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Abstract
The purpose of this study was to determine if tetehce existed between student
learning, using the Missouri Assessment ProgramPMAnd Professional Learning
Community (PLC) implementation within fifth-gradegulations in the state of
Missouri. The following research questions weirkzed to drive the researckiVhat is
the difference in MAP communication arts scoredfifthi-grade students in Missouri
districts that have adopted the Missouri PLC medetompared to those that have not
adopted the Missouri PLC model? What is the diffiee in MAP math scores for fifth-
grade students in Missouri districts that have &elbthe Missouri PLC model as
compared to those that have not adopted the MisBa@ model? What are the
perceptions of administrators of Missouri PLC déssr regarding the Missouri PLC
program and student achievement? Three yearstbfana communication arts data
were analyzed in this study. Yearly mean scorae wempared by applyingtéaest to
determine if a statistical significance existedAmstn PLC implementation and student
learning. Missouri PLC exemplary schools’ dataevanalyzed and compared to data of
like-demographic, non-PLC implementing schools e Thata revealed, in the area of
communication arts, no statistical significant eifnce in student achievement between
PLC exemplary schools and non-PLC schools. Thadefjs led to the decision to not
reject the null hypothesis and not support thedtieve hypothesis. A statistical
significant difference was found in the area ofimaind an overall conclusion was drawn
that supported the alternate hypothesis and rej¢btenull hypothesis. In addition,
interviews were conducted with Missouri PLC exempkchool administrators to gain

perspectives into the daily successful workings efifetct of the Missouri PLC model on



student achievement. Administrators from the Pkéngplary schools attributed gains in

student achievement to PLC implementation.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) have tmecmore prevalent in
Missouri school districts over the last decade tivthe adoption of the Missouri PLC
model across the state, little research has beamdted to the comparison of data
between student performance of districts that impelet the Missouri PLC model and
those that do not implement the Missouri PLC modteis evident that this research is
pertinent to the field of education, as it allovdsieational leaders to examine real-time
effects the Missouri PLC program has in its fulplementation on student learning and
performance.

The background of PLCs is addressed in this chaptele focusing on the
foundations the program provides for school dittribat choose to implement the
program. Additionally, the problem statement agskarch questions associated with the
research study have been outlined. Finally, lidtes are addressed and terms pertinent
to the understanding of the study have been defined
Background of the Study

PLCs in their purest form drive staff developmienbrder to improve student
learning and achievement (DuFour, DuFour, & EaR662). These learning
communities exist in Missouri schools to promot#atmration among staff and
administrators. The origin of PLCs began in the E980s (DuFour et al., 2002).
DuFour et al. (2002) found that educators whodetiported both in their learning and
teaching practices were more effective than edusatbo did not have a support

network of peers.



These educators shared successes and difficiutedy, thus building
effectiveness through the support and suggestiaoltdagues (DuFour et al., 2002). The
PLC model is best utilized when it drives a distsiprofessional development. Failed
methodologies, curriculum deficiencies, or facuttgonsistencies are all areas in which
professional development avenues could be utilizesligh the PLC model (DuFour,
DuFour, & Eaker, 2008).

As evidenced by DuFour et al. (2002), educators adted in collaboration on a
routine basis had better learner outcomes tharetwbe did not. During professional
development time, districts began allowing educatoore opportunities for targeted
collaboration (DuFour et al., 2002). These timesay®ovided through a common
planning time for same-area core or grade-levehes (DuFour et al., 2002).
Educators were able to utilize this time to plamowmon assessments and create goals
relative to their schools’ mission statements (fdiogh & Viegut, 2006; DuFour et al.,
2002). The structured time allotted for teachdlaboration was a key component of
PLCs (DuFour et al., 2002).

DuFour et al. (2008) realized the potential ofatmbrative communities and had
laid the foundation for model PLCs by bringing miag to educators nationwide. The
Missouri PLC project (2011) through the Missouridagment of Elementary and
Secondary Education (MODESE), has worked to craa@del PLC program. This
program utilizes the Benchmark Assessment Tool Aggeendix A) and the Missouri
PLC Implementation Rubric (see Appendix B) thapscific to the needs of students in

Missouri and measures the effectiveness of MisdoLu@s.



Conceptual Framework

PLCs are often marketed to school districts athadaeform tool (DuFour,
DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2010). When using this {altricts that implement practices
as outlined by the PLC model should, accordinges®arch, see improved student
performance (DuFour et al., 2010). This increasgtudent achievement is brought
about through implementing the foundational pillafshe PLC (DuFour et al., 2008).
More effective staff development should produceilteghrough better teaching practices
(Stoehr & Banks, 2011).

According to data retrieved from All Things PLA(2), at Henry County
Elementary School in Virginia, fifth-grade studentst and then exceeded performance
expectations when compared with the state averégreimplementing the PLC model.
This three-year trend of marked improvement in stigherformance was measured in
the first three years of the schools implementatibtine PLC model (All Things PLC,
2012). Also, according to All Things PLC (2012sipce 2004, fifth-grade students, from
Snow Creek Elementary School in Virginia, have rera@ above the state average in
both math and communication arts scores.

This higher student performance had also beeratéu to the implementation of
the PLC model within this district (All Things PL@012c). These studies of state
testing data form the premise that if districts lempent the PLC model, then student
performance will increase. The following concepisy be present for districts
implementing PLCs to realize increases in studerfopmance (All Things PLC, 2012c).

The first of these components is a shared visiassion, value, and goals

(DuFour et al., 2002). This focus must be comnwoaltmembers of the group and



based solely on student learning (DuFour & Ful013). This component also brings
to the forefront the importance of how studentnésy transpires and why educators are
focusing on specific areas (DuFour & Fullan, 2013).

The first specific area focuses on the districtsmis as a whole, while trickling
down to specific building, then grade-level or ska®m goals (DuFour et al., 2002).
This common foundation creates a platform thateresseducators with the venue to
fully realize the full impact that mission, visioand goals can have when shared
(Venables, 2011). Southside Elementary School yoming credits this team approach
with increased student performance on state testiegthe last three years in both
communication arts and math (All Things PLC, 2012d)

DuFour et al. (2008) further stated that the sdammponent of a PLC is a
collaborative culture with a focus on learningisiparamount that the effective PLC
incorporates an unwavering focus on learning. \Wwaoel Elementary School personnel
in Florida stated, “Students benefit when teackexslop a more in-depth understanding
of content areas, of effective means of gathermjusing formative assessment data,
and of how to differentiate instruction to addresseds” (as cited in All Things PLC,
2012b, p. 1). This transpires when educators cansfon what students should both
know and be able to do as dictated by state stdadand district curriculum (DuFour et
al., 2010).

The focus on student learning should examine niytwhat educators teach, but
what students are mastering (DuFour et al., 20I0)s approach brings to the forefront
the double-loop learning philosophy, where schadldress vision, mission, values, and

goals to ensure these areas are worthy of purgHialdy Quinn, & Gollnick, 2013). This



philosophy directly addresses the success of tegechethodologies on student learning
(Hall et al., 2013).

Another critical component of a PLC is collectimguiry (DuFour & Fullan,
2013). When educators use data to drive theiruogbn and teaching methodologies,
student learning should take place (DuFour & Fyl13; Schmoker, 2006). This
component directly impacts how educators teachvdrat students learn (DuFour &
Fullan, 2013). Pinewood Elementary School persstaged that “as a result of PLCs,
differentiated instruction is taking place in evetgssroom with focused, data-driven,
direct instruction taking place throughout the dagguently in small skill-based
groupings (as cited in All Things PLC, 2012b, p.This data-driven approach should be
a foundational element to successfully investigagetices that should be changed or
topics which should be re-taught or taught usinigffarent methodology (DuFour et al.,
2008).

Another attribute of higher student performancthinithe PLC model occurs
when members of PLCs become action-oriented (Du€bal., 2010). These individuals
should be driven by doing (Covey, 2008). This ieeve the biggest portion of staff
development enters into the PLC. The PLC modeég utilized when it drives a
district’s professional development (DuFour et 2010). Effective members of a PLC
should seek continuous improvement within their KCGvey, 2008). This critical
component exists when its members constantly sepkovement within themselves and
their learning communities (Covey, 2004; DuFoualet2010; Schmoker, 2006).

Education is an ever-changing career field.



With the evolution of technology, educators musitaually take steps to stay
ahead of the learning curve to best prepare metuimgtruction for students.

Educators can attain successful improvement reByltecusing and gathering data
relative to student learning and progress towasttidt and state learning standards
(Doerr, 2009; DuFour et al., 2010; Schmoker, 20@jucators should also focus on
strengths and weaknesses relative to student tepamd performance, and plan to target
those within their PLCs (DuFour et al., 2010; Sckard®2006).

Members of effective PLCs should be results-oadr{fDuFour et al., 2010). As
Covey (2004) stated, educators should “begin vinéhend in mind” (p. 56). This
universal concept fits into the PLC model promptaiyicators to assess the results of
progress rather than good intentions (DuFour eP80D8). This allows educators to
closely take into account tangible results thatgathered at meaningful intervals. These
results provide the basis for results-orientedatxmiration and learning (DuFour et al.,
2010; Schmoker, 2006).

While the components must be evident in a modé€ Ptogram, there are several
other facets that must exist for a PLC to be aeo#iffe form of staff development (Doerr,
2009; DuFour et al., 2008). These components se\etool for educators to promote
teacher effectiveness, therefore, having an intinegact on student achievement
(Covey, 2008; Doerr, 2009; DuFour et al., 2010;la® Haar, 2012). Strong
administrative support must exist for PLCs to &litgep-rooted, meaningful change
(DuFour & Fullan, 2013).

To that end, administrators must lead the chargasoire the PLCs in their

buildings are focusing on the essentials of stutEarhing success. According to



Schmoker (2006), it is the administrators who aatrilse stage for this targeted staff
development to ensure growth occurs within thedingl. These concepts firmly
establish the thought districts that implementRh€ model should have higher student
performance scores than those that do not impletherRLC model.
Problem Statement

Many districts in Missouri have developed and iempénted the PLC model to
increase student achievement. For example, ah$flamentary School in Eldon,
Missouri, Principal Erin Rentfro (2007) stated,dthers are seeing increased student
gains as measured by their benchmark goals” (Baraihile research exists to
corroborate the effectiveness of the PLC model schaol reform initiative, little
research has been conducted on how districtsrtiément the PLC model compare
with districts that do not implement PLCs. There relatively little data on how
Missouri school districts implementing PLCs comparéheir non-PLC counterparts.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to analyze studemeaement data from districts
in Missouri by utilizing fifth-grade student scoresm the Missouri Assessment Program
(MAP). Communication arts and math scores wergvesd in districts that implement
the Missouri PLC model. These scores were compaitbdstudent scores from districts
that do not implement the Missouri PLC model tced®ine if a difference existed
between the two groups. To garner perspectives Missouri administrators regarding

the PLC model, interviews were conducted.



Resear ch questions and hypotheses. The following questions and hypotheses
guided this study:

1. What is the difference in MAP communication arterss for fifth-grade
students in Missouri districts that have adoptedNtissouri PLC model as compared to
those that have not adopted the Missouri PLC model?

2. What is the difference in MAP math scores ftthfgrade students in Missouri
districts that have adopted the Missouri PLC medetompared to those that have not
adopted the Missouri PLC model?

3. What are the perceptions of administrators @fsiluri PLC districts regarding
the Missouri PLC program and student achievement?

H1lo: There is no difference in student performancaben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP communication arts scores.

H1.: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP communication arts scores.

H2,: There is no difference in student performancaben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP math scores.

H2,: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing

MAP math scores.



Dependent variable. One dependent variable identified in this study staslent
achievement as evidenced by each school’s fiftdgMAP data in the area of math.
Another dependent variable in this study was studehievement as evidenced by each
school’s fifth-grade MAP data in the area of commaton arts.

Independent variable. An independent variable identified in this studyswiae
districts that implement the PLC model and havenbdentified by the Benchmark
Assessment Tool as exemplary schools. Anotheper#ent variable in this study was
the districts that do not implement the PLC moael have no affiliation with the
Missouri PLC model.

Limitations

The following limitations were identified in thisugly:

Geographicregion. This study was relative to student achievemedtRinC
implementation of school districts in Missouri. ©to the nature of the guidelines
regarding Missouri PLC implementation, one canrestegalize the findings of this study.
Generalities have been constructed to span Misgaahools are of similar student and
teacher demographics as the Missouri PLC exemplargols.

Student demographics. While similar student demographics existed betwtaen
districts represented in this study, they wereaxaict. The utilization of all districts in
Missouri created the assumption that this studywedid in this specific area.
Consistency existed throughout the state, as sshoeduded in this study were located in
each of the nine Missouri regions.

Teacher demographics. While teacher demographics were similar between the

districts represented in this study, they wereaexaict. Educators throughout Missouri
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may have had varying years of experience and gtadumcation. Additionally, fifth-
grade teachers may have had more/less experieticéheiMissouri PLC processes.

PL C implementation. While districts implementing the PLC model were
identified by the Missouri PLC project as exempldeyels of implementation may have
varied between districts. Variations of PLC impéartation could exist by year or
structure. One should note that all districts tded as implementing districts did have
the same foundation relative to all PLCs and hahhbeentified using the Missouri PLC
Benchmark Assessment Tool and Missouri Implemesrtd®ubric as exemplary schools.

Student achievement. While utilizing standardized test scores to gaugdent
achievement was necessary in education, not alirmtive assessment scores were true
indicators of student success. In addition, inmisaof student achievement were
numerous. There were many extraneous factorsthéd have had an effect on student
achievement.

Exemplary schools. Missouri PLC exemplary schools have been identifieer
the last five school years. One limitation to tiisdy was there had not been an
abundance of Missouri PLC exemplary schools fronthvio choose in this study due to
the newness of this type of Missouri PLC recognitio

Study sample size. Twenty-six Missouri PLC exemplary schools were iifead
for the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and the 2012-2018dgfears. While the population of
the schools combined reaches over 5,000 studéetsample size of 26 could be

considered a limitation.
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Definitions of Key Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following teare defined:

Missouri assessment program. Annual summative assessment required by
Missouri to be completed by all students each gprifihe assessment measures student
achievement relative to the areas of math, comnatinit arts, and science. The scores
derived from this assessment are utilized as opecasf identifying a school district’s
performance (MODESE, 2012).

Missouri comprehensive data system (MCDS). The MODESE (2012) system of
collecting and publishing data which allows acdesgsting and other data to both the
general public and individuals in the field of edtion.

Professional lear ning community (PLC). An ongoing process in which
educators work collaboratively in recurring cyctésollective inquiry and action
research to achieve better results for the studbaysserve. PLCs operate under the
assumption that the key to improved learning fadsents is continuous job-embedded
learning for educators (All Things PLC, 2012).

Missouri professional learning community implementation rubric. An
instrument utilized to gauge the degree of whickdduri schools affiliated with the
Missouri PLC project are implementing Missouri PLM@hin their school (Missouri
PLCs, 2013).

Professional lear ning community benchmark assessment tool. An instrument
utilized to gauge the effectiveness and modelitiglef school districts implementing the

PLC model in Missouri. This tool is used to fiiddonsensus is apparent throughout
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faculty and staff through analyzing survey resuitkey areas of PLC implementation.
(MODESE, 2012).

Summative assessment. According to Stiggins (2009), an assessment ohlagr
which is designed to provide a final measure oftivéeor not learning goals have been
met. Summative assessments yield a dichotomy:qdad, proficient or not proficient
(Ainsworth, 2006). Additional timely support igigally not forthcoming.

Summary

The research derived from this study serves tahee what difference, if any,
that Missouri PLCs have on student achievemenbagpared to non-PLC implementing
schools. Utilizing schools over a three-year ptlmat had been awarded exemplary
status through the Missouri PLC Benchmark Assessimaol and Missouri PLC
Implementation Rubric provided depth to the stutptigh a multiple-year comparison.
By comparing school districts within Missouri, tlmgl provide a starting point from
which educators and educational leaders can eealbatprogram before taking
measures to implement Missouri PLCs in their dittri DuFour and Eaker (2002)
created the PLC model which has been utilized werse schools throughout Missouri.

PLC proponents have claimed that when fully andemtly implemented, PLCs
provide a basis for effective staff developmenhede model programs embody the
changing face of education while utilizing the mataf collaborative learning to achieve
both student and teacher success, which in-tuouldlpromote higher levels of student
achievement within the classroom. This collabesatocus allows districts to utilize
individual staff talents while collectively benefi and developing the whole (DuFour et

al., 2008).
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Much research has been cited in support of théeim@ntation of PLCs as a staff
development tool (DuFour et al., 2002; Schmokef630 This research claimed that the
PLC model data drives staff development, progrardifitations, and overall change
(DuFour et al., 2002). The following chapter prasdan overview of research that
examines the foundation, components, and implerhentaf the PLC model in schools.
The research provided will give the reader a fallerstanding of the Missouri PLC
philosophy and the essential facets that must éxist district to become an exemplary

PLC school in Missouri.
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Chapter Two: Review of Literature

PLCs are currently implemented in almost 250 Misssechools (MODESE,
2012). The implementation of PLCs within a digtpoomote a collaborative learning
environment in which educators can focus on keyessbuild upon existing knowledge
bases, and utilize data to improve teaching anahileg practices (DuFour & Fullan,
2013; Garmston & von Frank, 2012). With the impéertation of these practices,
schools should see increases in student learnihgeamevement (DuFour et al., 2008).
The purpose of this study was to determine whé&¢dihce, if any, existed in student
achievement between exemplary schools implemetitmd/issouri PLC model and
non-PLC patrticipating schools.

The information provided in the review of litereguwvas included to afford a
background of the origins and foundations of th€Phodel, focusing specifically on the
Missouri PLC model. This information is relevaatthe study as it indicates that the
PLC model is utilized in school districts as a refanitiative to increase teaching
practices as a means to improve student performahoe information included provides
evidence that is essential to establish the neethéoe research regarding Missouri PLC
implementation and the difference, if any, it hasstudent performance and
achievement. All literature included in this rewies pertinent, relative, and serves as a
basis for the need of the study.

Foundations of PLCs

The PLC model appears differently depending ordikgict/building in which

the model exists. It is important to note thatleLCs may appear dissimilar, they are

based on the same foundations. Doerr (2009) statésh’t important to have the exact
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definition or model agreed upon, because each cantynmust meet the needs of its
members and reflect its school culture” (p. 3).eBdlid, however, share that PLCs must
have basic components to earn the designatiorPefca These components include the
following: a problem of focus for each group, a sistent meeting time, and a
collaborative nature (Doerr, 2009; DuFour et a01@).

Data should be shared and discussions should eeaobund the problem in an
attempt to come to a resolution (Covey, 2008; Dd09). Differences may exist
within the schools involved in the research styay,all still embody the foundational
pillars that meet the requirements of exemplarustas evidenced in the Missouri PLC
Benchmark Assessment Tool. Additional foundatioeguirements of PLCs follow.

Shared vision, mission, and goals. The first foundation of a PLC is a shared
mission, vision, and goals (DuFour et al., 2008)2008, the National Association of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP) stated tha@$are “founded on the belief that
the core mission of public education is not sintplgnsure that students are taught but to
ensure that they learn” (p. 16). Another buildiolgck of PLCs is a shared vision
(DuFour et al., 2010). The shared vision shouléméraced by all in a PLC and be
utilized to drive decisions concerning both teaghand learning.

Common goals should also exist within a PLC. €hgsals are created by
members of a learning community and explain whadestts should both know and do
(DuFour et al., 2010). A shared vision, missiarg goals are essentials to every PLC
(NAESP, 2008). This foundational component requihat PLC districts focus these
aspects to promote and increase student learnshg@mevement (DuFour et al., 2002).

As Baker and Jakicic (2012) stated, “In a PLC, thagsion is to increase student
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learning, and all members have a clear and collectderstanding of the work to be
done” (p. 6).

Values. Values and commitments should also be establishiihva PLC
(DuFour & Fullan, 2013). These values and commmitsieould vary depending on the
building or district for which they were createdufebur & Fullan, 2013). They should
be aligned to the district’s vision, mission, amméig (DuFour & Fullan, 2013; Garmston
& von Frank, 2012). Additionally, evidence of g@dignment within the successful PLC
should exist (Garmston & von Frank, 2012). DuFetual. (2008) credited a successful
learning environment to PLC implementation.

It is, therefore, necessary to compare districis ¢imbody this learning
philosophy against those districts that do nothascore of PLCs resides with the
improvement of student learning. Hord and Somr(#088) stated that the values
embodied by the PLC team should be an essentigb@oemt of the mission to further
student learning. The values essential to evessMiri PLC should embody a focus of
collaboration, student learning, and results-oadriractices (Missouri PLCs, 2013).

Collaboration. Educators within the PLC realize that the way toiewe greater
successes is by working together (Covey, 2008; DuEbal., 2010). This focus on
collaboration enables educators to discuss topies) as classroom practices that are
working and those that are not working (NAESP, 2008 further this collaborative
culture, educators participate in consistent mgetmes to discuss student progress, goal
alignment, and interventions, if necessary (DuFedwal., 2010). Allotment of time for
educator collaboration is essential for distribst implement the PLC model (Baker &

Jakicic, 2012; DuFour et al., 2010). Again, therfdational component of collaboration
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has claimed to have a direct effect on studenhiegrand achievement (DuFour et al.,
2010; Hill, Lenning, Saunders, & Solan, 2012).

Collaboration is based on the practice of learfilogn other educators within the
PLC team (DuFour & Fullan, 2013). Collaboratiortas when educators feel safe
when sharing successes and struggles encountetted thie classroom (DuFour &
Fullan, 2013). The shared time to discuss bestipes and identify areas for
improvement ensures that educators are constasekiregy to grow professionally
(DuFour & Fullan, 2013; Hill et al., 2012; Schmok26006).
Teacher Practices

In their review of the PLC model, Adams, Ross, ¥edcio (2006) stated that “at
its core, the concept of a Professional Learninm@anity rests on the premise of
improving student learning by improving teachinggiice” (p. 6). These researchers
spent time comparing a district’'s involvement iarling communities and its difference
to change in classroom practices (Adams et al.6R0[ was their conclusion that all
involved in a learning community changed classrqoattices as a result of
collaboration with other educators (Adams et &10&). Moreover, “developing the
capacity of educators to function as members di@ iB the ‘best known’ means by
which we might truly achieve historic, wide-scailgrovement in teaching and
learning” (Schmoker as cited in DuFour et al., 200rhis change in teaching practices
leads to another essential that stems from PLCamehtation.

Methodology. When seeking to change methodologies to meet stlekming
needs, most commonly, educators make changesyapnmore individualized or small

group differentiated instruction (Hord, RoussinS&mmers, 2010). They also focus
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more on inquiry-based learning ideals, forming stud into collaborative groups when
working on specific skills (Hord et al., 2010). Baur et al. (2008) also suggested that
changes, such as rotating work centers focusingeviously taught skills, be
implemented within classrooms.

When asking the question as to whether or not Rix(Pact teacher
methodologies, the answer is a resoungieg however, there has been little evidence
that the change in methodology has led to highatesit performance (Cuban, 2010). In
contrast, Cuban (2010) brought to light that “o@maal results show promise but studies
remain sparse. Given this underwhelming displagmMidence, why so much support for
bringing hard-working professionals together weeklyalk and then return to their
classrooms” (p. 1)?

It is evident from the lack of research solely feiag on the impact of PLC
implementation and student performance that maeareh must be conducted. If
schools are implementing PLCs without the gaintedient achievement, they are
wasting time and money on a philosophy that ishmioiging results. Moreover, studies
that have been conducted have only shown moddstehices between the
implementation of PLCs and student learning (CuB8ap).

Feedback. One instructional change occurring with the immpdatation of PLCs
with the school setting is effective feedback pded to students by the teacher (Foord &
Haar, 2012; Schmoker, 2006). Educators have aeakearning environment for
students in which personal accountability impacdialg and instruction (Foord & Haar,
2012; Schmoker, 2006). This shift in teaching pcas occurs with the use of effective

feedback techniques which allow students to moniteir own learning (Marzano, 2009;
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Schmoker, 2006). Through personal goal settinglestts are able to monitor their
progress relative to goals created either with itinout teacher influence (Schmoker,
2006).

Another area in which students receive more feddlsacften seen through
standards-based grading practices (Marzano, 2008pugh standards-based grading,
students are able to keep track of which standaelshave experienced difficulty with
and standards they had mastered. The use of dudivgoal-setting through these
practices is largely utilized in collaborative tegrwhere discussion occurs relative to
student mastery of standards (Marzano, 2009). dllag/s educators to identify
standards that were not mastered and individualsteuction relative to specific student
goals and needs (Marzano, 2009; Schmoker, 2006).

Professional development. PLCs, by nature, drive educators to continually
learn. The change in continual learning has beand in the teaching cultures of
buildings where learning communities were consistéth the degree of achievement
gains or successes (DuFour et al., 2008). Edwcateralso bound in their learning
communities by common short and long-term goals=@uw et al., 2008; Marzano,
2009). While seeking to achieve these goals, édtsturn to research-based practices
to ensure they would reach these goals (Ainswortfiégut, 2006; DuFour et al., 2008;
Marzano, 2009).

Data drive instruction and are the basis for catabve team meetings (DuFour
et al., 2005). Areas of concern are discussedasators seek to remedy weaknesses and
expound upon strengths. This form of staff develept is relevant, targeted, and data-

driven (DuFour et al., 2005; Marzano, 2009).
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One important strategy to further develop the Ru@ure noted is a focus on
developing teacher quality (Avillion, 2008; FoordHaar, 2012). In addition to
developing teacher quality, Foord and Haar (20b®)leasized the practice of educators
aligning their professional goals to their studel®arning goals. This practice creates an
atmosphere within the PLC where student-center@thileg and methodologies are
concurrent (Foord & Haar, 2012). Since the impletaton of PLCs promotes change in
teaching methodologies, it is essential to utitiaga analysis in relation to goal-setting on
a larger scale (Schmoker, 2006). This ensureghkat changes in methodology are
having an impact on student performance.

Cultural Shift

The focus of all PLC collaborations within the sohsetting should rest on
student learning (DuFour et al., 2008; Foord & Ha@12). Traditional schools typically
focus on what the teacher is doing (DuFour & Fyl20il3). Schools that implement the
PLC model focus on what students are learning (iawi] 2008; DuFour et al., 2002).
Research conducted by DuFour et al. (2008) revahbdver the last two decades,
educators were viewing themselves not in termaofitedge but in terms of
effectiveness.

Effectiveness is another factor that drives PLCsotatinually develop staff
members to higher levels of efficiency and effemtigss through the cultural shift
(Avillion, 2008; Covey, 2008; DuFour et al., 2008)hile making great strides in staff
development, one must consider the effect thatrsomo student learning and

performance. If educators are provided with reh¢yveesearch-based staff development
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and professional growth opportunities, it will,turn, foster the implementation of best
practices within the classroom.

Darling-Hammond and Richardson (2009) stated‘thatcontent of professional
development can make the difference between enfbeachers’ competence and
simply providing a forum for teachers to talk” §¥). The PLC philosophy relies
heavily on collaboration and meaningful professiatevelopment within PLC groups
(Avillion, 2008; DuFour & Fullan, 2013). The desig conducive to creating an arena
for changed instruction relative to student neédsll{on, 2008). Common planning
time and smaller school districts tend to be bettgripped to allow such time for PLCs
to work effectively (Doerr, 2009; DuFour et al.,0&). Team members create a safe
sounding board to discuss ideas, goals, and afeamoern for continued staff
development (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009).

Cuban (2010) raised a concern that districtsdithimplement PLCs do so “with
so little time and opportunity for teachers to camgether to work on common problems
and figure out solutions, teachers analyzing tbleissroom practices and acting
collectively still remains rare” (p. 2). As digtts are facing both budgetary and time
restraints, it goes without saying that the programwhich they invest time and
resources should be research-based, proven pmaffioban, 2010). The effect that
PLCs has on student achievement should be evitherst, the need for additional
research is pertinent to real-time evidence-basegram implementation.

I solation to collaboration. By relying solely on oneself, an educator can often
become overloaded with the demands that the educiid can present. The PLC

culture redirects this burden to be collectivelgrgd by fellow educators (DuFour et al.,
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2002). With this collaborative culture, educatoas work through issues faced together.
Creating common assessments based on state lewtlists comes more easily when it
is a collaborative process (Ainsworth & Viegut, BQOuFour et al., 2010). Districts that
embrace this cultural shift are less-likely to gccarrent curriculum and programs for the
latest educational new idea or fad (DuFour et28l02). These districts rely on research-
based designs and practices and change coursebeitynecessity dictates (DuFour et
al., 2002; Sagor, 2010).

According to Sagor (2010), educators within PL&nte must efficiently and
effectively work together to bring about changegpnactice through collaboration and
inquiry. Another cultural shift evident in disttscthat employ the PLC model is the
presence of targeted areas for improvement (S20a&f). Data drive staff development,
program modifications, and overall change (DuFdwal.e 2002; Schmoker, 2006).

Time and conflicting schedules prohibit some sthitgiricts from implementing
the PLC model (Stoehr & Banks, 2011). School stmés and shared staff could limit
the time for collaboration within a school distratbuilding (Darling-Hammond &
Richardson, 2009). Educators often lack visiomow to implement a practice, such as
PLCs. Other struggles are more prevalent thadeielopment of PLCs. Conflicting
schedules and time issues are another reasoruthiaifresearch should be completed
regarding the implementation of PLCs and studearhieg (Darling-Hammond &
Richardson, 2009). If research supports the ctaah PLC implementation has a strong

impact on student performance, then districts nmegnbre likely to tackle these issues.
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Leadership. Principals of PLC schools should be found not @dyeaders of
PLC groups, but also as participants (Vitcov & Blgd®010). This cultural shift shows
the principal as transparent and allows one toigeoadvice, as well as receive advice
from other members of the PLC group (Berry, Johng&olMontgomery, 2005; Vitcov &
Bloom, 2010). This is also an outlet in which ghencipal can nurture the shared vision,
mission, and goals of the group (Vitcov & Bloom12). The principal within the PLC
environment should be in a place to promote prafess learning opportunities that
focus on coaching and professional growth for dilleators (Foord & Haar, 2012). This
places added emphasis on the role of the admitastrgthin PLC districts.

At the forefront of the successful PLC rests ansbl@adership team. This team
should consist of individuals dedicated to the fuand constant improvement of PLC
teams within the district. These individuals seekreate a positive cultural climate
where shared leadership exists (Covey, 2008).

The concept of shared leadership is critical toshccess of the PLC process. It
ensures that buy-in exists from team members, huparicipants work together toward
the common vision, mission, and goals created bydhm process (Berry et al., 2005;
Covey, 2008). Disseminating information and allogvior shared leadership within the
leadership team and PLC teams afford all individaisential roles within their
respective PLC teams and school buildings (Berat.eR005; Covey, 2008).
Additionally, this concept creates an environmantducive to growing leaders (Covey,
2008).

The cultural shift evident when implementing tHeCPprocess changes the way

educators interact (DuFour et al., 2008). Thisrimfation is relevant to the study as it
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explains one major difference between districts tlaae implemented the Missouri PLC
model and those that have not. In addition, mdpito light ideals that embody the PLC
philosophy. Hill et al. (2012) also noted that lglschools may have the foundations of
the textbook PLC in place, there can be gaps betwesry and practice if leadership is
lacking and shared leadership does not exist. €ltuesls include consistent interactions
between grade-level and building-level groups tufon methodologies that work,
while enabling student learning to transpire (Wketa 2004).

Effectiveness

The development of PLCs is encouraged by the MODHSIBtricts across the
state have attended conferences regarding thenmeplation of PLCs at both state and
regional meetings. While the MODESE promotes Piolementation, little evidence is
provided to districts that actually assess if ditror buildings in Missouri implementing
PLCs are performing better on the state’s summatii® test. On the MODESE
website, districts or buildings that have achieggrdmplary status, according the
Missouri PLC Benchmark Assessment Tool, are listadi recognized as model PLC
schools in the state (MODESE, 2012).

Currently, the Missouri PLC program at the statesl is gaining momentum and
more professional development offerings are avialabthe regional and state level
(Missouri PLCs, 2013). While information garnefesim Missouri PLC exemplary
schools was available for the current-year, infdromeregarding the implementation
process is still lacking (Missouri PLCs, 2013).ne3such PLC exemplary building,
however, is also in Level 4 school improvementpaging to the district report card

(MODESE, 2012). This prompted further examinatdthe assumption that districts
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that implemented the PLC model have higher studeinievement than those that do not.
It also brought about the need for more informatiegarding Missouri PLC
implementation to be available for schools seekingarner more information relative to
the program'’s strengths and weaknesses.

Missouri PLC program. The Missouri PLC project began during the 2003-2004
school year (Missouri PLCs, 2013). The program arasffshoot of another MODESE
reform initiative (Missouri PLCs, 2013). Beginniagth few schools and only four
regional trainers, the Missouri PLC project soaalized rapid growth (Missouri PLCs,
2013). By the 2007-2008 school year, Missouri Rigihers were in each of the nine
regional professional development centers acrasstdte (Missouri PLCs, 2013).
Currently, the Missouri PLC project continues topdoy trainers in each RPDC,; it also
serves almost 250 schools from all areas of the S#ODESE, 2012; Missouri PLCs,
2013).

The Missouri PLC program mission, as retrieved ftbtedMODESE (2012), is to
"support Missouri schools in building and sustagngmofessional learning communities
where collaborative cultures result in high leva@isearning for all and increased student
achievement” (para. 2). The Missouri PLC prograrsupported by the MODESE as a
school reform tool (MODESE, 2012) and could becenmationally recognized model of
school reform (Missouri PLCs, 2013). Communicai®ithe key to creating a school
reform initiative through the process of MissoutiPimplementation.

One vision of the Missouri PLC program is to proel@a collaborative culture of
learning with a focus on academic results (MODE&H,2). The Missouri PLC program

also provides an essential curriculum which is iast throughout the state (Missouri
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PLCs, 2013). This curriculum focuses on esselgaher outcomes and provides for
constant growth within a building's PLCs (MissdatiCs, 2013). The program affords
high-quality professional development availablediyischools seeking to implement the
foundations of the Missouri PLC program (MODESE]12D Additionally, the Missouri
PLC program engages all participants in the coatipuofessional growth process
offered by state level PLC resource specialists [IGE, 2012).

Missouri essential curriculum. According to the MODESE (2013), the Missouri
Essential Curriculum is comprised of strands neargder successful Missouri PLC
implementation. The Missouri PLC Essential Curtow exists as a focus for schools
implementing the Missouri PLC model (MODESE, 2013his curriculum focuses on
areas in which effective teams work (MODESE, 2013).

Alignment within a school implementing the Missida.C model should begin
with a strong foundation (MODESE, 2013). Otheraaraligned and essential to
successful Missouri PLC implementation are: adnraise leadership, effective
building leadership, a focus on student learnisgeasment for learning, and the
existence of structures to reach struggling lear@dissouri PLCs, 2013). An
overarching aspect of the curriculum is a focusa@minued improvement for all PLCs
(Missouri PLCs, 2013).

Missouri PLC implementation rubric. The Missouri PLC Implementation
Rubric is a tool utilized to gauge the effectivenesimplementation (Missouri PLCs,
2013). Eight strands that came directly from thiedduri PLC Essential Curriculum
have been placed into rubric form for easy asseass(ivessouri PLCs, 2013). Schools

are scored in four categories of implementatiomiMal or No Implementation, Partial
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Implementation, Proficient Implementation, or Déeplementation (Missouri PLCs,
2013). Schools that have Proficient or Deep Imgetation in each strand and showed
academic increases as evidenced by Adequate Yreatyess are deemed Missouri PLC
exemplary schools (Missouri PLCs, 2013).

PL C benchmark assessment tool. The state of Missouri utilizes a benchmark
assessment tool to indicate how well a districtlengents PLC practices (Missouri
PLCs, 2013). A team from the Missouri PLC projsgiically spends one half-day to
one day at each PLC building (Missouri PLCs, 20IR)ey conduct online surveys with
PLC staff, the administration team, and the PLGéeship team (Missouri PLCs, 2013).
Through these interviews, the team is able to assbsre the district falls within the
PLC Benchmark Assessment Tool.

In addition, this team also receives documentatifoPLC practices from the
district's administration relative to specific enton within the Benchmark Assessment
Tool (MODESE, 2012). Districts that score highlythe PLC rubric are deemed
Missouri PLC exemplary schools (MODESE, 2012). $btlkools are designated by the
guidelines as follows: “that the achievement ofgbkool’s students in the most recent
year tested places the school among the highestrpging schools in the state on state
assessments of reading and mathematics” (MODESE, 2ara. 2).

The designation awarded following the guidelinethefPLC Benchmark
Assessment Tool suggests these districts havé tiégieces in place to provide optimal
avenues for increased student performance (Mis&us, 2013). In contrast, Deuel,
Nelson, Slavit, and Kennedy (2009) argued thatesttibarning and achievement is less

about the formation of collaborative groups anderedvout individual teachers assessing
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whether or not their students comprehended therrahatén seeking to focus on gaps in
student learning, educators are more likely to firays to bridge those gaps and reach
students (Deuel et al., 2009).

Goal setting and alignment. Specific, measurable, accountable, realistic, and
time-limited (SMART) goals should be analyzed toaswwe progress within a PLC group
(DuFour & Fullan, 2013). Schools that implemer BLC model align goals to gauge
the effectiveness of its PLC. In addition, Foardl Haar (2012) also recommended
adding the following three goals: goals for profesal learning, goals to measure
professional growth, and goals to support profesgitearning as evidenced by student
achievement. Goal setting and alignment are essémthe success of PLCs within
schools (Avillion, 2008; Foord & Haar, 2012). Gaalting is one essential component
to the successful PLC process, as “goal alignmertdtyzes a systematic way to assess
PLC practices, not just student achievement” (Féokhar, 2012, p. 34).

Sagor (2010) outlined essential habits that shexist within the PLC for it to be
effective. Some of these attributes clearly oetliinclude an action research plan
(Sagor, 2010). This action research plan incluges setting and alignment utilizing a
district's curriculum to enhance instruction (Amf, 2008; Sagor, 2010). Goal setting
and curriculum alignment are fluid (Sagor, 2010hr8oker, 2006). These practices
should be revisited throughout the school yearuyinahe PLC process (Sagor, 2010).

Goals and curriculum should be constant works-ogpess for the successful
PLC building (Covey, 2004; Deuel et al., 2009; Sag010). Additionally, Sagor (2010)

discussed the importance of acting with purposiiwithe PLC. When acting with a
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clear purpose and goals aligned to action reseBRildfis are able to experience success
within their respective teams (Sagor, 2010).

Data-driven decision making. It is essential to the implementation of a PLC that
groups utilize formative assessments to identifigisht learning or lack thereof, to
inform instruction, to inform intervention, to prate goal alignment, and to promote the
improvement of instructional practices (Schmok@&)& Stiggins, 2009). These
formative assessments are created in collaboregaras and used as a tool to focus and
align the group’s goals and course of action (Aiodtv & Viegut, 2006; Foord & Haar,
2010; Stiggins, 2009).

When utilized effectively, the understanding gaprdases, and students’ learning
needs are met (Stiggins, 2009). The utilizatiofoahative assessment data to drive staff
development assists teachers within a PLC to degubol improvement initiatives
(Ainsworth & Viegut, 2006; Stiggins, 2009). Thelization of data is essential to gauge
the effectiveness of what students are learningtwiey do not know, and how to reach
students relative to where they fall in the twoegatries (Stiggins, 2009).

Knight (2010) credited successful PLC implementatim strong instructional
leaders, teachers, and a district mission thatatggb data-driven decision making. He
offered the use of specific questions within theCRb drive this process (Knight, 2010).
Knight (2010) suggested a top-down approach wheneipals know what effective
instruction looks like and are able to facilitatevithin their schools.

Additionally, teachers are provided with workshapsl professional development
opportunities that directly meet the needs revematata-driven reports (Hill et al.,

2012; Knight, 2010). This practice exists in orttemeet student needs and ensure
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practices have a direct impact on student lear(fogrd & Haar, 2012; Knight, 2010).
Teams are formed to ensure that all avenues ofdfatan decisions include all
educators within the PLC team to bring about sttidaocess (Avillion, 2008; Knight,
2010).

Data derived from these assessments, when anatgzesttly, should be utilized
within the PLC group to assess needs at the classtevel, the building level, and
district level (Schmoker, 2006; Stiggins, 2009)at®analysis should also center on
whether the assessments given are aligned to tlirigugoals and desired outcomes for
students (DuFour et al., 2010; Stiggins, 2009)talzaalysis should also exist on the
summative level to gauge the success of school-Ride implementation and its impact
on student learning (Schmoker, 2006; Stiggins, 2009

Through the years, educators have found both adgastand disadvantages to
data-driven instruction, specifically within PLCSghmoker, 2006). One of highest
concerns was the over-reliance on the collected (@thmoker, 2006). When this
occurs, educators could be faced with tunnel vismmcerning student learning. Their
focus in this case could shift away from the stu@er become solely reliant on data and
test scores (Marzano, 2009). This abuse of dataldlipe avoided, and the focus of
instruction should always remain with student l@agrand success (Schmoker, 2006).
The collaboration that occurs between educatomutir the PLC process is essential
(Covey, 2008)

Another disadvantage to data-driven instructiorucgevhen districts are over
reliant on state mandated testing (Schmoker, 200®entimes, the pressures that arise

from failure to meet state standards and goal®feducators to focus solely on the test
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(Schmoker, 2006). This is a narrow-minded apprdaadtudent instruction and learning.
The pitfalls with teaching solely to the test ocadren educators fail to successfully
prepare students for learning that occurs beyoad¢hool setting (Avillion, 2006;
Schmoker, 2006; Stiggins & DuFour, 2009).

According to Stiggins and DuFour (2009), educatoight also face hardships
when utilizing data-driven instruction when theybme reactionary rather than
proactive educators, even within the PLC settifigis issue occurs when educators falil
to make needed changes within teaching methodadagieurriculum until the data
dictated (Stiggins & DuFour, 2009). Educators vehaploy a focus on self-improvement
and evaluation could avoid this trap by examiniog/lthey are teaching and what they
are teaching impact student learning (Stiggins &@wr, 2009).

Educators who have been in the field for severatyare facing more changes
than ever. Data-driven instruction forces the etlucto think outside the box.
Educators who have been “raised” on authoritariaws and lecture principles now must
make the shift to differentiate instruction (DuF@tial., 2008). This requires educators
are trained in the areas of differentiated and kgralip instruction, which is more likely
to occur when PLC processes are in place (DuFoalr,e2008).

What steps should administrators take when thdydéga are controlling their
building? They should strive through professiatalelopment and a collaborative
culture to remedy these issues. Educators whdtieglare supported by both the
administration and fellow staff are able to bettglize teaching methodologies that focus
on data while providing for successful student acament (Berry et al., 2005;

Schmoker, 2006).



32

What steps should administrators take when theame tame to analyze the data
collected? This can become a factor when distacesuse data. The best action is to
focus data collection efforts on those facets Waild be analyzed and the results acted
upon (Marzano, 2009; Schmoker, 2006). Administsagiould scrap any fluff data and
focus on what is relevant to their respective disg vision, mission, and goals (Baker &
Jakicic, 2012; Schmoker, 2006). This would enslia time is available to analyze data
that are meaningful and pertinent to the learnimg@ss (Schmoker, 2006).

Data-driven instruction has many advantages. ¥hei$ when it is utilized
correctly to drive instruction and professional elepment (Schmoker, 2006). Relevant
data should be collected and analyzed to seetiialigoals are being met (Baker &
Jakicic, 2012; Schmoker, 2006). The PLC is thégoeavenue to form common
assessments, analyze data findings, and take aetianding results. The focus should
be aligned with both state and local standardsr{e&ler, 2006). The PLC also serves as
an opportunity for educators to collaborate andesbast practices (DuFour et al., 2010;
Marzano, 2009). It also allows for staff and adstiative encouragement and support
when weaknesses are found.

Marzano (2009) asserted that data-driven instrongirovides information relative
to areas of instruction that need improvement.s Efffiective use of data could be utilized
in the PLC setting to drive professional developtaerd foster more empowered student
learning (Schmoker, 2006). Educators could utilize information to pursue self-

improvement and become more knowledgeable in thiftject areas.
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Research

Research involving student achievement and PLCarbsgortly after its
introduction in the late 1980s (DuFour et al., 200ince that time, districts had utilized
PLCs as a school reform model (DuFour et al., 200&Four & Fullan, 2013). In an
effort to raise student achievement, PLCs wer@dhiced into many districts throughout
the United States (DuFour et al., 2002).

As more Missouri schools began implementing the Riddlel, little research was
conducted to gauge the program’s effectivenessigsdiri schools, and no longitudinal
studies exist relative to Missouri PLC implemerttatand achievement trends. Missouri
has recognized schools that deeply implementetiitesouri PLC model and have
shown improvement through Adequate Yearly Progfa¥%) data (MODESE, 2012).
However, other factors that influenced the exenypdahool recognition and the Missouri
PLC journey schools took to reach recognition weereadily available.

Student achievement and PL C implementation. As some districts began
turning to the PLC model as a school reform init@tstudent achievement and gains
were the forefront of this shift. In research cocteéd by Thompson and Niska (2004),
six school districts in both urban and suburbanwéist regions were evaluated regarding
the implementation of PLCs and its impact on studehievement (Thompson & Niska,
2004). These districts consisted of middle sclageld students ranging from grades 5-8
(Thompson & Niska, 2004).

In all six school districts, gains in student agiemment in both math and reading
were found as evidenced by test scores, studett &nd portfolios (Thompson &

Niska, 2004). Surveys were distributed to eachiatnator relative to foundational
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PLC pillars, and all were concluded to be activ€€Blelative to survey results
(Thompson & Niska, 2004). While the language mitl within these PLC-implementing
schools differed, foundational pillars were coreist{ Thompson & Niska, 2004). One
was shared vision, mission, values, and goalsevdnbther was the consistency of
professional development time for educators (Tham@& Niska, 2004). Throughout all
districts, common planning times and protected Eh@ existed (Thompson & Niska,
2004). Administrators in these districts attriltlgains in student achievement to the
implementation of PLCs (Thompson & Niska, 2004).

In another study, Brewer Elementary in Columbuspi@ia, sought school reform
through the implementation of PLCs (Yates & ColliR806). A study was conducted
after educators in this district sought improvadisnt achievement in both reading and
math (Yates & Collins, 2006). After two years e&ther collaboration and the
implementation of best practices realized throug@ BFeetings, gains were noticed in
the area of communication arts (Yates & Collin9Q&0 PLCs throughout the school
relied on goal alignment and focused team meetmggvelop and implement research-
based practices or programs to enhance studentriggiyates & Collins, 2006).

After gains were made in communication arts, adenged by common
assessments, educators within the PLC then focauseelsearch-based methodologies to
improve math skills (Yates & Collins, 2006). Yatesd Collins (2006) stated that
students, for the first time, made AYP on statedaadized tests in both 2004-05 and
2005-06. While the district witnessed the see-sHect when focus shifted from one

core content area to another, balancing PLC tined®n efforts stabilized the swing in
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achievement (Yates & Collins, 2006). The distdohtinued to implement best practices
and collaborate weekly through PLCs (Yates & Cgllin006).

According to theMFODESE PLC Newslett¢2011), Jackson High School
administrators credited PLCs for large gains ietu achievement over several years.
Vince Powell, Principal, also gave PLC implememtatcredit for increased student
achievement within the special education populaM®DESE, 2011). Jackson became
involved with the PLC process in an effort to bringpr into the existing curriculum
(MODESE, 2011). Another goal of the school washare leadership throughout
faculty and staff in lieu of the top-down leadepshpproach (MODESE, 2011). Shared
leadership, collaboration, and common assessmaoisgh PLC implementation have
benefited the school through an increase in stualdmevement marked by grade
reporting and common assessments (MODESE, 2011).

In a study conducted by Berry et al. (2005), a&tdgrade building consisting of
560 students was analyzed using quantitative aateecning student achievement and
the implementation of PLCs. The study found thate first year, 50% of students were
achieving at grade-level standards based on rdsoiftsgrade level assessments (Berry
et al., 2005). By the end of the four year sti8B% of students were achieving at grade
level as evidenced by the same assessments (Bexiry 2005).

The district continually sought improvement by aftg instruction based on
formative assessments throughout the year (Bema,e2005). Goals and curriculum
alignment were revisited as necessary through@usthool year and mastery learning

drove progress (Berry et al., 2005). Berry e{2005) attributed this improvement in
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achievement to increased teacher practices thrtiggimplementation of PLCs within
the district.

General student achievement trends. In 2006, the state of Missouri adopted a
new approach to state mandated testing (MODESRE)20mhis was in response to the
Federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2002. idgdouri school districts were
tasked with becoming 100% proficient in the arefdsoth math and communication arts
by the year 2014 utilizing the state’s summativieasment to assess knowledge
(MODESE, 2012). The Missouri Assessment PrograrARMtest determines progress
made relative to NCLB (MODESE, 2012).

According to the Center on Education Policy’s mg2009), Missouri showed
trends of moderate to large gains on the MAP tesbmmunication arts in the years
2006-2008. Additionally, the report showed largembers of elementary aged students
at the basic level of the MAP test in math overttiree-year period (Center on Education
Policy, 2009). This report revealed that whileresan communication arts rose, the
level of students scoring at the advanced levgbpked (Center on Education Policy,
2009). The report attributed these numbers inestudchievement to Missouri schools
aligning goals to meet the requirements of NCLBn{&eon Education Policy, 2009).

These statewide trends occurring over a threeqyeand showed that student
achievement was linked to change factors in edowatiinstitutions (Center on
Education Policy, 2009). Upon reflection on thepart, one could surmise that the
implementation of PLCs in schools could have beenaf the change agents to have
increased student achievement. This is anotheonethat more research should be

conducted regarding the impact that PLCs has ooo$dstricts.
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According to the MissouMODESE PLCs End-of-Year Newslet{2011),
students in Missouri were scoring higher on the M&#& in all elementary areas. This
growth rate, however, was not enough for Missocinosls to meet the high demands of
the state’'s AYP targets. According to the MODE&1Q), less than half of the districts
implemented the PLC model. Is implementing PLCBlissouri schools a reform
initiative that could bring improved student leaig? Educational leaders should have
access to research that compares the PLC implemgettiitricts with those that do not, to
gauge the effectiveness of the PLC effort acrosssiiri.

Missouri PLC implementation. According to theODESE PLC End-of-Year
Newsletter(2013), the spring of 2011 marked the first fieddt of the Missouri PLC
Benchmark Assessment Tool. At that time, PLC leadethe state level felt the need to
provide a more reliable, valid way to measure MissBLC implementation. The
Benchmark Assessment Tool was utilized to assesgdfth to which Missouri schools
were implementing PLCs (Missouri PLCs, 2013).

Twelve benchmarks are assessed through the Benki#ssessment Tool, and
the results provide schools information relativétteir strengths and weaknesses
regarding Missouri PLC implementation (Missouri B, 2013). Additionally, the
Benchmark Assessment Tool utilizes surveys, photesviews, and open-ended
guestioning techniques to gauge program implementédlissouri PLCs, 2013). The
Benchmark Assessment Tool, while providing an ioiehe depth of implementation,
does not cover areas, such as academic achievesatitibuted to Missouri PLC

implementation (Missouri PLCs, 2013).
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At the state level, Missouri PLC program directansl team members realized
that professional development opportunities weckifeg (MODESE, 2011). The state
sought to provide more assistance to schools imgaiéing the project through a yearly,
focused Powerful Learning Conference (MODESE, 20T)is conference would
provide training and support to districts involuadhe Missouri PLC program
(MODESE, 2011).

The Powerful Learning Conference is sponsored éysithool Improvement
section of the MODESE (2012). The conferenceadaingest professional development
initiative in the state for districts implementiR§Cs (MODESE, 2012). Each year,
schools that meeting the criterion set forth byBleachmark Assessment Tool and the
Implementation Rubric are recognized as Missouft Rkemplary schools at the
Powerful Learning Conference (MODESE, 2011).

Throughout the course of the 2012-2013 school, yearMissouri PLC project
was engaged with 246 schools (not districts) addissouri (MODESE, 2013). Of these
schools implementing the Missouri PLC Project, b0these schools were in year three
or four of PLC implementation (MODESE, 2013). Taekta revealed that the Missouri
PLC project initiative is growing in participatioas there were 141 schools in years one
or two of the PLC project implementation (MODESB;13). With the growing number
of participating schools, additional research isassary to move from merely gauging
implementation to assessing the program impactudest achievement and success.
Summary

The PLC model has been practiced in the natiortis@s for over three decades.

With the implementation of PLCs come many othecticas that stem from the
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collaborative culture of learning and doing. Whidsearch exists to identify increases in
student achievement for PLC implementing schobks state of Missouri has little
research to identify long-term advantages of MissBuUC implementation.

Additionally, long-term research regarding upwashtls in student achievement,
attributed to Missouri PLC implementation, does exist.

The Missouri PLC is predicated on the premise ithstilts-orientation is a pillar
of the PLC process (Missouri PLCs, 2013). Actiesearch should exist to promote the
strengths and identify the weaknesses of the pnegiais for this reason that this study
is pertinent to the field of education, as it retatlirectly to a program implementation
that could ensure increases in student achievetihentgh this marketed school reform
tool.

The foundations of PLCs were presented. The cdnakfstamework driving the
study was discussed. Additionally, teacher prastielevant to the implementation of
PLCs were stated. The cultural shift occurringrdte last three decades in education,
relative to PLC implementation was outlined. Teaakffectiveness relative to the PLC
process was asserted. Research regarding PLCdwamht achievement was
synthesized.

In the following chapter, the methodology utilizedhis study is presented. The
problem and purpose of the research are reviewhd.research questions and
hypotheses are restated. The rationale for qaéimgtand qualitative research is
synthesized. Additionally, the research desigiissussed in detail. The population and

sample are specified, and the instrumentationtined in order to present the continuity
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of the study. The data collection methods and da#dysis methods are discussed to

give a clear picture of this research study irertrety
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Chapter Three: Methodology

PLCs exist in Missouri school districts as a refanodel. As Senge (1990)
predicted, “the most successful corporation offthiere will be a learning organization”
(p- 4). This study was conducted to ascertain whfgrence, if any, existed between the
implementation of the PLC model and higher studehievement as compared to
schools that did not implement the Missouri PLC elodr'his chapter provides an
overview of the methodology that was utilized taexne whether this difference exists.

In this chapter, the problem and purpose of teearch are reviewed. The
research questions and hypotheses are presernedafionale for quantitative and
gualitative research is synthesized. Additiondtg research design is detailed. The
population and sample are specified, and the imstntation is outlined in order to
present the continuity of the study. The dataemtibn methods and data analysis
procedures are discussed to give a clear pictuti@ofesearch study in its entirety.
Problem and Purpose Overview

Research conducted for this study determineceifethivas a difference between
the implementation of the Missouri PLC model andisht achievement as evidenced by
fifth-grade MAP math and communication arts scoetseved from the MODESE as
compared to non-PLC schools. The National BoardPfofessional Teaching Standards
stated that “accomplished teachers collaborate @thibrs to improve student learning.”
(20074, p. 1). As summarized by Darling-Hammomnd Richardson (2009), the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTdtBted that math leaders should
“ensure a systematic implementation of a PLC thhowg all aspects of the mathematics

curriculum, instruction and assessment at the dcl@trict, and regional level” (p. 48).



42

In addition, the National Council of Teachers ofglish (NCTE) (2006) argued
that teachers who are involved in PLCs “feel coatitdand well prepared to meet the
demands of teaching” (p. 10). One is led to tessélremarks in the areas of both math
and communication arts to determine the differenéesy, PLCs have on student
achievement in these areas.

Resear ch questions and hypotheses. The following questions and hypotheses
guided this study:

1. What is the difference in MAP communication arterss for fifth-grade
students in Missouri districts that have adoptedNtissouri PLC model as compared to
those that have not adopted the Missouri PLC model?

2. What is the difference in MAP math scores ftthfgrade students in Missouri
districts that have adopted the Missouri PLC medetompared to those that have not
adopted the Missouri PLC model?

3. What are the perceptions of administrators @fsiluri PLC districts regarding
the Missouri PLC program and student achievement?

H1lo: There is no difference in student performancaben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP communication arts scores.

H1.: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing

MAP communication arts scores.
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H2,: There is no difference in student performancaben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP math scores.

H2,: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP math scores.

Rationale for Quantitative and Qualitative Research

Quantitative data can be very effective in drawgogclusions relative to
educational research when utilized correctly (Cdign2007). Quantitative data analysis
allows conclusions to be drawn relative to spe@éts of data (Connolly, 2007; Ravid,
2011). One may argue that quantitative data aisdlysks the social aspect needed to
delve deeper into any given sets of data compartaaone cannot argue with the
mathematical certainty found in quantitative analy€reswell, 2009).

It is for this reason that researchers in edunaeek to equip those utilizing
guantitative research methods with a greater knibydeof research methodology,
limitations to educational research studies, antiesions that can be drawn from such
tests (Bluman, 2009; Connolly, 2007; Creswell, 200&/hile quantitative data analysis
relies on numerical values and outcomes, correéetpretation of the data is essential to
fully understand a quantitative study (ConnollyD20Creswell, 2009). At the heart of
research, numerical data provides a fool-proofedurti which to test a research question
or hypotheses (Bluman, 2009).

As Creswell (2009) stated, "in quantitative stgdie@searchers advance the

difference among variables and pose this in terhggiestions or hypotheses” (p. 7).
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Presenting research questions in a manner that teadathematical outcomes brings
objectivity to quantitative research (Creswell, 2D0Additionally, quantitative data
analysis should be utilized for research questionslving statistical analysis,
performance data, and statistical interpretati@enolly, 2007; Ravid, 2011).

Quantitative studies lend themselves to testirether supporting or not
supporting alternate hypotheses and/or rejectingpborejecting null hypotheses
(Creswell, 2009). Educational research can be tetegbon a number of any data sets,
with outcomes rendered and conclusions drawn inea@g of educational research
(Bluman, 2009; Connolly, 2007; Ravid, 2011). Tlse of quantitative data for this study
ensures reliability within the findings (Creswél09). The numerical MAP data
analysis involved in this study is irrefutable @hds valid when analyzing research
findings (Creswell, 2009).

Due to the statistical and mathematical naturguaintitative research, it is free
from distortion during the research process. Qtaivie research tests can be repeated
several times providing a higher rate of reliapi{Bluman, 2009). Additionally,
mathematical analysis of given data sets provigesonutcome, one research finding
(Bluman, 2009; Ravid, 2011). Itis for these remsthat a quantitative research design
was utilized for the purposes of seeking what déffiee, if any, exists between Missouri
PLC implementation and student achievement as cadpga non-PLC schools.

In any type of educational research, norms egifiitther the validity of the
research process (Bluman, 2009; Creswell, 200®upfihg the use of quantitative data
with research norms and embedded statistical liraria considered, a quantitative

research study leaves little room for researcher @r bias (Bluman, 2009; Creswell,
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2009). When comparing two sets of groups, oneusama quantitative research method
and draw conclusions as to whether a difference&t®kietween the two sets of groups
(Connolly, 2007; Ravid, 2011).

In education, this simple type of quantitativéadanalysis, using tatest, can lead
educators to evaluate programs independent of eatuzmas (Creswell, 2009; Ravid,
2011). However, due to the lack of perception gdithrough a quantitative study, a
gualitative aspect was added to provide depth. ifteeview portion of the study was
included to gain more insight as to the perceptmfredministrators in Missouri's PLC
exemplary schools.

Qualitative research provides a broad scope fromiwio choose the appropriate
research design within a descriptive study (Crels®009). Some individuals in the
field of educational research believe that qualitastudies and their descriptive study
lend to more research bias, and are thereforedéable. Others counter that opinion,
favoring the utilization of a more descriptive sfud gain more insight and information
from the research subjects which therefore addkshibty to the analysis of data.

Qualitative data derived from interviews add deptljuantitative research
(Creswell, 2009). The qualitative aspect garnamsiht as to the real-time perceptions
of Missouri PLC exemplary school administratordienterviews provided a deeper
understanding of Missouri PLC implementation, a#l a®the daily struggles and
successes educators faced through the process.

Resear ch Design
A quantitative approach was utilized to ensure tlzaa collection was

standardized, efficient, and effective. To gathdlitional insight into the Missouri PLC
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model and student achievement, qualitative intarsiere used to obtain the
perceptions of administrators in the Missouri Plx@raplary schools. Personal
interviews were conducted, and the responses waarsdribed.

The quantitative data utilized in this researcheserpost facton nature and thus
classified as causal-comparative (Ravid, 2011)e fBsearch sought to find indications
through data analysis to determine if a differeexisted between Missouri PLC
implementation and student achievement as companeon-PLC participating schools.
The utilization of MAP data already in existence@med that the independent variable of
the study was not manipulated.

MAP data were collected in the fall of 2013 (feheol years 2010-2011, 2011-
2012, and 2012-2013) in the areas of math and conwaiion arts. This data collection
was conducted through the MODESE database. Thabds¢ compiles the MAP scores
of students in all public school districts in Misgb The assessment is standardized and
has been in existence for 14 years, providing &ludseliability (MODESE, 2012).

Data were collected solely from the fifth-grade péarof Missouri PLC
exemplary schools and non-PLC schools. The non-$dl@ols were randomly selected.
The percentiles of fifth-grade students scoringither the advanced or proficient ranges
on the MAP test were compared between the two seise identified as PLC exemplary
schools and those not implementing the Missouri Riddlel for each of the three school
years. Each data year was analyzed separatehattsyzed together to present a broad
overview of the gains, if any, experienced overttiree-year period in student
achievement. The use of standardized assessmergmaires an unbiased, non-

experimental data source which promotes reliabditgl validity of the research study.
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Population and Sample

The population for this study included the fifttrade MAP scores of students in
Missouri public school districts over a three-ypariod. Schools that were awarded
Missouri PLC exemplary status for one or more efttiree years (2010-2011, 2011-
2012, 2012-2013) were included in the populatiothefstudy. Additionally, schools
that had no affiliation with the Missouri PLC presewere considered. Schools that
earned PLC exemplary status fifth-grade studentapeised the PLC exemplary school
group. Schools that were not affiliated with thesdburi PLC project were considered
for the non-PLC group.

First, geographic considerations were given t@stshthat were in the same
region as the PLC exemplary school group. Nentjestt demographics were
considered. Free and reduced price meal poputatitthin a 10% range of the
exemplary group were noted. Minority population @pecial education population were
also considered. Teacher demographics did notdengiee validity of the study as a
large sampling population was utilized.

Regional and demographic considerations left agadunon-PLC schools for
consideration in the study. To attain schools lsimn demographics to the Missouri
PLC exemplary schools, the MCDS portal was usedanmdlomizer was then utilized on
this larger group to determine 17 schools for 20001 school year, and 8 schools for
each of the 2011-2012 and 2012-2013 school ydaasa collection of the two groups
then took place.

A sample was derived from fifth-grade student espin the areas of math and

communication arts, for school years 2010-2011122012, and 2012-2013. Two sets of
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data were collected: student scores from the Plebngiary school group and student
scores from non-PLC school group. Only studentescm the advanced and proficient
categories were utilized for this study.

This allowed the outcome of the research studyetoahstrate greater validity
within the context of the study (Bluman, 2009; Ra\011). The degree of external
validity in turn produced results that were eagineralized to the state of Missouri.
This information can easily be applied to the fiefceducation as it pertains to the entire
state of Missouri.

An electronic mailing (e-mail) was sent to eachadstrator (principal) of a PLC
exemplary school to request an interview. Of th@@ministrators, initially contacted, 6
consented to participate in an interview. Theleti@r of informed consent was
forwarded to each administrator, as well as ame® schedule. The interviews were
conducted by phone and/or in person based on tbe/iewees' request.

I nstrumentation

The instrumentation utilized to conduct the datalygsis for this study was the
use of MAP data from the MODESE MCDS. The MCDSststs of a compilation of
MAP data collected from every public school didtircthe state of Missouri (MODESE,
2012). These data were available in August afftercompletion of all spring 2013 MAP
testing and are available to the public for revievough the MODESE website. The
data were also utilized in determining the repardoor status of districts relative to a 14
point rating system which gives each school bugdin AYP score (MODESE, 2012).

This score serves to determine which Missouri Ptiasls would receive exemplary
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status, along with the Benchmark Assessment TabMissouri PLC Implementation
Rubric (MODESE, 2012).

In addition to attaining the raw data numbers neglfor this study from the
MCDS database, this site was also used to coléatmnation required to identify schools
that were used in the non-PLC comparison groupe MIEDS portal was searched to
find schools with similar demographics to thos¢haf PLC exemplary schools. When
searching for comparable demographic schools, stmmtescores were viewed. A list of
schools and their demographics were compared siggde to Missouri PLC exemplary
schools to identify the schools that were closeshé PLC exemplary schools in all areas
of student and teacher demographics.

Interviews were also conducted with administratorhe PLC exemplary
schools. These interviews allowed information @acbllected relative to perceptions of
the implementation of Missouri PLCs. The interviguestions (see Appendix C) were
created by the researcher and reviewed by edueahttolieagues not part of the sample
to assure the questions were framed in a cleacamcise manner. Interviews were
conducted via phone and in person. A recruitmetted (see Appendix D) was utilized
when contacting participants. The interview quesiwere posed as open-ended,
allowing for more information to be collected. Adkerview participants completed the
Adult Consent Form (see Appendix E) prior to theierviews.

Data Collection

Once approval of the project was granted (see Aqligdf), data collection began.

Data collection took place in the fall of 2013. eTthata were collected via the MODESE

website for the districts determined to fit theurgments of the research study. Data
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collection included two sample groups. One groamscsted of Missouri PLC exemplary
schools and another group consisted of the noniRipglementing schools

Utilization of the state of the Missouri MODESE MGDlatabase removed any
bias or assumptions relative to the outcome ofgtudy. This database does not allow
for any manipulation of the data (MODESE, 2013)al$o allowed access to all of the
pertinent information required to fully answer tiesearch questions. In addition, the
utilization of this performance assessment dat@waevant in analysis as it enabled
data analysis to occur at the same time as sclowohastrators and personnel were
analyzing MAP data.

The data were analyzed according to the implementat non-implementation
of Missouri PLCs. Districts that were deemed exiamypfor the 2010-2011, 2011-2012,
and 2012-2013 school years (MODESE, 2013) accottdinige Benchmark Assessment
Tool and Missouri PLC Implementation Rubric compdghe Missouri PLC exemplary
group. Data from the non-PLC comparison group weoffered. The two groups were
evaluated by the fifth-grade MAP performance testas in the areas of math and
communication arts, utilizing data from the pradici and advanced categories.

The data were utilized to test the hypothesesivelto the study for each
respective school year. The data collected weadyaed to determine what difference, if
any, existed between the implementation of the MissPLC model. These schools'
scores were then compared to non-PLC school grdtpse raw data were utilized to
determine if a difference existed through meanesoAn independemitest was then

applied to each years’ data as well as the data &@ompilation of all three years in
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each subject area to determine if a statisticalifsognt difference existed between the
two groups.

Once the potential interviewees were contactedagneled to participate in the
study, a letter of informed consent and the inevguestions were sent electronically. A
schedule to conduct the interviews was createchgneld upon by each participant.
Interview responses were conducted either by teleplor in person and were audio
taped for accuracy. Since the questions were opdaek the administrators were not
bound by constraints and were, thereby, free tergffofessional and personal opinions
and perceptions about their PLC exemplary schools.

Data Analysis

A t-test was utilized to identify the statistical siggance of the study (Ravid,
2011). This facet of the study identified if afdience existed between the
implementation of Missouri PLCs and student perfamge utilizing data from the
Missouri PLC exemplary group and the non-PLC rangaualected group over a three-
year period. The independertest applied to the data either revealed a stisti
significant difference or no statistical signifi¢athfference.

A significance factor of .01 and .05 on eithersfedlata was used to determine if
there was a difference between Missouri PLC implaateon through exemplary status
and student performance or non-PLC implementatimhstudent performance. This was
determined and used to test the hypotheses antbteea the research questions. The
significance factor was applied to both the fifttade communication arts and math MAP

test data as retrieved from the MODESE database.
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The research questions and hypotheses were tdstetha careful analysis of
fifth-grade data. The data were analyzed in twiasste areas: math and communication
arts over a three-year period. This analysis abbaonclusions to be drawn utilizing the
comparison of the data in two areas of studenteaelnnent. communication arts and
math. Trends were examined based on the datasanaly

Conclusions were drawn relative to the outcomeb®study, based on
guantitative data analysis. These data were etiltb determine if a difference existed
between the Missouri PLC exemplary school groupmdampared with the randomly
selected non-PLC comparison group student scdree.data were organized into tables
and charts in order to provide a clear picturehefgignificance, or lack thereof, between
the implementation of Missouri PLCs and studentquarance. The information
pertinent to districts that do not implement thes8tiuri PLC model and student
performance as indicated by the data analysis alsceanalyzed, and trends were noted
and discussed. Additionally, interview results @vsynthesized.

The responses from the interviews were analyzethugpen and axial coding
methods. From the analysis, key words, phrasescammon themes emerged.
According to Creswell (2009), “those who engag#hia form of inquiry support a way
of looking at research that honors an inductivéesty focus on individual meaning, and
the importance of rendering the complexity of aation” (p. 4). This type of research is
essential to the outcome of the study by allowingpportunity for the participants’

voices to be heard.
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Summary

This research was based on the examination of BB to determine if a
statistical significance existed between studerbop@mance and the implementation of
the Missouri PLC model as compared to non-PLC dshddata were retrieved from the
MCDS portal for the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 22023 school years. The MAP
scores were examined from a sample of fifth-graddests who completed both the
math and communication arts tests in the sprirgpeh respective year. Interviews
conducted with Missouri PLC exemplary school adstmaitors were utilized to provide
more depth to the study by adding perceptionseajthantitative data.

In Chapter Four, these data were analyzed anchizeghin table format. Areas
of specific interest were the percentage of stugenboth districts scoring in the
advanced and proficient areas on the MAP testaratkas of math and communication
arts. Additionally, specific interest was giverthe results of thetest comparison to
analyze and test the hypotheses. Trend chartseveated for more successful

interpretation of testing results.
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Chapter Four: Analysisof Data

The purpose of this study was to ascertain wititdrénce, if any, existed
between the implementation of PLCs in Missouri s¢e@and student achievement as
compared to non-PLC schools as evidenced by MAEsas®ent scores. Proponents of
the PLC model and the MODESE PLC project presetiitedPLC model as a tool to drive
school reform (DuFour et al., 2008). While the MERE and PLC proponents have
made claims regarding the effectiveness of PLG=;ipally related to higher student
achievement, little research exists in Missoubagk this claim.

In order to ascertain if a difference exists betwstident achievement and PLC
implementation as evidenced by MAP data, the falhgwesearch questions and
hypotheses were utilized in this study:

1. What is the difference in MAP communication arterss for fifth-grade
students in Missouri districts that have adoptedNtissouri PLC model as compared to
those that have not adopted the Missouri PLC model?

2. What is the difference in MAP math scores ftthfgrade students in Missouri
districts that have adopted the Missouri PLC medetompared to those that have not
adopted the Missouri PLC model?

3. What are the perceptions of administrators @fsiluri PLC districts regarding
the Missouri PLC program and student achievement?

H1y: There is no difference in student performancevben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing

MAP communication arts scores.



55

H1,: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP communication arts scores.

H2y: There is no difference in student performancevben districts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP math scores.

H2,: There is a difference in student performance betwdistricts that have
adopted the Missouri PLC model and those that havas evidenced by comparing
MAP math scores.

Communication Arts MAP Data Analysis

Communication arts MAP data were collected fromM@DESE MCDS in the
fall of 2013. For the exemplary schools and noiGRkthools, the percentages of fifth-
grade students scoring in the advanced and proficetegories were totaled for each of
the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 schoobky€eHme total scores from these two
groups for each respective year were then addedhtegand a mean score was
calculated. The raw mean scores, derived frontviloegroupings of Missouri PLC
exemplary and non-PLC implementing schools, fohesahool year were then
calculated. One chart was utilized to compiledat each of the three years (see Figure
1). At-test was applied to analyze the statistical diffeeebetween the groupings for
each year.

Utilizing data retrieved from the MODESE MCDS mrfor the 2010-2011
school year, 17 schools met Missouri PLC exempdgayus. The communication arts

data of students scoring in the proficient and aded categories on the test were
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compared to a randomly selected group of 17 schbatdid not have affiliation with
the Missouri PLC project. For the 2010-2011 schealr, schools that were awarded the
Missouri PLC exemplary status scored 6.71% highan the non-PLC group.

An independent-test was applied to the data to compare the meapsof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 201k 22hool year. No significant
difference was found between the means of the twops {(32) = .062p < .05). The
mean of the PLC school groum € 61.69,sd= 10.90) was not significantly
different from the mean of the non-PLC school gr@up- 54.83,5d=9.94).

When analyzing data from the 2011-2012 school,y@&r mean scores were
utilized. The raw mean of the Missouri PLC groapred .9% higher (less than one one-
hundredth of a percent) than the non-PLC compagsonp. This is the smallest
difference in mean scores for students scoringerproficient and advanced categories
of the MAP assessment.

An independent-test was applied to the data to compare the meansof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 20122@hool year. No significant
difference was found between the means of the teops {(6) = .86,p < .05). The
mean of the PLC school groum & 53.08,sd= 8.70) was not significantly
different from the mean of the non-PLC school gr@up- 52.18,sd= 4.57).

In comparing raw mean scores, fifth-graders isdduri’'s PLC exemplary
schools in the area of communication arts scor@éigher than their non-PLC
implementing counterparts during the 2012-2013 schear. Further analysis of data
was conducted usingtdest. An independemtest was applied to the data to compare

the mean scores of the PLC schools and the nonsehg@ols for the 2012-2013 school
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year. No significant difference was found betwdenmeans of the two group¢d) =
.378,p < .05) revealed no significance between the grbapimplemented the Missouri
PLC model (n =60.03,sd= 6.59) and the non-PLC comparison groomp=(55.20,sd =

7.71).
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Figure 1. Communication arts MAP scores for 2010-2011, 200122 and 2012-2013

for PLC schools and comparison group.
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Math MAP Data Analysis

Math MAP data were collected from the MODESE MCDShe fall of 2013.

For the exemplary schools and non-PLC schoolspéneentages of fifth-grade students
scoring in the advanced and proficient categorieeiotaled for each of the 2010-2011,
2011-2012, and 2012-2013 school years. The totaes from these two groups for each
respective year were then added together and a steas was calculated. The raw
mean scores, derived from the two groupings of MissPLC exemplary and non-PLC
implementing schools, for each school year wera ttadculated. One chart was utilized
to compile data for each of the three years (sger€i2). At-test was applied to analyze
the statistical difference between the groupingséxh year.

For the 2010-2011 school year, 17 schools weredeatathe Missouri PLC
exemplary status. Math MAP scores were then coeapiar schools that do not
implement the Missouri PLC model. The studentslissouri PLC exemplary schools
scoring in the proficient and advanced areas ofrtath MAP test scored 9.2% higher
than fifth-grade students who attended non-PLC alshipom the comparison group.

An independenttest was used to compare the mean scores of thes€hdgols
and the non-PLC schools for the 2010-2011 schaanl. yA significant difference was
found between the means of the two groups in tha af matht(32) = .010p < .05).
For this year, the mean of the PLC school groug 64.59,sd= 10.96) were statistically
significantly different from the mean of the non®kchool groupri=55.35sd=
9.26).

Data analyzed from the 2011-2012 school year stdhet the mean score of

students scoring in the proficient and advancedsaoé the math MAP test revealed the
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highest discrepancy in scores. The Missouri PLétigrscored 15.1% higher than
students in the comparison group. Although this tix@ largest mean score, no statistical
significance was identified.

An independenttest was applied to the data to compare the mearsof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 20122@hool year. No significant
difference was found between the means of the teops {(6) = .137p<.05). The
difference in mean scores revealed no statistigalf&cance between mean scores of
schools that implemented the Missouri PLC mode¥(60.65,sd= 10.72) and the non-
PLC comparison groupr(= 45.55,sd= 13.93).

The Missouri PLC exemplary schools’ mean frompgh&ficient and advanced
groups and the mean from non-implementing schoele wompared for the 2012-2013
school year. Students who attended Missouri PL&Irgtary schools scored 9.3% higher
on the fifth-grade math MAP test than studentshosls that did not participate in the
Missouri PLC model. Upon first review of the raatd, it was concluded that students in
Missouri PLC exemplary schools scored higher thair non-PLC counterparts by
almost 10%.

An independent-test was applied to the data to compare the meansof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 20113 2@hool year. No significant
difference was found between the means of the twops {(6) = .149p < .05). The
mean of the PLC school groum € 64.35,sd= 10.17) was not significantly

different from the mean of the non-PLC school gr@up= 55.05,sd= 4.79).
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Although there was only one year in which a stiatdly significant difference in
student achievement was noted, the raw studeng\aamient scores overall were higher,
with the highest difference occurring in the 20112 school year. In the area of math,
the raw achievement scores were much higher tretrotithe communication arts scores
for all three years of data analysis. A conclusi@s made that Missouri PLC
implementation did have an effect on student agmeant when compared with the non-
PLC school group, as evidenced by comparing thennaan scores of the two groupings.
This difference, however, did not exist within atstical significance for two of the

three years.
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Figure 2. Math MAP scores for 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 22023 for PLC schools

and comparison group.
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Three-Year Data Analysis: Communication Arts

The data that were analyzed separately for eatied?010-2011, 2011-2012, and
2012-2013 calendar years were then compiled arahalysis was made relative to the
findings of the data as a whole (see Figure 3)indJthree years of data served to solidify
conclusions drawn from this study. The mean sclmmesommunication arts data over
the three-year period were analyzed from the MisdoluC exemplary group. The data
were also analyzed from the comparison group feréispective years. The data were
then compared to the non-PLC group utilized forgame three-year period.

The mean score of the Missouri PLC exemplary gffouphe three-year period in
the area of communication arts was 58.27%. Theareeare of the comparison group
for the three-year period in the area of commurocadrts was 54.07%. Fifth-grade
students who attended Missouri PLC exemplary sch@ mean scores were 4.2%
higher than students who did not attend Missouft Bthools on the MAP
communication arts assessment over the three-yemdp

An independent-test was applied to the data to compare the meaesof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 201:2P011-2012, and 2012-2013
school years. No significant difference was fobetiveen the means of the two groups
(t(44) = .209p < .05). The data reveal no significance betweemtlean of the Missouri
PLC exemplary school groum(= 58.27,sd = 4.57) and the mean of the non-PLC school
group (= 54.07,sd= 1.65). in the area of communication arts.

The null hypothesis was not rejected. A sta@dtiifference in student scores

was not found between Missouri PLC implementingosthand the non-PLC
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comparison group. Additionally, the alternativeobthesis was not supported for the
three-year data period.

The difference in MAP communication arts scoredifth-grade students in
Missouri districts that have adopted the MissolwCPnodel as compared to those that
have not adopted the Missouri PLC model is 4.2%alVscores of students in Missouri
PLC exemplary schools scored higher than mean sabrgtudents in the non-PLC
comparison group. While a difference of 4.2% dexast between schools that
implement the Missouri PLC model as compared wittsé schools that do not, no

statistical significance exists.
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Figure 3. Percentage of students scoring in the advancegrafidient categories over a

three-year period on the communication arts MAR tes
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ThreeYear Data Analysis: Math

The data analyzed for the 2010-2011, 2011-2012284@-2013 school years
were then utilized to render a three-year datayargal The data retrieved from fifth-
grade students scoring in either the proficierddwranced areas of the math MAP
assessment were compared with the scores fronothparison groups. The comparison
group consists of fifth-grade student achievemard detrieved from the Missouri
MODESE website and consists of randomly selectbdds that are similar in size and
demographics to those schools identified as MisgelLC exemplary schools for each of
the three school years.

The student achievement data were analyzed iardgeof math. Students
scoring in either the proficient or advanced seiof the math MAP assessment and
belonging to Missouri PLC exemplary schools overttiree-year period were 63.20% of
the total student population. In contrast, 51.98%tudents scoring in the proficient or
advanced sections of the MAP test came from theRidD implementing comparison
group. Students who attended Missouri PLC exem@enools scored 11.22% higher
than students from the comparison group over treetlgear period (see Figure 4).

An independenttest was applied to the data to compare the mearsof the
PLC schools and the non-PLC schools for the 2011:2P011-2012, and 2012-2013
school years. A statistically significant diffecenwas found between the means of the
two groupsi(44) = .032p < .05). The data reveal a statistically significdifference
between the mean of the Missouri PLC exemplary glofp@up (n = 63.20,sd= 2.21)
and the non-PLC school groum € 51.98,sd=5.57). Compiling the data from three

years revealed a statistical significance in ovenalan scores.
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The data collected and analyzed in the area df negected the null hypothesis.
A difference in student scores of 11.22% differeimceaw mean scores was found
between Missouri PLC implementing schools as coepaith those that do not
implement the Missouri PLC model. Additionallyethlternative hypothesis was
supported. A statistical significant differenceswaund between schools that
implemented the Missouri PLC model as compared thitise schools that did not

implement the model in the area of math.
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Figure 4. Percentage of students scoring in the advancegrafidient categories over a

three-year period on the math MAP test.



65

Multi-Year Exemplary School

One school, found by inquiry to the Missouri MOOE®ebsite, was found to
have been awarded exemplary status through theoMisBLC Benchmark Assessment
Tool and Missouri PLC Implementation Rubric for tamnsecutive years. This school
was awarded exemplary status for the 2010-20128@hd-2012 school years. This
school was not awarded Missouri PLC exemplary statuthe 2012-2013 school year.
Data were obtained relative to student scoresarattvanced and proficient areas of both
math and communication arts over the last threesy@sluding the most recent school
year that the district was not awarded Missouri Rix€mplary status.

The data revealed that in the school's first gédlissouri PLC exemplary status,
50.6% of fifth-grade students scored in the advdraze proficient levels of the
communication arts MAP assessment. The followeitgsl year, in which they were
also awarded PLC exemplary status, only 47.1%uafestts scored in the top two tiers of
the MAP assessment. The 2012-2013 MAP data resviésled that 44.3% of students
scored in the advanced or proficient levels of NMt#AP test (see Figure 5).

The data utilized with this PLC exemplary schadl mot allow for conclusions to
be drawn relative to a difference between studeniesement and Missouri PLC
exemplary status. A downward trend was noted. sth@ol's communication arts scores
over the three year period did not reveal a trendhich PLC exemplary status and
student achievement were concurrent. It shoulddied that the data were consistent
with the Missouri PLC exemplary status requirementsich included deep levels of

implementation and high student achievement trends.
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Figure 5. Multi-year PLC exemplary school trend over a thyeer period.

This Missouri PLC exemplary schools’ data fortfifjrade students in the area of
math were also analyzed using MAP data. The dat@ated that in the 2010-2011
school year, 51.1% of fifth-grade students sconegither the advanced or proficient
areas of the MAP test. In the following schoolryé®.2% of students scored in the
advanced or proficient areas of the test. In 0222013 school year, the same year the
district was not awarded Missouri PLC exemplaryustaonly 36.7% of students scored
in the advanced and proficient areas of the MARs®sBeNt (see Figure 6).

The data, when graphed, indicated an upward toetwleen PLC exemplary
status and student achievement during the firstywass of PLC exemplary status. A
sharp decline in fifth-grade students scoring adedror proficient occurred in the third

year of implementation. It was concluded thatltveest scoring year for this particular
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school was also the same year that this schooitfostissouri PLC exemplary status.

All three years, when analyzed collectively, showetbwnward trend in student

achievement according to the state's MAP testitgchwalso coincided with the school

year the district was not awarded Missouri PLC eplany status.
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Figure 6. Multi-year PLC exemplary school math trend ovenr@¢-year period.
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Interview Results

Interviews were conducted via phone and in pevatinadministrators of schools
that were awarded exemplary status through theddrs&®LC project’s Benchmark
Assessment Tool and were deeply implementing Mis$tLCs as evidenced by the
Missouri PLC Implementation Rubric. The questitrest were asked are synthesized in
the following paragraphs. The purpose of the inésv questions was to gain greater
insight as to the perceptions of current administearelative to the impact they believe
PLCs have within their schools on student achieveme&he following is a review of
interview questions and responses by administratdssildings that were awarded
Missouri PLC exemplary status.

One intermediate school administrator attributé@faihe schools gains in
student achievement to Missouri PLCs. This adrtretisr shared that every endeavor
the school undertakes academically is thoroughdgudised and integrated into the
curriculum through the vehicle of PLC teams witthie building. Weekly early release
times allowed educators to be in constant collaimraelative to student learning needs.
Another school administrator shared that not omdiytide school’'s PLCs drive student
achievement; they had also made a positive impath® building climate.

This change, through the implementation of the blissPLC model, had in-turn
transferred the workplace into more of a family asphere. This administrator shared
that when you are in a family, you are more likilyhelp one another, share ideas with
each other, and have higher collective goals thaernwvorking independently. One
small rural school administrator shared that tts¢ridis journey with PLCs began when

the necessity for a common writing tool and rubvare identified. Since beginning
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Missouri PLC implementation, faculty and stafflastschool saw a need and then
focused on raising student achievement in the afreaiting. This all transpired as
educators at all levels participated in school mwpment discussions. This endeavor
elicited academic gains in all other areas astretthe schools efforts.

The formation of one PLC placed one exemplary skchbead of the pack in its
geographic area. This school was the first to am@nt PLCs, and through the
implementation of PLCs, brought Rtl into practicehis administrator shared that the
global view of the school changed with the impletagan of PLCs. This school went
from embodying an individualized view on educatand grade-level instruction to
viewing the success of the building as a whole.

Another positive change noted was the team apprioeatademics and decision
making. Administrators attributed several progrdha have aided in climate, character,
and academics to the implementation of PLCs withéir buildings. Each program
began as an idea verbalized within the PLC teatinget

Another Missouri PLC exemplary school administratioared that trends in data
are positive. This particular building had expeced increases in communication arts
and math student achievement scores‘%in 3" grades, as well as in all subgroups. This
increase was attributed to collaboration regartiagher practices that are and are not
working. This information was then utilized to plem solve as a team and create
solutions based on needs surveys completed byreambers.

Students who were performing at different levelsenevaluated in order to meet
specific needs. The use of effective student faekitbor one building (brought about

through PLCs) enabled one school to create opptigsiior responsibility and
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individualized goal-setting both for students add@ators. Students were taking a more
active role in their own education through the peed identification of areas of strength
and weakness. Educators, in turn; focused ontsfédrpersonal goal setting, which
elicited an environment filled with opportunities foersonal improvement. These goals
positively impacted a struggling school.

One administrator relayed that teaching practieesdinanged as a result of the
implementation of Missouri PLCs. For example, caimiation arts and math lessons
were created in order to be responsive to studseds) Formative assessment became a
guide for lesson planning and curriculum needss Bdiministrator felt that core
instruction with the adoption of learning targetbjective-based grading, and essential
learner outcomes have benefited the teaching staff.

With the implementation of these practices, moffedintiation to meet student
needs was evident in classrooms. This district mgplements Rtl practices within the
core subject areas. Another administrator shdradcbnsistent, effective feedback given
to students has promoted student self-assessmgetvatuation relative to meeting
standards and goals. The charge to promote stuegminsibility has pushed students to
achieve higher than ever expected.

Administrators also saw the impact in student asmeent trends to be positive as
implementation progressed from year to year. Stisdieom one Missouri PLC
exemplary school have been working towards conoeystery. Allowing educators to
collaborate on a regular basis had impacted acimemeby looking at individual students

in a more in-depth fashion.
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With the added time for targeted collaboration timattain higher student
achievement, educators had been able to bring hegladity instruction tailor-made to
student deficiencies. This directly impacted stuagehievement in the core areas, as
evidenced by the increase in MAP scores. One adtrator noted that the core areas
focused upon during PLC time had seen steady isesg@nd core areas that were not the
focus had seen decreases. He stressed that teaudd sot neglect one area, but spend
focused time on each core area within the PLCrgptti

Exemplary school administrators noted that schadulme dedicated solely to
the PLC process plays a major role in program sscc&he teacher collaboration
schedule varies for buildings implementing the Migs PLC model. In one district,
students have late start Mondays. Educators corearly and utilize this time each
Monday morning. At this time, grade-level teachmet with all other educators and
support staff in order to plan instruction. Intemtionists and Title | personnel serve an
integral part in this weekly collaboration.

One exemplary school administrator shared thatrgalvoth grade level and team
PLC collaboration times scheduled greatly benefittee school by allowing for both
focused and broad goal setting and decision-makimgs. Additionally, administrators
shared that community involvement when creating®b€ schedule was essential to the
creation of a school calendar conducive to stutbamhing and achievement.
Community members also supported a four day soleek to allow for this

collaboration time.
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All Missouri PLC exemplary school administratorsveel in different capacities
to facilitate their buildings’ PLCs. Interview getens revealed that administrator roles
vary widely in Missouri PLC exemplary school burigs. Some play a more active role,
while others participate at an oversight level.e@dministrator reported that some
duties include visiting meetings and reviewing Pidies that are turned in by teams.
Some teams in other districts report weekly or rhiyrfor review through building
administration.

Another interviewee stated that he plays an integta through the PLC process,
and through efforts aligned with the leadershiprtgpresents professional development
to the PLC groups. Some programs started thrdugiptocess were Rtl, Positive
Behavior Intervention Supports, and the directédres to include more after school
activities and programs. One administrator noled promoting shared leadership within
the building created an environment where team neesnlvere active, involved, and
were able to utilize their strengths to benefitwhele.

The allotment of teacher collaboration time wasesal to the PLC process.
One administrator stated that the building’s ckgrectations regarding what planning
time should look like enabled staff to remain faadisn order to obtain higher student
achievement. Some schools require educators towsskly in their grade-level PLC
during one planning period in addition to the wgeklotted PLC collaboration time.
Another administrator shared that without weeklg aronthly PLC and professional
development time, the programs, growth, and suagssrienced by the building would

not have happened.
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One PLC exemplary school administrator describednaplete change in climate
relative to educators having common planning tiares periods set aside solely for the
team PLC process. During these meetings, edudadorthe opportunity to work on
student learning goals. Educators were alsotalflerm differences with one another
that encouraged sharing best practices and distissslative to student needs and
concerns.

Exemplary schools were in various years of impletagmn and had different
ideas relative to what the future held for theilldings relative to PLC implementation.
One respondent reported that essentially, everywlegk, month, and year, are works-in-
progress. Other building administrators noted tveye working towards a more
systematic Rtl approach. One administrator contelgat more weekly collaboration
time was a work-in-progress for that particulardhug. A different administrator shared
about struggles faced when providing training fewrfaculty members and how
incorporating them into the team process as a iboior was a challenge.

Missouri PLC exemplary school administrators fagehy challenges when
implementing and facilitating the PLC process ieithouildings. The biggest challenge
shared by administrators was the change in staffabcurs yearly. This challenge was
addressed by the school offering new educatoritr@iprovided by the school’'s PLC
leadership team. A mentoring program in this distvas created to ensure that
educators new to the school had opportunitiesdib eiassrooms where collaborative

learning was taking place.



74

Another hurdle shared by one building administregdghat sometimes, Missouri
RPDC trainers gave unclear advice relative to iniglietation and how to reach school-
wide deep implementation. This lack of explicstiuction for implementing districts
didn’t always meet the specific needs of buildimga/hich Missouri PLCs are being
implemented. Another administrator shared thaudeof a common language between
educators and students in grades K-12 was a hugé&lttbat the building was able to
overcome through efforts made during PLC time.

Summary

In conclusion, the three-year data analysis rexktiere was not a statistical
significant difference between Missouri PLC implertaion and student achievement in
communication arts. This was apparent throughattadysis of fifth-grade
communication arts MAP mean score data results vbssouri PLC exemplary schools
and fifth-grade mean score student achievementfaatadistricts that do not implement
Missouri PLCs. The null hypothesis was not rejgctand the alternative hypothesis was
not supported.

In the area of communication arts, a 4.2% diffeesincraw data were found.
Through the raw data results, it was concludedidistthat implement Missouri PLCs
are more likely to have higher achievement thaselistricts that do not implement
Missouri PLCs. This, however, does not represestatistically significant difference.

In the area of math, the three-year data anatysiirmed there was a difference
of 11.22% between mean student achievement scemdaaenced by data collected from
fifth-grade populations on the math MAP test and$duri PLC implementation as

compared with mean scores of schools that do noleiment Missouri PLCs. The results
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from thet-test indicated there was a statistically significdifference in student
achievement between the Missouri PLC exemplaryashend the non-PLC schools
when comparing the two groups’ mean math scores.nlil hypothesis was rejected,
and the alternative hypothesis was supported.

The following chapter addresses a summary oftileysn its entirety. Research
guestions and hypotheses are discussed, and thegeof the data analysis are
summarized. Conclusions are made relative to tih@ome of the study. In addition,
gaps found while completing the research are adddesimplications for practice are
presented. Recommendations for future researttieiarea are also discussed. This
research provided conclusive evidence of the ingmae of the study when applied to the

state of Missouri and districts considering thelengentation of Missouri PLCs.
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Chapter Five: Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to determine whHétréince existed between the
implementation of Missouri PLCs and student acmeset. This study was completed
through the analysis of communication arts and rdath collected from fifth-grade
students of Missouri PLC exemplary schools. Scheath similar characteristics and
demographics that were not affiliated with the Miss PLC project were used as the
comparison school group.

A t-test was applied to the communication arts mearesayf the two groups,
and then the math mean scores of the two grougstesmine what difference, if any,
existed between the Missouri PLC exemplary schaotsthose schools that no not have
Missouri PLC affiliation. These data were colletter the 2010-2011, 2011-2012,
2012-2013 school years. The scores from the odte three years were then calculated
to determine the mean. tAest was then applied. Additionally, interviews eer
conducted with administrators of the Missouri PIXgmplary schools to gain
perceptions to aid in the findings of the study.

Findings relative to the study are discussed iaitlePertinent information
brought about through the completion of the stugyaaldressed. Conclusions drawn
from the completion of the study are discusseddi#ahally, implications and the need
for future research are identified and addressed.

Findings: Communication Arts

In the area of communication arts for the 2010312@&porting year, data revealed

that students who attended Missouri PLC exemplegals scored 4.2% higher on the

MAP test than students who did not attend MissBWC exemplary schools. #test
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was applied to test for statistical significandédnet-test failed to indicate a strong
difference between student achievement and Mis$iL@i implementation for this
particular year.

Utilizing data retrieved from the 2011-2012 schyeér, the Missouri PLC
exemplary school group was compared to a like-deaptgc non-PLC school group. In
the area of communication arts, fifth-grade stuslevtio were in the Missouri PLC
exemplary school group scored .9% higher than timeRLC comparison group. Itis
important to note that these were the only datauded in this study that revealed a non-
conclusive difference between student achievemahtdissouri PLC implementation.
In communication arts, there was no statisticahiicant difference between Missouri
PLC exemplary status and student achievement.

An independent-test was applied to the data to assess statistgraficance. A
significance factor of .05 and below revealed mtistical difference between mean
student achievement scores and Missouri PLC impigatien. The lowest mean
difference was only found for the 2011-2012 sch@ar when seeking to determine if a
difference existed between student achievemeniassburi PLC implementation. One
could attribute these findings to the smaller nunddeMissouri schools achieving
Missouri PLC exemplary status.

In the area of communication arts for the 2012-26d®ol year, students who
attended Missouri PLC exemplary schools scored th&fter in the advanced and
proficient areas than the comparison schools. tdta group’s mean scores in
communication arts were compared via independtedt. The results showed there was

no statistical significant difference found betwetmdent achievement and PLC
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implementation. Although mean scores from the Bkdlip were higher, the difference
was not statistically significant.

While overall scores of Missouri PLC exemplary salsan communication arts
were greater than the comparison group, thesesoeaee lower overall than math MAP
scores for the same groupings. There could be rfatgrs that precipitated this
discrepancy within the data between the two culuiouareas, dependent on the specific
schools from which these data were analyzed. Mdoemation was needed to draw
further conclusions relative to these data sets.

Moreover, the three-year data analysis revealatfaaehce of 4.2% in mean
scores between fifth-grade student scores in t& @r communication arts between the
Missouri PLC group and the non-PLC group. Theda,ds evidenced by tlest,
determined the decision to not reject the null llgpsis. Additionally, the alternative
hypothesis was not supported.

Findings: Math

MAP data for fifth-grade students in the Missd@iC exemplary and
comparison groups for the 2010-2011 school yearalked that a difference existed
between student achievement and Missouri PLC img@eation. Students who attended
Missouri PLC exemplary schools scored 9.2% higimethe MAP math test than the non-
PLC comparison group. The independet@st results indicated a statistical difference
between the mean student achievement scores invahati comparing the Missouri PLC
exemplary group with the non-PLC group for thiscfe year.

Data were also analyzed for the 2011-2012 scheai ysing the Missouri PLC

exemplary school group and comparing it with a canky selected group of like-
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demographic schools. The data revealed thatdiftde MAP math data from the
Missouri PLC exemplary group was 15.1% higher ttheencomparison group. ttest
was applied to these groups to determine if asstedi significance existed between
Missouri PLC implementation and student achievemeéld statistical significant
difference was found between Missouri PLC impleragah and student achievement
mean scores for this specific year.

For the 2012-2013 school year, fifth-grade mathkleti scores were compared
between Missouri PLC implementing schools and tmagarison group. The data
analysis revealed that the mean math score of stsitle Missouri PLC exemplary
schools (9.3%) was higher than non-PLC implemerdoigols in the advanced and
proficient range of the MAP test. Whemt-test was applied to the mean scores of
students scoring in the advanced and proficierstsaoé the test, no statistical significant
difference was found.

When utilizing all math data from the two group®&poa three-year period, data
revealed that Missouri PLC exemplary schools scardiference of 11.22% higher on
the math MAP test than the comparison group. prosided an answer to the second
research question. These data retrieved fromdifiue students’ mean scores showed a
significant difference between student achievenmeMissouri PLC exemplary schools
and non-PLC schools. The null hypothesis was teje@nd the alternative hypothesis
was supported when combining mean score data tnerthtee-year period in the area of
math.

The content area of math was by far where thedsigdiscrepancies were found

between Missouri PLC schools and non-PLC schoodsger gains in student
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achievement were found relative to mean math MAfPescwithin districts that
implemented the Missouri PLC model; although, teamMAP math scores were higher
in both the Missouri PLC and comparison groups tt@nmmunication arts scores.

One Missouri school that had attained PLC exemg@tatus for concurrent years
was found to have met the Benchmark AssessmentarmbMissouri PLC
Implementation Rubric criterion, and then did naenthe criterion when MAP scores
dropped. This trend cannot be attributed soleMissouri PLC exemplary status, as the
Benchmark Assessment Tool and Missouri PLC Impleatem Rubric findings for that
school for that year were not shared. It can belcaled, that the school, while reaching
Missouri PLC exemplary status for the prior twongeaid so by meeting the strenuous
requirements set forth by the Missouri PLC prog@&énchmark Assessment Tool.
Findings: Interviews

To gain more insight relative to the perceptionadrinistrators in PLC
exemplary schools, interviews were conducted. Aultriators of Missouri’s PLC
exemplary schools resoundingly agreed that theamphtation of the Missouri PLC
project in their schools had a profound effect tualent achievement. These perceptions
were based on the foundational pillars of the Pt&e@sses, including dedication to PLC
norms, constant, meaningful collaboration, and gkeahrough the PLC process
intermittingly when programs or efforts toward stntdachievement were not producing
desired results.

Through Missouri PLC exemplary school administratterviews, perception
that Missouri PLCs had a direct impact on studehtewement was unanimous.

Administrators attributed the increases in studehievement to the efforts of time
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educators spend collaborating through the PLC goc®ne administrator mentioned
that the fifth-grade teachers spend time utilizngimon assessments to indicate the
direction of where teaching will go for the follavg week. The use of common
assessments has also allowed educators to state@mup students to better meet their
needs as diverse learners.

Interviews conducted with administrators of MisseuPLC exemplary schools
brought to light a very common belief system ininéregithin all of the Missouri PLC
exemplary schools. At the heart of the PLC impletimg schools is the same
foundational belief that collaboration should ocaugekly to garner and gauge the
success of the educational process (Garmston & 2mman, 2013). These interviews
also show that administrators played an integral irothe instructional leadership of
their schools, and that much of this was done tjindhe allotted weekly PLC time.
Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses

RQ1. What is the difference in MAP communicatiag scores for fifth-grade
students in Missouri districts that have adoptesl Missouri PLC model as compared to
those that have not adopted the Missouri PLC model?

Based on the analysis of data, there was notiatgtat significant difference in
the fifth-grade scores in communication arts betwide PLC and non-PLC schools over
a three-year period. No significant difference f@asd between the means of the two
groups {(44) = .209p < .05). The data reveal no significance betweemtlean of the
Missouri PLC exemplary groupn(= 58.27,sd= 4.57) and the mean of the non-PLC
schools h = 54.07,sd = 1.65). in the area of communication arts. Tk mypothesis

was not rejectedH1y: There is no difference in student performancevben districts
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that have adopted the Missouri PLC model and thiwetehave not as evidenced by
comparing MAP communication arts scores.

RQ2: What is the difference in MAP math scorediftir-grade students in
Missouri districts that have adopted the MissouriPmodel as compared to those that
have not adopted the Missouri PLC model?

Based on the analysis of data, there was a stafisignificant difference in the
fifth-grade scores in math between the PLC andlb@-schools over a three-year
period. A statistically significant difference wimind between the means of the two
groups {(44) = .032p < .05). The data reveal a statistically signiftcdifiference
between the mean of the Missouri PLC exemplarygiou= 63.20,sd = 2.21) and the
non-PLC groupr=51.98,sd=5.57). The null hypothesis was rejectét?,: There is
no difference in student performance between distthat have adopted the Missouri
PLC model and those that have not as evidencedioparing MAP math scores.

RQ3: What are the perceptions of administratorMafsouri PLC districts
regarding the Missouri PLC program and student agkiment?

Based on PLC administrator interviews, conclusiwese drawn that supported
the implementation of PLCs as a tool to generajbdri student achievement.
Administrators overwhelmingly attributed gains tndent achievement to the processes
that transpired within the PLC setting. Administra’ professional and personal
perceptions indicated strong attributions in stu@ehievement gains to the schools’

PLC implementation.
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Conclusions

The data analysis and information retrieved forabeapletion of this study
revealed a statistically significant difference dit exist between the implementation of
PLCs, specifically, Missouri PLCs and student aghieent, in the area of
communication arts. This was identified by utitigidata from districts that have
achieved the highest ranking in the state accoririge PLC Benchmark Assessment
Tool and Implementation Rubric and comparing theith Vike-demographic districts
that do not implement the PLC model. However,gheas overwhelming support of the
Missouri PLC process and implementation by admmatsts of Missouri’'s PLC
exemplary schools.

In agreement with the interview outcome of thigdstis the claim that PLCs are a
tool that should drive staff development (Avillid2Q08), thus positively impacting
student achievement. Within the Benchmark Assessif®ol, one area measured is the
focus of the PLC on student achievement (MODESHE320There are key questions
asked within the PLC setting which include: Whatwa®want our students to know?
What do we do when they know it? What do we do wthely are having difficulty with
the concept? (DuFour et al., 2002) These quesBerve as a foundation in which
educators can address student learning needsoflafzocative unit. Student work and
performance are discussed and solutions sougbttasat to bring about mastery learning
(Yendel-Hoppel, 2010). In addition, educatorsatke to view the work and create plans
for students when learning is not taking placeessrdd.

The data analysis and information retrieved forabeapletion of this study

revealed that in short, a statistically significdifference did exist between the
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implementation of PLCs, specifically, Missouri PL&sd student achievement in the
area of math. This was identified by utilizing @#&tom districts that have achieved the
highest ranking in the state according to the Ple@ddmark Assessment Tool and
Implementation Rubric and comparing them with ldemographic districts that do not
implement the PLC model. Additionally, there wagwvhelming support of the
Missouri PLC process and implementation by admmatsts of Missouri’'s PLC
exemplary schools.

PLC implementation should be associated with studehievement if districts
are interested in whether or not their PLC is effec This is completed routinely when
PLC groups meet to discuss areas of strength, vesakand seek to improve instruction
based on what students are learning (DuFour & Ru#@13). The effective PLCs, as
evidenced through the research findings, constaetk improvement within themselves,
thus having a positive impact on student achiever{izuFour & Fullan, 2013).

The data from one school district in particularevanalyzed as it had achieved
the status of Missouri PLC exemplary status for bwosecutive years. This school
showed growth and met state AYP requirements aterued through data obtained
through the MODESE website. The fifth-grade popatathat was used for data-
analysis was found to have lost ground in ovetaliient achievement.

While this fifth-grade data showed decline, it slgoalso be noted that the overall
achievement in the school showed gains. One csiocldrawn from this study is to
further research in the area. More grade level dabuld be analyzed to provide a more

encompassing picture of the true PLC culture witheschool.
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Implicationsfor Practice

Research. One issue raised through the research processhweéadt that few
pertinent studies were conducted that addressesiffeet that PLCs have had on student
achievement. When state educational departmeatamion a change in educational
practices, it is imperative that the claim is batkg thorough research. In the state of
Missouri, little research has been conducted @rgelscale to determine if implementing
PLCs works for Missouri schools. It would behotwe MODESE to conduct large-scale
research projects to back programs, such as Ph&isthe state supports. Longitudinal
studies following schools through their PLC jours@puld create information pertinent
to those interested in adopting and implementiegpttogram.

One way to further the development of these progrsno conduct state-wide
research using the tools the state has provideti, asithe Missouri Benchmark
Assessment Tool, to gauge program effectivenedsilelwWome schools regard research
through the All Things PLC website, others wouldnbere willing to implement
Missouri PLCs if the research compiled was closdrdme in the state of Missouri.

The state could create yearly data charts that sheysrogress of schools that
implement the Missouri PLC process. This informatcould then be disseminated to
districts through the Regional Professional Develept venues to schools. At this time,
the only vastly publicized venue for Missouri PL&=urs at the yearly Powerful
Learning Conference. Other state sponsored pragtiat were pushed and are now
being discarded by districts should prompt thigaesh in order to justify the

implementation of Missouri PLCs within the stateigindaries.
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To further the research proposed above, datavelaiiMissouri PLC project
implementing schools could be categorized intosdas For example, small, rural
schools would receive greater benefits from casgiet and data revealed from other
like-demographic schools. Additionally, administrg from larger schools could realize
more valid implications for practice when reviewicgse studies of larger districts. This
information could be easily categorized in ordeptovide more efficient, meaningful
information relative to a school’s specific needs.

To further categorize research retrieved from BlissPLC implementing
schools, grouping data should be considered bysy#amplementation as well. A new
school implementing the process would benefit dydedm the expertise of like-
demographic schools further along in the procd$ss would provide an excellent
network of support for schools in every stage gblementation.

Awareness. One great conundrum faced by school leadersitatik of
knowledge regarding some state run programs angegenOne implication for practice
would be to provide free training or informatiomaéetings at the regional level to school
district administrators and team leaders that ansidering Missouri PLC
implementation. For example, an administrator segto implement PLCs in a small
rural school faces many challenges. Budgetaresanse. Many districts may not be
able to afford the cost of bringing in a traineptovide insight as to implementation
steps, foundational necessities, and continuedastipp

While one can find a multitude of evidence of sesfel PLC implementation
steps, it helps to have a coach or trainer availfdl questions faced during the process

(Larson & Kanold, 2012). Additionally, the stateutd spotlight exemplary schools,
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encouraging other school administrators to vigsehschools if considering
implementation. A mentor program could be crededike-demographic schools in
various regions, and yearly meetings could takeeptar schools new to the PLC
process.

Implementation. To correctly and fully implement PLCs in any distt one
must seek to overcome obstacles. One such obstasttbeduling. Scheduling time for
weekly teacher collaboration affects the entireosticommunity. All stakeholders are
impacted when such decisions transpire. Oftengjriee community does not
understand the time for this weekly collaboratioor, understand its importance. When
seeking to create an early release time, distdictiaistrators would benefit from the
successes and failures of those who have traveefede when communicating with
stakeholders.

Additionally, the faculty and staff should havengaete buy-in when
implementing this process. PLC teams are onlyffasteve as the weakest member. The
need for a PLC mentoring program is essential teessful program growth. The PLC
process does not occur overnight (Graham & Fey21@09).

Resources available for schools at all levels dnatreadily available would help
the process succeed through its implementatiorpemdde and promote continued
success. State specific resources would provisteats with more pertinent information
when beginning the process of implementing PLChiwitheir schools or districts.
These resources would allow educators to focus issddri initiatives. Additionally,
schools that do not have adequate support thrdwgheginning stages will be less-likely

to stay the course of PLCs without some type opsupand resources available.
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Recommendations for Future Research

As the PLC program grows in the state of Missdurther research is needed as
changes are made throughout the state. With thiementation of the new Missouri
Learning Standards, new research is critical taenthat the Missouri PLC process
offers support relative to changes in state- mattitdsting. This research would benefit
Missouri schools implementing the Missouri Learn8tgndards. Districts are currently
faced with a different state assessment, and timedilaboration regarding expectations
and changes in curriculum are essential to suadedistrict and school performance
(Fisher & Frey, 2013).

Research could include how schools that implerttenMissouri PLC model are
altering strategies to meet the new state standards need for this type of research is
imperative as it seeks to establish the role Plabsptay in new state standard and
assessment implementation (Fisher & Frey, 2013 s&hools that have implemented
Missouri PLCs performing better on the new stagessment? Another question that
could be answered through the suggested reseantdhfoous on whether or not changes
made through the new state assessment and th@anabon of technology have been
more streamlined due to PLCs that already existiwihe school setting (Larson et al.,
2013).

Research could take place through surveying adsbliri schools relative to
guestions that arise as new testing proceduras@gporated, allowing for more
regional professional development, and offeringibtable discussions with districts
that consistently implement Missouri PLCs and ssagin student achievement. tA

test could be run to identify if a statistical Sigrance exists between achievement on the
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new state assessment and PLC implementation. iAddily, a survey could be included
to garner perceptions by administrators and scleaolers relative to the impact Missouri
PLCs have on implementing the new standards amdsisents.

Additional research could be conducted within e@dpective school district that
implements the Missouri PLC model. These distrectsld be followed from year one
implementation to current day. Trends could bedatnd charted regardless of PLC
exemplary status.

Tools used to improve student achievement withéndistricts PLC could be
utilized to provide a basis for this type of studyongitudinal studies utilizing the
Benchmark Assessment Tool and Missouri PLC Impleatem Rubric would provide a
common measurement from which to retrieve datadithahally, this would provide
research more pertinent to the daily needs of esgjective Missouri PLC school
district.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to identify whatefidince, if any, existed between
student achievement and PLCs in the area of conuatiomn arts on the MAP test. In the
area of communication arts, the three-year datlysisaid not reveal a statistical
significant difference between the two groups. bk hypothesis was not rejected, and
the alternative hypothesis was not supported. Tudygevealed that in the area of
communication arts, schools that implemented Migd8lCs showed higher mean
scores in student achievement within fifth-gradpuations than schools that did not

implement Missouri PLCs. While a difference waseddbetween Missouri PLC
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implementation and student achievement as evidemgé#ge mean MAP test results,
these data were not statistically significant.

A raw mean difference existed between the MissBu@ exemplary school
group and the non-implementing group in the areaath. Thd-test applied to the
three-year data retrieved from the MCDS portalateie the null hypothesis as there was
a statistical difference between student achieveet PLC implementation in math.
The overallt-test indicated a statistical significant differefetween student
achievement and Missouri PLC implementation. A m@ifference of 11.22% was
found between MAP fifth-grade assessment mean seuth schools that implemented
the Missouri PLCs as compared with mean scoreshafas that do not have affiliation
with the Missouri PLC program.

To further validate the findings of the reseawiministrators from Missouri PLC
exemplary schools were interviewed to garner peiaep relative to Missouri PLC
implementation and its impact on student achieveme&he interview process yielded
conclusions that administrators of Missouri PLCrap&ary schools attribute gains in
student achievement in the areas of communicatisread math to the existence of
PLCs within their schools. Some administratorenesd support from their respective
Missouri PLC RPDCs at the infancy of PLC implemé&nta

Other school administrators shared that they b&waPLC process on their own
and had recently become affiliated with the Miss®WC program. These administrators
were pleased with the information and support mledithrough the Missouri PLC

program. All administrators interviewed attributtddent achievement success in their
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buildings to the implementation of effective PLO#?oreover, efforts to sustain and grow
the Missouri PLC program within their schools waotive.

The research collected through the completiomisfstudy identified a lack of
baseline research regarding Missouri PLCs and timgiact on student achievement. The
need for more research involving Missouri PLC inmpdmtation is essential to properly
developing this state supported program. A fudkesevaluation of schools that are
participants in the Missouri PLC process and thains made through the PLC process
would add value to the implementation of the pragtaroughout the state.

Additionally, it is evident that to provide for tplementation of more PLCs in
Missouri schools, additional professional developtand training should be offered
throughout the state, at both the regional ane $atl. Although a significant
difference was not found in the communication acisres between the two groups, a
significant difference was found in the math scpeesl administrators perceived
increased achievement was due to PLC implementatierefore, strong consideration
in favor of Missouri PLCs should occur. These gffavould bring about more
professional development needs and opportunitiesliesouri educators and
administrators.

Utilizing the findings garnered through this res#astudy alone, schools could
see benefits with higher gains in student achieverg Missouri PLC program
implementation. With additional information releg to implementation and further
research, school districts in Missouri should tsieps to implement the PLC process.
With the implementation of any new program, duegditce is required to ensure that the

program being implemented will bring about the dEbresults of the organization.
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This research study identified areas in which Misseducators should inquire
when seeking change. PLCs could bring about edelired by districts when
implemented correctly. Schools seeking a reselaasied school reform initiative to
promote student success, higher student achievearahtontinued professional
development and growth for Missouri educators sthhook hesitate to gather information

about PLCs.
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Appendix A

Missouri PLC Benchmark Assessment Tool Sample

MO PLC Project
Benchmark Assessment Tool Summary Report

School: High School District: M
Date Administered

02/2012

Total number g
132 surveys com Roles "C1, €2, SL1, TL2, etc. For a benchmark to be "met", 80% of the responses for
that benchmark must be in the green or in place with or w/o consensus. Notice
that there are what we call 3 "Domains" of Collaboration (how teachers work
together), Student Learning (what teachers use to learn more about the learning
of their students ) and Teacher Learning (what teachers do to attend to their
own professional development).

You will notice that there are 12 benchmarks, labeled to the left of this chart as

umber of PLC
Collaborative Team
urveys completed

Building Administrator 6

Taken from
below.

eral Education Teachers

Jumber of leadership 30
eam surveys completed

umber of responders
not on a PLC team or not
ure if on a PLC team 18

Pulled from School Directory
or you will need to complete.

INumber of

instructional staff in 132

s ]
% response rate 100%

INOTE: For a benchmark to be "met", all practices for that particular benchmark must have 80% consensus in the green consen

For a benchmark to be "emerging", all practices must be at least 70% in the green consensus category.

PLC Benchmark Assessment Tool Results At-A-Glance:

Partially in Partially in
Place w/ Place without

Consensus Consensus " : .
PLC Practice | 1 An "emerging benchmark" is one that has not

* the 80% consensus threshold for being
but is between 70% and 79%. We
wanted to give credit for those benchmarks

Collaboration

Student Learning

Teacher Leaning

H The BIS is a weighted score used only for
SR comparison to the statewide range of scores.

- The "perfect" score would be a BIS of 165.

Subtotals
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Missouri PLC Implementation Rubric
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Assessment Dates: Pre , Interim , Site Review
School Name , Region _
Strand #1: Foundation for Learning Community Culture
Deep Implementation | Proficient Implementation Partial Minimal or No

Mission

The school community (staff,
students, parents, patrons)
demonstrate in words, actions
and/or documents the school's
mission. The school regularly
revisits and aligns all relevant
decisions to the mission.

Staff members are able to demonstrate
knowledge of the school’s mission
statement that reflects a focus on
learning and a belief all students can
learn. Staff members can articulate how
the mission guides decisions and actions
in the school.

The school has developed
a mission statement that
reflects a focus on
learning and a belief all
students can learn.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

B. Vision

The school community regularly
revisits the vision, including
planning and documenting
progress towards achieving the
vision.

Staff members have collectively
developed and demonstrate in words and
actions a compelling vision for the future
of the school.

The school has collectively
clarified a compelling future
for the school by
developing a unifying
vision.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

Collective commitments are
annually revisited by staff.
Assessment strategies are used to
provide feedback on implementing
collective commitments.

Staff members have developed and
demonstrate in words and actions the
values of the school through set of
collective commitments. The school has
aligned all decisions to collective

The school has identified
and clarified values by
developing a written set

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

C. Values/ - of collective
commitments. .
Commitments commitments.
The school routinely and annually | The school has established a common The school has established | Little or no evidence of
revises SMART goals, understanding of a results oriented acommon un.derstandlng implementation.
. . . . . of a results oriented
systematically sustained over learning community by creating, X )
learning community by
time. implementing, and_ monitoring building creating and implementing
and collaborative team level SMART building level SMART Goals
Goals and Action Plans that align with and Action Plans that align
L . . with the expectations of the|
the mission, vision and commitments. school
The school uses a data team process to
develop SMART goals
D. SMART Goals

E. School Culture

The healthy culture extends to
the community, as evidenced by
academic, extracurricular and co-
curricular involvement in
activities. Assessment strategies
are used to assess the culture.

The school has established a common
purpose of learning for all, a
collaborative culture, and a focus on
results.

The school has created
common knowledge of a
PLC culture and analyzed
the existing culture in
order to facilitate change.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

Notes/Evidence:




95

Strand #2:

How Effective Building-Level Leadership Teams Work

Deep Implementation

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal

A. Shared
Leadership

All staff are leading and sharing
all roles, and the school has
created a long term plan for
training and positioning staff for
leadership roles.

The leadership team facilitates and
employs practices of shared leadership
with delineation of roles, processes and
responsibilities (district leaders,
principal leaders, teacher leaders).

The leadership team
facilitates practices of
shared leadership
inconsistently and/or in a
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

B. Meeting
Conditions

The focus of regular meetings are
proactive and responsive to
specific building and student
needs.

The leadership team meets regularly
and effectively to provide direction for
implementation.

The meeting conditions
are inconsistent, or
implemented in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

C. Communication

The leadership team collects and
analyzes feedback data to improve
school practices, and are
transparent in sharing their
processes and decisions.

The leadership team effectively
communicates using norms, roles, and
protocols (i.e., agenda, minutes, decision-
making tools, inquiry, processes, conflict
resolution strategies).

The leadership team uses
norms and protocols
inconsistently and/or in a
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

D. Progress

The leadership team consistently
monitors the progress of

collaborative team/school goals,
evaluates and provides feedback

The leadership team reviews and
provides progress monitoring of
collaborative team goals and school

The leadership team
reviews and progress
monitors team /school
goals inconsistently and/or

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

Monitoring and organizes appropriate goals. in a limited fashion.
professional development.
The leadership team has The leadership team regularly reviews The leadership team Little or no evidence of
k developed a systematic process and acknowledges collaborative team re\ﬁlegvs ar?d aCk”OWIng?S implementation.
E. Feedbac for reviewing meeting meeting records and provides feedback collaborative '.ceam meeting
records and gives feedback
to Teams records/artifacts, and provides to the teams to ensure fidelity of PLC to the teams to ensure
descriptive feedback to implementation. fidelity of PLC
collaborative teams. implementation
inconsistently and/or in a
limited fashion.
The leadership team identifies The leadership team provides the The Iea}dersl‘;lp tear_nd Little or no evidence of
the support needed for ] |ncon5|stfent Y I'IJ"‘;V' es implementation.
F. Support collaborative teams based upon  |"€ceSsary supports for effective support for collaboration

regular feedback/review and
progress monitoring.

collaboration and communication processes
(i.e., time, high-quality professional

development, team structures, etc.).

and communication
processes (i.e., time, high-
quality professional
development, team
structures, etc.), or does so
in a limited fashion.

Notes/Evidence:
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Strand #3: Administrative Leadership (Duties, responsibilities, and expectations of an administrative leader

in the PLC process)

Deep Implementation

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Modeling

The administrator consistently
models the value of PLCs by:
actively participating in all PLC
trainings; networking with
other building and district
leaders; monitoring and
participating in collaborative
meetings; building differences
and trust.

The administrator models values of
Professional Learning Communities.

The administrator models
the value of Professional
Learning Communities
inconsistently and/or in a
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

The administrator proactively plans
for effecting change by: actively

The administrator leads the change
process and addresses conflict when

The administrator leads
the change process but

Little or no evidence of
implementation

ing the cultural shift
B. Change assessing the cultural snitts needed. inconsistently and/or in a
associated with change, o )
consciously planning for addressing limited fashion.
conflict and/or problems before
they actually occur.
C. The administrator effectively he admini . ith The administrator Little or no evidence of
communicates to all stakeholders €a mlnlstrat?r communllcates wit communicates but implementation
Communication demonstrating sustainability and  [stakeholders using appropriate inconsistently and/or in a
transparency. communication methods. limited fashion.
The administrator demonstrates The administrator builds the capacity for | The administrator builds Little or no evidence of
hared deep implementation by share? leadership and plracélceshpy: the capacity for shared implementation
D. Share establishing a systematic and actlve: v partlupfatlng In leadership team leadership and practices
. i ) meetings, applying both loose/tight ) ) }
Leadershlp sustainable process for sharing leadership styles, and providing resources,| inconsistently and/or in a

leadership, providing
opportunities for leadership
training to expand leadership
capacity.

structures, and protected time for
collaboration.

limited fashion.

Notes/Evidence:
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Strand #4: How Effective Teams Work

Deep Implementation

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Meeting
Conditions

All teams meet regularly or more
than 45 minutes per week and
collaboration systematically
includes both horizontal and
vertical collaboration.

Most teams meet at least weekly during
contract time for a minimum of 45
minutes with appropriate resources and
tools (e.g. markers, displays, student
data, instructional strategies, etc.).

The meeting conditions for
teams are inconsistent, or
implemented in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

B. Collaborative
Meetings

All teams are effective in using
protocols for collaborative
meetings, AND use a systematic
recording and communication
mechanism to maintain an
accurate record of conversations

and warlk dona

Most teams effectively use norms, roles
and protocols (i.e., agendas, minutes,
decision-making tools, inquiry
processes, conflict resolution strategies,
etc.).

Teams inconsistently use
norms, roles and protocols
(i.e., agendas, minutes,
decision-making tools,
inquiry processes, conflict
resolution strategies, etc.),
or do soin a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

C. Corollary

The four corollary questions are

All teams know and use the four
corollary questions to guide their work.

Teams inconsistently know
and/or use the four corollary|

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

Questions regularly and systematically questions to guide their
reflected in meeting agendas, work, or do so in a limited
conversations and dialogue. fashion.
All teams regularly use a Most teams use a monitoring tool Teams inconsistently use Little or no evidence of
monitoring tool such as the such as the “Critical Issues for Team | monitoring tools to guide implementation.

D. Team gritic_al Issues ﬁor Team Consideration” to systematically the work of collaborative

. onsideration" to systemically ) ) i teams. or do so in a limited
Monitoring monitor teaming practices, and| monitor teaming practices. i

intentionally submit to
leadership teams for review
and feedback.

fashion.

E. Evidence

All teams generate and collect
accurate and appropriate
evidence of their work, and a
systemic process is in place for
sharing evidence of student work
publically in an appropriate

Most teams generate and collect
accurate and appropriate evidence of
their work.

Teams inconsistently
generate and/or collect
accurate evidence of their
work, or do so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

All teams focus on results using
strategies and structures to
facilitate data-driven decisions by:

Most teams focus on results using
strategies and structures to facilitate
data-driven decisions by:

Teams inconsistently focus
on results using strategies

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

F. Focuson and structures to facilitate
Results e  Collecting/Charting Data e  Collecting/Charting Data data-driven decisions, or
f do so in a limited fashion.
rom Data . I
®  Analyzing to Prioritize e Analyzing to Prioritize
e Setting SMART Goals e  Setting SMART Goals
e Selecting Strategies e Selecting Strategies
G. Trust / Teams intentionally monitor and Staff members demonstrate high levels Staff members inconsistently| Little or no evidence of
.. . address shifts in trust and of trust and engaged participation in participate in collaporatlve implementation.
Participatio A . ) meetings, or dosoina
participation. collaborative meetings. L )
limited fashion.
n

Notes/Evidence:
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Strand #5:

What Students Need to Know and Do

Deep Implementation

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Essential

Teams communicate essential
terminology to students who can
demonstrate an understanding

Teams have identified and agreed upon
essential learning terminology
(standards, indicators, essential, nice to

Teams have neither
consistently identified nor
agreed upon essential

Learning and use of the terminology. know, etc.) learning terminology

. (standards, indicators,
TermmOIOg essential, nice to know,
Yy etc.), or have done soina

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

B. Identified
Standards

All teams have adopted ELO's
using appropriate criteria
(endurance; leverage;
readiness) or state
recommendations.

Most teams have adopted ELO's
using appropriate criteria
(endurance; leverage; readiness) or
state recommendations.

Teams have inconsistently
identified essential learning
outcomes utilizing common
selection criterion, or have
done so in a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

C. Unwrapped
Standards

All teams have unwrapped
and deconstructed
essential learning
outcomes including tasks
such as:

identifying  skills  and
content, aligning
horizontally and vertically,
written in student- friendly
language, determining
Depth of Knowledge,
Identifying the Big Ideas
and Essential Questions,
Identifying prior learning.

Most teams have unwrapped and
deconstructed essential learning
outcomes including tasks such as:

identifying skills and content
aligning horizontally and

vertically

e written in student-friendly
language

e  determining Depth of
Knowledge

e I|dentifying the Big Ideas and
Essential Questions
e Identifying prior learning.

Teams have inconsistently
unwrapped and
deconstructed essential
learning outcomes, or have
done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

D. Instructional
Timeline (map)

Teams regularly adjust
instructional timelines based on
data, and students are able to
articulate to others their own
learning progressions in each
subject area.

Teams have implemented instructional
timelines and identified instructional
resources for instructing and assessing
essential learning outcomes.

Teams have inconsistently
developed instructional
timelines and/or identified
instructional resources for
instructing and assessing
essential learning outcomes,
or have done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

E. Review &
Revise Standards

Systematic protocols are in place
for teams to review, reflect and
revise components of the ELO
process.

Teams review, reflect and revise
components of the ELO process.

Teams review, reflect and
revise components of the
ELO process in a limited
way or extent.

Little or no evidence of
partial implementation.

Notes/Evidence:
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Strand #6: Assessment for/of Learning

Deep Implementation

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Purposeand
Type

All teams understand the
function and purpose of
assessment and have developed
the appropriate assessment tools
(classroom formatives, common
formatives, common

Most teams understand the function
and purpose of assessment and have
developed the appropriate assessment
tools (classroom formatives, common
formatives, common, summatives).

Teams have
inconsistently identified
the purpose and
appropriate types of
assessments, or have
done so in a limited

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

B. Methods

All teams have collaboratively
determined appropriate
assessment methods aligned to
the standards:

. selected response

. extended written response
. performance assessment

. personal communication

. appropriate scoring guides

Most teams have collaboratively
determined appropriate assessment
methods aligned to the standards:

selected response
extended written response
performance assessment
personal communication
appropriate scoring guides).

Teams have
inconsistently
determined appropriate
assessment methods, or
have done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

C. Feedback

All teams have developed and
applied strategies and techniques
for providing timely specific
descriptive feedback.

Most teams have developed and applied
strategies and techniques for providing
timely specific descriptive feedback.

Teams have inconsistently
developed and applied
strategies/techniques for
providing descriptive
feedback, or have done so
in a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

D. Student
Involvement

All teams have developed and
applied strategies for
involving students in the
assessment process in a
systematic manner.

Most teams have developed and
applied strategies for involving
students in the assessment process:

e  Clear and understandable
learning targets
Student self-monitoring
Student data notebooks
e  Goal-setting

Teams have
inconsistently developed
and applied strategies for
involving students in the
assessment process, or
have done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

E. Scoring

All teams regularly and
systematically utilize answer keys
and/or scoring guides to
collectively score student work.

Most teams utilize answer keys and/or
scoring guides to collectively score
student work.

Teams inconsistently utilize|
scoring guides to
collectively score student
work, or do so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

F. Data

Systematic and systemic
protocols are utilized by teams
to analyze student assessment
(effect) data and adult
behavior (cause) data with
fidelity. Data is regularly used
to audit assessments for
validity and reliability.

Most teams analyze student
assessment (effect) data and adult
behavior (cause) data to inform
instructional decisions and make
adjustments. Data is also used to
audit assessments for validity and
reliability.

Teams inconsistently
analyze student
assessment data to
inform instructional
decisions and make
adjustments, or do so in
a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

G. Grading
Practices

Systematic, school-wide
decisions regarding research-
based grading practices have
been made and implemented
with fidelity.

Most teams have examined current
grading practices and the impact on
student learning and have made
collective decisions regarding
appropriate grading practices.

Teams have inconsistently
examined current grading
practices and the impact
on student learning, or
have done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.
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Strand #7: Systematic Process for Intervention/Student Success

Deep

Proficient Implementation

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Collective

Success for all students is deeply
embedded in the school culture
and is sustained over time, with
adaptions and modifications for

Staff members accept and communicate
responsibility for the success of all
students.

Staff members
inconsistently accept
responsibility for the
success of all students, or

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

ResPonSIblllty individual students. do so in a limited fashion.
There is a school-wide Teams have a communication system Teams have an Little or no evidence of
communication system for data, | for gata (academic, behavior, inconsistent or limited implementation.
which is visible and accessible to N —
: attendance, entrance and exit criteria communication system
all stakeholders, and involves .
other district buildings, both for tiers, etc.). for data.
B. Data vertically and (when needed)
horizontally.
Both cause and effect data are The school implements the essential The school inconsistently | Little or no evidence of
monitored and adjusted to components of Tier 1 intervention: implements essential implementation.
increase fidelity of components of Tier 1
implementation across all . universal screening 2 to 3 times interventions (see
C. Tier1l aspects of Tier 1. Longitudinal per Year . proficient), or does so in
A . . ) . continuous and ongoing progress . .
data indicates tiered instruction o a limited fashion.
i i ) monitoring
is increasingly effective over e  evidence-based instructional
time. strategies
Both cause and effect data are The school implements the essential The school inconsistently | Little or no evidence of
monitored and adjusted to components of a Tier 2 intervention implements essential implementation.
. - lan: .
increase fidelity of P components of a Tier 2
D. Tier2 implementation across all . identification of intentional non- intervention plan (see
: aspects of Tier 2. Longitudinal learners and failed learners proficient), or does so in
data indicates tiered instruction | ®  targeted, timely and directive a limited fashion.
is increasingly effective over instruction and assessment
time . data-driven decisions based upon
’ multiple sources
. more frequent progress
monitoring.
Both cause and effect data are The school implements the essential The school inconsistently Little or no evidence of
monitored and adjusted to components of a Tier 3 intervention plan: | jmplements essential implementation.
increase fidelity of . . . components of a Tier 3
. . . multiple sources of data to identify | | .
E Tier 3 implementation across all root causes of failed learning intervention plan (see

aspects of Tier 3. Longitudinal
data indicates tiered instruction
is increasingly effective over
time.

. specific, more intensive support
delivered by trained professionals
e  targeted assessments for timely

proficient), or does so in
a limited fashion.

F. Protocols for

Data from enrichment work is
collected and monitored, and
indicates increasing rigor and/or
achievement over time.

The school implements systemic
protocols and structures for students
who have learned what is essential
(Corollary Question #4), which includes a
balance of enrichment and incentives.

The school inconsistently
implements protocols for
students who have
learned what is essential,
or does so in a limited

Little or no evidence of
implementation.

G. School-Wide
Implementation

A school-wide systematic process
for intervention to support all
learners has been developed and
implemented across multiple
academic areas and is monitored
and adjusted over time.

A school-wide systematic process for
intervention to support all learners has
been developed and implemented.

The school has
inconsistently developed
or implemented school-
wide interventions to
support learners, or has
done so in a limited
fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation.
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Strand #8: Continuous Improvement

Deep Implementation

Proficient

Partial

Minimal or No

A. Induction

The district implements
systematic and organized training
for all new staff in the
foundations of PLC and
collaborative teamwork.

Teams implement a structured
induction process for new team
members (all school personnel).

Teams inconsistently
provide an induction
process for new team
members, or dosoina
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

B. Action Research

There is evidence of multiple cycles
of action research which result in
changes to practice and is shared
with multiple stakeholders.

Teams engage in action research (e.g.
Data Teams Cycle, PDSA Cycle) on an
ongoing basis.

Teams inconsistently
engage in action
research, or dosoina
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

C. Data Analysis

There is a building-wide, systemic
process for data analysis and
utilization.

Teams disaggregate data, utilize it to
change instruction, and share it
effectively with multiple stakeholders,
often through appropriate visual
displays.

Teams inconsistently
collect, analyze and
monitor data for increased
student achievement, or
do so in a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

D. Celebration

School wide systematic celebration
of student and staff
accomplishments is goal oriented
and occurs throughout the school
year.

Celebration of student and staff
accomplishments is goal oriented and
occurs throughout the school year.

Teams inconsistently
celebrate growth and
successes across all PLC
components, ordo soin a
limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

E. Fidelity

The monitoring results from
teams are utilized to adjust adult
actions and structures, and are
communicated openly.

Teams monitor the fidelity of
implementation across all PLC
components using an appropriate
assessment instrument (i.e.
Implementation Rubric, MO PLC

Benchmark Assessment Tool, etc.) on an

ongoing basis.

Teams inconsistently
monitor fidelity across all
PLC components, or do
so in a limited fashion.

Little or no evidence of
implementation

Notes/Evidence;
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PLC Implementation Rubric Summary Sheet

NOTES: Transfer the results of the Implementation Rubric to this summary sheet by checking
the level of implementation for each indicator. The term “ALL” in the Implementation Rubric
is applied to the indicators where involvement of teams must be 100% for proficiency.
However, should an indicatoB& determined to be proficient with a few exceptions, identify
the exceptions in the NOTES section below, and briefly describe why the exception is
acceptable and/or what plans are in place to correct the exception. Throughout the IR, the
phrase “inconsistently and/or in a limited fashion” is used. “Inconsistently” will be defined as
implements sometimes and not others, irregularly. “In a limited fashion” will be defined as
may be implemented regularly, but poorly, partially, or inappropriately. Both or either
descriptors may be appropriate for a given situation.

Implementation Level IDeep Proficient Partial Minimal
Strand 1: Foundation for Learning Community Culture
A. Mission
B. Vision
C. Values/Commitments
D. SMART Goals
E. School Culture

Strand 2: How Effective Building-Level Leadership Teams Work

Shared Leadership

Meeting Conditions

Communication

Progress Monitoring

Feedback to Teams

mmoin|(w| >

Support

Strand 3: Administrative Leadership

A. Modeling

B. Change

C. Communication

D. Shared Leadership

Strand 4: How Effective Teams Work

Meeting Conditions

Collaborative Meetings

Corollary Questions

Team Monitoring

Evidence

Focusing on Results From Data

Ommo0| =

Trust/Participation
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Strand 5: What Students Need to Know and Do

A. Essential Learning Terminology

B. Identified ELOs

C. Unwrapped ELOs

D. Instructional Timeline (map)

E. Review and Revise ELOs

Strand 6: Assessment For/Of Learning

A. Purpose and Type

Methods

Feedback

Student Involvement

Scoring

mmo|n|®

Data

G. Grading Practices

Strand 7: Systematic Process for Intervention/Student Succes

S

A. Collective Responsibility

Data Communication

Tier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

mmojio|w

Protocols for Enrichment

G. School-Wide Implementation

Strand 8: Continuous Improvement

A. Induction

Action Research

Data Analysis

Celebration

mo|n|®

Fidelity

TOTAL FOR ALL LEVELS

NOTES AND EXCEPTIONS:
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Appendix C
Interview Questions

. Has the implementation of the Missouri PLC modefanr school impacted student
achievement?

How?
. What teaching practices have changed with the im@tgation of Missouri PLC
implementation?

. How have these practices impacted student achiau®me

. What is the teacher collaboration schedule for ymuiding?

. How are administrators involved in this collabovattime?

. Has the allotment of teacher collaboration timeawstpd student achievement?

. What areas are still ‘works in progress’ relatiwevtissouri PLC implementation?

. What are some hurdles your building has overcommgh the process of achieving
Missouri PLC implementation?
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Appendix D
Recruitment Letter
Interview

Hello, this is Jori Phillips. | am contacting yoegarding the research | am
conducting as part of the doctoral requirementfodenwood University. My study is
titled, A Study of the Impact of Missouri Professional Ini'ag Communities on Student
Achievementand the purpose of the research is to examiksgouri Professional
Learning Communities have an impact on studenteaement.

As the primary investigator, | am requesting yoartigipation, in the form of a
phone interview, to garner perceptions about Misderofessional Learning
Communities in your district. If you are interestagarticipating in the study, | wil
send you, via electronic mail, the informed congernt and list of interview questions.
Then, we can establish the timeframe for the imégvv Thank you for your time and

support.
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Appendix E

LINDENW@D

INFORMED CONSENT FOR PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
A Study of the Impact of Missouri Professional ldag Communities on Student
Achievement

Principal Investigator _Jori K. Phillips_ Telephol o E-n= G-

Participant Contact info

1. You are invited to participate in a researchigttonducted by Jori K. Phillips under the
guidance of Dr. Sherry DeVore. The purpose oftesearch is to identify if Missouri
Professional Learning Communities have an impadtodent achievement.

2. a) Your participation will involve
» Completing an interview in person, by phone, oredmail regarding the implementation
of Missouri Professional Learning Communities imyschool district.

» One interview will be sufficient for each particiga

b) The amount of time involved in your participatiwill be under thirty minutes.
Approximately twelve schools will be involved inghresearch.

3. There are no anticipated risks associated Wwighrésearch.

4. There are no direct benefits for you participgin this study. However, your participation
will contribute to the knowledge about Missouri féssional Learning Communities and
may help society.

5. Your participation is voluntary and you may ckemot to participate in this research study
or to withdraw your consent at any time. You magage not to answer any questions that
you do not want to answer. You will NOT be penalize any way should you choose not to
participate or to withdraw.

6. We will do everything we can to protect younpay. As part of this effort, your identity
will not be revealed in any publication or preséintathat may result from this study and the
information collected will remain in the possessadithe investigator in a safe location.

7. If you have any questions or concerns regarthisgstudy, or if any problems arise, you
may call the Investigator, Jori Phillips || | | . or the Supervising Faculty, Dr.
Sherry DeVore @ 417-881-0009. You may also asktegpresof or state concerns regarding
your participation to the Lindenwood InstitutiofRéview Board (IRB) through contacting
Dr. Jann Weitzel, Vice President for Academic Affeat 636-949-4846.
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I haveread this consent form and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. |
will also be given a copy of thisconsent form for my records. | consent to my
participation in the research described above.

Participant's Signature Date Participant’s Printed Name

Jori K. Phillips

Signature of Principal Investigator Date Investigator Printed Name
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Appendix F

LINDENW@QD

LINDENWOOD UNIVERSITY ST.CHARLES, MISSOURI

DATE: November 4, 2013
TO: Jori Phillips
FROM: Lindenwood University Institutional Review Board

STUDY TITLE: [516023-1] A Study of the Impact of Missouri Professional Learning

Communities on Student Achievement
IRB REFERENCE #:

SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project
ACTION: APPROVED
APPROVAL DATE: November 4, 2013
EXPIRATION DATE: November 4, 2014
REVIEW TYPE: Expedited Review

Thank you for your submission of New Project materials for this research project. Lindenwood University
Institutional Review Board has APPROVED your submission. This approval is based on an appropriate
risk/benefit ratio and a study design wherein the risks have been minimized. All research must be
conducted in accordance with this approved submission.

This submission has received Expedited Review based on the applicable federal regulation.

Please remember that informed consent is a process beginning with a description of the study and
insurance of participant understanding followed by a signed consent form. Informed consent must
continue throughout the study via a dialogue between the researcher and research participant. Federal
regulations require each participant receive a copy of the signed consent document.

Please note that any revision to previously approved materials must be approved by this office prior fo
initiation. Please use the appropriate revision forms for this procedure.

All SERIOUS and UNEXPECTED adverse events must be reported to this office. Please use the
appropriate adverse event forms for this procedure. All FDA and sponsor reporting requirements should
also be followed.

All NON-COMPLIANCE issues or COMPLAINTS regarding this project must be reported promptly to the
IRB.

This project has been determined to be a Minimal Risk project. Based on the risks, this project requires
continuing review by this committee on an annual basis. Please use the completion/amendment form for
this procedure. Your documentation for continuing review must be received with sufficient time for review
and continued approval before the expiration date of November 4, 2014.

Please note that all research records must be retained for a minimum of three years.

1.
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