementation of the PLI
scaling strategy (described in Section B.2) and for acceptable implementation of the PLI program
itself (described in Section A.3). For the former, a PLI coach must complete 95% of the six days
of in-person coach training and participate in at least two thirds of the biweekly individual
support meetings and at least two thirds of the biweekly group support meetings. For the PLI
program itself, (1) a teacher must complete 85% of the 3-day Preparatory Workshop and
complete at least 75% of the 16 planned coaching cycles; and (2) a coach must demonstrate
successful implementation of at least 80% of the key elements of PLI based on the PLI Fidelity
of Implementation Rubrics completed for a randomly selected sample of coaching cycles. These
thresholds will be used to assess implementation fidelity and inform continuous improvement.
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