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roles in the PLC process. Interviews were analyzed through the processes of initial, focused, and 
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corroborate the perspectives provided.   
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establishment, 2) deployment, 3) accountability for implementation, 4) adult learning, 5) 

collaboration, and 6) leadership development. The study contributes an interpretivist description 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

School improvement has been a topic of conversation in the United States for decades.  

Public education in America has been evolving in structure and purpose since its gradual 

establishment in the 1800s (Reese, 2000).  The progressive education movement of the early 

1900s served to increase a public education focus on academics, student health, and teaching 

practices (Friedman, 2004).  In this period enrollment increased in public schools, even while 

criticism abounded that schools were not focused enough on careers (Reese, 2000; Friedman, 

2004).  The mid-1900s were marked in educational reform by the Supreme Court Case of Brown 

v. The Board of Education of Topeka and the passage of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (Friedman). As schools were desegregated and federal funding to students in need 

of assistance was provided, the modern education age in America was established.   Critics of 

education began calling for change to the current system in order to improve student learning. 

Friedman (2004) reported “The real and perceived problems that resulted from the late 1960’s 

and early 1970’s, namely the easing of graduation requirements, bilingual education programs, 

dress codes, and disciplinary rules, led to a groundswell of support for a back-to-basics 

movement in education” (p. 26).  In his 1971 book, The Culture of the School and the Problem of 

Change, Sarason described the need for school reform and pointed to school culture to explain 

the lack of positive change.  He asked that educators come out of isolation and become learners 

by examining the reasons they were clinging to certain behaviors in the classroom, and he urged 

them to understand that change would happen only when the culture of the school was changed.   

In 1983, the U.S Department of Education produced a report titled A Nation at Risk; the 

report was designed to discover and expose the problems with schools.  The report recommended 
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educational reform focus on increasing quality content, tightening up promotion policies, 

lengthening the school day, developing logistics of qualifying and hiring teachers, and the report 

encouraged leadership from the federal government, states, and school boards.  The overall 

recommendation of the report aimed to reduce the “rising tide of mediocrity” and change 

education so students were prepared to learn and to lead America.  

In 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) became law, reauthorizing the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act with the goal of closing the achievement gap between 

student populations.  The main tenets of NCLB were to hold schools accountable for student 

learning and to ensure that all students had an opportunity to learn at high levels.  Through its 

mandates, NCLB resulted in an increase in assessment, a focus on teacher quality through 

certification, and an expectation for “adequate yearly progress, ” that is, the progress each school 

should make each year applied to each different student population (Sudnerman, Kim, & Orfield, 

2005).  With the increased emphasis on student success and school accountability for student 

learning, schools began to seek better ways to meet the needs of individual students (Sudnerman, 

Kim, & Orfield, 2005).  

Prior to and during the 1990s, while the federal government was working on deciphering 

the problems in education and developing solutions to hold schools accountable for student 

learning, authors such as Michael Fullan, Peter Senge, Andrew Hargreaves, Thomas 

Sergiovanni, Louis Stoll, Shirley Hord, Rick DuFour, and Thomas Eaker wrote about leadership, 

change, and learning.  Through these and other scholars, the professional learning community 

(PLC) framework was developed with the following as some of its precursors.  
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• Senge (1990) wrote with the corporate world in mind while presenting principles 

of systems thinking, personal mastery, mental models, building shared vision and 

team learning.  

• “…It is impossible to accomplish the deep purpose of student learning unless 

teachers are continuous learners themselves” (Hargreaves & Fullan, 1998, p. 48).   

• “In effective schools, lifelong learning incorporating adults as well as children is a 

norm, and emphasis is placed on developing the school as a learning 

organization” (Stoll & Fink, 1996, p. 152).   

• Leadership…is the exercise of wit and will, principle and passion, time and talent, 

and purpose and power in a way that allows the group to increase the likelihood 

that shared goals will be accomplished.  In communities, leadership as power over 

events and people is redefined to become leadership as power to accomplish 

shared goals.  And when this leadership is exercised by everyone on behalf of 

what is shared, the school becomes a community of leaders (Sergiovanni, 1994, p. 

170).   

These writings about leadership and the learning organization were foundational for PLC 

literature.   

PLCs offer a framework for school improvement involving a shared mission and values, 

collaboration, shared leadership, collective inquiry, and learning for all in order to increase 

student achievement (Hord, 1997; DuFour & Eaker, 1998).  Those interested in school reform 

have adopted the PLC framework as a promising change process by which reform can happen 

(DuFour, R., DuFour, R.B., & Eaker, 2008; Fullan, 2007; Hipp & Huffman, 2010; Hord, 1997). 

The importance of full and sustained implementation and the necessity to build deep capacity 
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among those involved in PLCs have become important themes in the research that considers the 

impact of school-based reform (Fullan; Hipp & Huffman).   

As school reform literature becomes increasingly focused on the importance of the role of 

central office in sustaining viable changes, it is more important to understand how those in 

central office positions impact the implementation and sustainment of the PLC model (DuFour et 

al., 2008; Fullan, 2007).   

 

Rationale of the Researcher 

As a college graduate and certified classroom teacher, I was alone in my portable 

building with a copy of the state standards and state adopted textbooks my first year of teaching.  

Fourth grade students appeared in my classroom in late August, and I thought, “Why are their 

parents leaving them with me for the entire day?”  For eight hours, I was expected to teach all 

content areas to my class and have the students show mastery on the state test for accountability.  

College had prepared me with some pedagogical knowledge, and my team helped with general 

procedures of the campus, but because my student teaching had been in 1st and 6th grades, I 

lacked content expertise.   

Seven years after I began teaching, I was a school librarian and began my doctoral 

program.  Entering the program, I was interested specifically in collaboration efforts between 

teachers and librarians and how that process might impact student achievement.  As I learned 

more about the PLC framework, it occurred to me that if this model were implemented on 

campuses and a cultural shift toward collaboration occurred, all school personnel, including 

librarians, would have a way to be intentionally involved in this effort to increase student 

achievement.  
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Over time, as a member of two separate campus leadership teams, I began working with 

others to facilitate the implementation of the PLC process on those campuses in two different 

districts.  Later, having moved from the school setting to a central office position as a curriculum 

coordinator in a new district, I became curious about how central office administrators might 

work with campuses to strengthen their PLC processes and thereby strengthen student 

achievement.  

Throughout the process of developing PLCs, whether at the campus or central office 

level, I think back to my first fourth grade students and pondered how they might have been 

better served by a teacher who fully collaborated with others, who knew how to use data 

effectively to target student needs, and who was immersed in a culture of continuous learning.  I 

also think of my experiences now as a veteran educator and realize how students learn more 

deeply because of the intentional focus on their learning, how I am often made better by 

collaborating with others, and how my learning is ongoing and my organization made better by 

professional development.  

I chose to add to the research on PLCs because I believe that through this framework, 

student learning can be achieved. Rick DuFour, who has written much on the PLC process 

observes, “…Most schools play a form of educational lottery with children” (DuFour, 2004, 

p.63). Many wonderful teachers that exist, but there are also teachers who need support and need 

to develop capacity.  It is up to district leaders to make sure structures are in place so that all 

students receive a quality education.    Through the PLC process schools create systematic 

responses to student learning.   
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to develop an understanding of how central office 

administrators perceived their own involvement in the PLC process through supporting and 

building capacity for district staff.  I developed a theory of how central office roles and support 

of PLCs are established and used throughout the process by determining how the central office 

administrators in one district viewed their roles in the establishment, implementation, and 

ongoing work of the PLC process,  

 

Statement of Problem 

The research questions for the study were the following:   

1. How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can implement PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the 

district?  

2. How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can sustain PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the district? 

 

Overview of the Methodology 

 The methodology of this study was developed from the research questions based on the 

interpretivist philosophy of the researcher.  In alignment with the philosophy and the problem, a 

qualitative methodology was chosen for learning about perceptions and practices of PLC 

development and support from a central office perspective.   

Ten central office administrators from a school district in Texas participated in semi-

structured interviews to provide perceptions of how the PLC framework is supported and of the 
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process followed in district implementation and sustainment of the PLC effort.  Along with the 

interviews, documents mentioned by participants and procured from the district website were 

examined.  

Interviews were coded and the text analyzed to develop theoretical categories.  These 

categories were formed into a theory or understanding about the involvement of the central office 

administrators, based on their perceptions expressed during the interviews.  In order to analyze 

the data, the processes of initial coding, focused coding, and theoretical coding were used to 

develop theoretical categories.  Historical information and contextual description were gained 

from the district website, documents provided by the participants, and interviews.  By 

discovering theoretical categories that emerged from the text and interview codes, I developed a 

grounded theory of central office support and capacity-development within the implementation 

and sustainment of the PLC framework. 

 

Philosophical Viewpoint 

Interpretivism is the philosophical viewpoint used in this study.  Interpretivism views 

knowledge as value-bound, contextual, and circular (Cannella, personal communication, 2010).  

This assumption brings understanding and not generalizability, so those reading the study can 

transfer information to their own context rather than generalize information from context to 

context.  Individuals perceive reality differently, and therefore, any reality is at best only a partial 

picture of the entire construct (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).   The knower and the known are 

inseparable, so it is important to view research through the lens of the values individuals bring to 

the context (Greene, 1990).   
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Because constructs are unique from district to district, the philosophy behind PLCs 

allows for context to be considered.  In addition, the constructs and perceptions of those involved 

within a single district are unique to the individuals.  With the understanding that meaning is 

contextual, what I desired was to provide understanding of the process of supporting the PLC 

framework by those in district positions, so others may transfer this understanding to their own 

contexts.    

Significance of the Study 

This study enlarges the conversation about professional learning communities and how 

central office administrators are involved in support and capacity building throughout the PLC 

process.  Although there is a significant body of research on PLCs at the campus level, fewer 

studies exist that consider district-level support of the PLC framework.  This study contributes to 

the body of research and provides understanding of how one school district in Texas has worked 

to support PLC implementation and development over time as well as built capacity among those 

involved.  The research design adds to the significance of the study in that this study highlights 

specifically and exclusively the perceptions of administrators in the central office in relation to 

PLCs.  For practitioners, the study provides understanding of the role of the central office 

administrators in support of the PLC process as well as ideas for possible transference to other 

situations.  For those involved in educational research, this study adds to the educational change 

and reform research, as well as the growing body of PLC research, a perspective on the central 

office role within the PLC framework.     
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Definition of Terms 

In order to create a common understanding of terms used in this study, the following 

definitions are used in the chapters that follow: 

Capacity- One who has capacity understands the job he/she must do.  The capacity of 

teachers on the campus level includes not only understanding of how to use the PLC process 

effectively, but also of how to engage students in learning at high levels. Capacity also indicates 

the degree to which a person can be productive or effective in the classroom. The greater the 

capacity, the greater the resources and skills he/she can draw upon to instruct effectively. 

Central office- In the school district described in this study, central office administrators 

included the superintendent, curriculum directors, and coordinators.  The central office staff 

provide guidance, develop policy, and serve the individual schools and staff of a school district. 

Implementation – For this study, implementation includes the process of planning, 

training and collaborating with the staff of individual campuses to execute the PLC framework. 

The implementation did not just happen in one year, but rather over several years as personnel 

were trained and the PLC process was adopted on the campuses. 

Perception – An individual’s perception is how the individual sees the world.  

“Perception” in this study is used to convey how those staff in central office see what they do to 

affect the PLC process.  The individual stories, tasks, and processes are examined to determine 

the perceptions of central office administrators. 

Support – Ways in which central office administrators communicate with, provide 

resources to, and assist principals and teachers involved in the PLC process at the campus level.  

“Support” in the context of the PLC process when central office is involved includes professional 
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development, book studies, documents, student data, policies, scheduling, funding, and other 

ideas brought up by participants.   

Sustain- For this study, sustain refers to the amount of time the PLC framework has been 

in place and ongoing in the district. The specified amount of time the district has implemented 

and sustained the PLC framework in this study is five years. 

 

Summary 

 This chapter introduces the research questions involving how central office 

administrators perceive how they support and build capacity for the implementation and 

sustainment of the PLC framework.  Rationale, significance, and definition of terms are 

presented.  This study develops a grounded theory of how those in central office administrative 

positions support and build capacity for principals and teachers involved in the PLC process.   
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

As professional learning communities (PLCs) become common in schools and school 

districts across the country, it is important to look at the different perceptions of individuals 

participating in the implementation process.  Research to date has defined PLCs, demonstrated 

their positive impact on student achievement, and described how schools have worked to 

implement the PLC framework on their campuses (Wells & Feun, 2008).   Examining central 

office support of the PLC framework is essential in providing parameters for the amount and 

kinds of support needed to establish and sustain the PLC framework throughout a system.    

This review of literature outlines the theoretical framework and structure of the PLC 

process, provide information on the change process as it relates to the PLC process and uncover 

what has been studied about the role of the central office in reform and the PLC process.  These 

three purposes are reflected in the main headings of Chapter 2.   

The following criteria were established to narrow the scope of the literature reported in 

this review.  For the general overview of the origin, definitions of the PLC model and role in the 

change process, literature from PLC experts was used.  “Experts” might be defined as those who 

have written extensively about the process and whom others regularly cite.  When looking for 

research to indicate effectiveness of the PLC model in schools, I examined peer-reviewed studies 

through online databases such as EBSCOhost, ERIC, Sage and ProQuest.   

Literature discussing the role of the central office and PLCs was studied to show the 

current status of the knowledge base related to the problems stated in this paper.  The key words 

used to find information on the role of central office in PLCs were run through a Boolean search 

of “professional learning communities” and one of the following: “central office,” “district 
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administration,” and “superintendent.”  The searches for this criterion did not yield as many peer 

reviewed, scholarly articles, as did the searches for more general information on PLCs.   

Additionally, I examined school reform literature in order to establish the legitimacy of 

the central office role in the PLC framework.  Although school reform literature is vast, only 

literature that included the role of the central office was included in this review.  Searches for 

this literature included the key words “school reform,” “central office,” “superintendent,” and 

some included “professional learning communities.”   

Because the PLC literature is relatively new, few date restrictions have been placed on 

the searches.  Initial searches were for all literature related to the PLC framework regardless of 

date.  Follow-up searches have been limited to more recent dates; however, research from the 

late 1990s to present on PLCs has been examined for this study.    

Because this is a grounded theory study, this chapter was drafted prior to the collection of 

the data and then augmented based on some of the findings.   A recommendation for grounded 

theory is to conduct the literature review after the results of the study are known in order to avoid 

bringing preconceived ideas to the theory development process (Charmaz, 2006).  The section on 

change and the PLC process was developed after data collection because of the emphasis on the 

change process in the implementation and sustaining of the PLC framework in the district, 

according to my interpretation of the findings.   

 

The PLC Process 

 Because of the recent focus on school reform and increased attention to student learning, 

the potential of the PLC model to advance student achievement systematically at the campus 
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level has been emphasized.  This section provides the theoretical framework and the definition of 

the PLC process.   

 
Theoretical Frameworks 
 
 The theoretical frameworks behind the PLC model are constructivism and organizational 

learning theory.  The nature of the involvement of individuals in the PLC process allows them to 

generate or co-construct much of what they learn and understand (Schunk, 2008).  Interactions 

between individuals and groups and application of principles to new situations allow for 

knowledge to be acquired.  Within the context of working together, collective inquiry, and 

shared personal practice, those involved in the PLC framework develop capacity and have 

impact on student learning (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Hord, 1997).   

 Organizational learning is “the deliberate use of individual, group, and system learning to 

embed new thinking and practices that continuously renew and transform the organization in 

ways that support shared aims” (Collinson & Cook, 2007, p. 8).  Organizational learning must 

happen throughout the system, is based on inquiry, requires those in the group to have shared 

understandings, leads to change, and includes embedding the new learning into the systems in 

the organization.  Looking at data and adopting new ideas and new ways are trademarks of an 

organization that has implemented organizational learning theory (Huysman, 2000).    

 There are six conditions to organizational learning with which the PLC framework easily 

aligns as it is situated within this theory.  The conditions are as follows: 

• “Prioritizing learning for all members 

• Fostering inquiry 

• Facilitating the dissemination of knowledge 

• Practicing democratic principles 
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• Attending to human relationships 

• Providing for members self-fulfillment” (Collinson & Cook, 2007, p. 60).   

These elements situated within a learning community add strength to the organization.  

Learning organizations are places where capacity is built in individuals through a shared process 

so results are accomplished (Senge, 1990).  Building capacity through collective learning and 

practice are tenets of a learning community.  Developing individuals within an organization and 

share their learning with others can strengthen the system through examination, interpretation 

and action (Dixon, 1994).  The PLC process is based on the theoretical framework of 

organizational learning theory because as individuals are developed and strengthened so is the 

organization. 

 

Defining the PLC Process 

A campus with an embedded PLC framework involves collaborative teams of 

professionals who share a common goal of increasing student achievement through learning for 

all and are working together to meet that goal (Hord, 1997; DuFour & Eaker, 1998).  To develop 

as a PLC, those in schools work together, focus on learning goals, and use data to drive 

instruction.  

 Much PLC literature and practice are based on the work of either Hord or DuFour 

and Eaker or both.   Table 1 shows the parallels of and the contrasts between the definitions and 

tenets provided by these seminal researchers.  Although researchers may define the PLC model 

differently in some aspects, the PLC framework includes working together, under a shared 

vision, where those participating are committed to learning and growing so student achievement 
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is attained.  As individuals work together and learn collaboratively toward a common goal, the 

PLC model can be implemented and sustained successfully.  

Table 1 

Comparison Table of Dimensions of the PLC Framework 

Professional Learning Community Framework 
Hord, 1997 DuFour & Eaker, 1998 

• Supportive and shared leadership • Shared mission, vision, values, and goals 

• Collective creativity • Collaborative teams 

• Shared values and vision • Collective inquiry 

• Supportive conditions • Action orientation and experimentation 

• Shared Personal Practice • Results orientation 

  

As the PLC framework is initiated at the campus level, leadership must be nurtured 

among the staff of a campus through sharing of power, authority and responsibility (Huffman & 

Hipp, 2003).   Participants in the PLC model then work to “create and be guided by a clear and 

compelling vision” that solidifies the collective commitments and the moral purpose of the work 

associated with the PLC process (DuFour et al., 2008, p. 15).  Often collaborative teams are 

formed; the members of these teams “work interdependently to achieve common goals-- goals 

linked to the purpose of learning for all-- for which members are held mutually accountable” 

(DuFour et al., p. 15).  Collaborative teams solve problems and focus on improving learning 

through a shared experience (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).  Through the process of collective 

inquiry, educators examine their students’ current needs and learn best practices to meet those 

needs (DuFour et al.).  This collaboration is a key element in the PLC process and strengthens 

the system as teachers work together to focus on learning, student and staff.  Through this 

process, shared personal practice is developed.  Shared personal practice allows for observations, 
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coaching, mentoring, and feedback (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).  Shared personal practice extends 

beyond meeting together. It involves a deeper level of interaction involving observation and 

feedback.  “This practice is not evaluative but is part of the ‘peers helping peers’ process. Such 

review is conducted regularly by teachers who visit each other’s classrooms to observe, script 

notes, and discuss observations with each other.  The process is based on the desire for individual 

and community improvement and is enabled by the mutual respect and trustworthiness of staff 

members” (Hord, 1997, p. 25).  Supportive conditions such as collegial relationships, time to 

collaborate, norms about meeting expectations, and other systems that make team collaboration 

more effective should be present (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).  Through action, a commitment to 

continue improvement, and a focus on results, participants in the PLC framework find their work 

grounded in the ultimate goal of making students successful in learning at high levels (DuFour et 

al., 2008).  

 Although people may misconstrue having teachers meet together to talk about a topic as 

implementation of the PLC framework, the goal of the PLC process is much more than holding 

professional learning community meetings.  The goal is to “enhance teacher effectiveness as 

professionals, for student’s ultimate benefit”  (Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, & Thomas, 

2006, p. 229).  School leaders are encouraged to incorporate the model of PLCs on their 

campuses to develop shared knowledge, increase the capacity of teachers to solve problems 

collectively, and to develop a process of change in the school based on the vision of the 

community (Huffman & Jacobson, 2003).  Teachers need a vast array of knowledge in order to 

be successful in the 21st century including “understanding learning, content knowledge, 

pedagogical understanding, emotional understanding and fundamentals of change,” and leaders 

should provide the opportunity for teachers to learn (Stoll, Fink & Earl, 2003, pp.78-80, 112).   
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The PLC process has been well documented in literature and has been documented as a 

means for educational change.  The change process has also been studied extensively and has 

been included with the PLC process in PLC literature.  As schools and districts have 

implemented the PLC process, research has encouraged understanding of the change process as a 

means to understand their own process of the implementation.  The next section will examine the 

ways the change process emerged alongside the PLC process.  

 

Educational Change and the PLC process 

 By the nature of the verbs in my research questions, “implement” and “sustain,” the 

educational change process is implied.  The educational change process has been researched and 

developed as its own phenomenon and has also been included in research and literature with the 

PLC process. The district studies in this project referred to the change process as they 

implemented and sustained the PLC framework in the district.  This section focuses primarily on 

the change process as it relates to the PLC process. 

 

The Change Process   

 The process of change has been well documented in literature as a multidimensional 

process, not an event (Fullan, 2001, 2007; Hargreaves, Earl, Moore, & Manning, 2001; Hall & 

Hord, 2006).  The general consensus is that change is a process, and that it takes years to apply 

an educational change at high levels of implementation so it is evident throughout the system.  

Table 2 provides excerpts from research on the change process.  
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Table 2 

The Change Process Literature 

Change Process Source  

“Change has substance and form, 
content and process.” 
 

Hargreaves, Earl, Moore, and Manning, 
2001, pg. 184 

“…Change is a process, not an event – a 
lesson learned the hard way by those 
who put all their energies into 
developing an innovation or passing a 
piece of legislation without thinking 
through what would have to happen 
beyond that point.” 
 

Fullan, 2007, p. 168 

“…Change is a process through which 
people and organizations move as they 
gradually come to understand and 
become skilled and competent in the use 
of new ways.” 

Hall & Hord, 2006, p. 4 

 

Establishing a purpose in change.  Literature on educational change and literature on the 

PLC process address the importance of recognizing a purpose of establishing the PLC process in 

order to initiate change.  “Moral purpose is about both ends and means. In education, an 

important end is to make a difference in the lives of students. But the means of getting to that end 

are also crucial” (Fullan, 2001, p.13).  Understanding that change needs to happen to increase 

student achievement and using PLCs as a way to facilitate that change is an example of a moral 

purpose.  Hargreaves, Earl, Moore, Manning (2001) found teachers were likely to implement a 

change if it aligned with their beliefs (p. 130).   
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Moving through the change process.  Literature on the PLC framework includes the 

change process because the PLC framework is a model for educational reform.  In The New 

Meaning of Educational Change, Fullan (2007) provides a model of the change process with 

three main phases: initiation, implementation, and institutionalization.   Initiation includes the 

phases that lead up to the adoption of the innovation, implementation references the first 

attempts to put the innovation into action, and institutionalization occurs when the innovation is 

routine and part of the system.  Hipp and Huffman (2003) use this model when exploring how 

schools maintain success in the change process in relation to the PLC framework.  From Fullan’s 

phases of change and Hord’s dimensions of PLCs, the professional learning community 

organizer (PLCO) was created.  Appendix A shows the PLCO.  This model is used to show 

where schools fall in the development of the PLC framework.  “Our reconceptualization reflects 

a more fluid process that emphasized continuous improvement” (Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 26).   

In addition to the PLCO, Hipp and Huffman (2010) provide the professional learning 

community development rubric (PLCDR) that also illustrates the change continuum.  This 

instrument was designed as a tool for schools to assess their development on Hord’s five 

dimensions of the PLC process with Fullan’s phases of change.  The rubric adds the category of 

“not initiating” to initiation, implementation and institutionalization and provides dimensional 

definitions in greater detail than in the PLCO.  Appendix B is an excerpt from the PLCDR that 

shows the changing nature of the implementation of the PLC process in each dimension  (Hipp & 

Huffman, 2010).   

 The innovation configuration matrix or map is a diagnostic tool to help those adopting an 

innovation to understand the idealized state over the duration of the adoption process or through 

the change process (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Innovation configuration maps have been created for 
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the PLC process to help those implementing it to understand the target or ideal version of 

implementation and the variations that might exist as well as the ongoing nature of the process.  

Hipp and Huffman (2010) provide the professional learning communities – innovation 

configuration matrix (PLC-ICM) with components of the change process including the 

following: not initiating, initiating, implementing and sustaining (p. 45-49).  Using this tool 

“…progress related to each PLC dimension can be assessed and next steps identified to help 

sustain the innovation” (Hipp &Huffman, p. 44).  An external support systems- innovation 

configuration map (ESS-ICM) is provided with a component for central office.  The central 

office matrix is included in Appendix C to illustrate the change process included with each of the 

innovation elements.   

Learning Forward, formerly the National Staff Development Council, provides an 

innovation configuration map for schools to use with the PLC framework.   The title of this 

resource is Standards into Practice: School-based roles. Innovation Configuration Maps for 

Standards for Professional Learning (2012).  This resource provides standards for professional 

learning, which focus on learning communities, leadership, resources, data, learning design, 

implementation, and outcomes. Each of these standards is defined and then developed on an 

innovation configuration map for specific roles in the school, including teacher, coach, school 

leadership team, and principal.  Six different levels are presented for each desired outcome.  This 

innovation configuration map shows the change process as it might manifest itself through the 

professional learning process at the campus level.  Central office involvement in the PLC process 

is not included in this tool, but the presence of the change process is evident.  

DuFour, DuFour, and Eaker (2008) discuss the importance of change in their work with 

the PLC process as well.  “District Leaders must use every aspect of an effective change process 
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and present a compelling rationale for moving forward” (p. 345).  These authors suggest change 

can only be sustained when it is embedded in the culture of the organization.  If a campus is not 

functioning collaboratively and focusing on learning, “it is impossible for a school or district to 

develop capacity to function as a professional learning community without undergoing profound 

cultural shifts” (p. 91).  DuFour et al. argue that “the challenge of changing culture begins with 

the challenge of changing behavior, and therefore, actual changes in the culture comes [sic] late 

in the process” (p. 108).  In order to shift culture, change occurs in the norms of the culture.  Hall 

and Hord (2006) reference the “implementation bridge” that members of the organization are 

required to cross as they change their practices.  By crossing this bridge and changing their 

practices, outcomes will change.   

The process of change is not linear, moving easily from one stage to another (Fullan, 

2001).  “This is because the processes and effects of learning influence each other in a reciprocal 

way” (Stoll, Fink, & Earl, 2003, p. 133).  As human beings are involved in the system, their 

actions become both causes and effects of ways the process is implemented.  DuFour et al. 

(2008) note that change efforts are not smooth or linear as they use the metaphor of cultivating a 

garden “with some elements dying out as others are being born” (p. 109).  This idea is also 

supported by Fullan (2007): “It is not a linear process but rather one in which events at one phase 

can feed back to alter decisions made at previous stages, which then proceed to work their way 

through in a continuous interactive way” (p. 67).   

As schools and districts throughout the country have worked to implement professional 

learning communities as a means of change, the role of central office in this process bears 

consideration.  The next section examines where central office and district leadership have 

emerged in the PLC literature. 
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The Central Office 

Because this study examines the perceptions of central office administrators and the roles 

they play in the PLC process, it is important to give context to the roles of central office in the 

reform process and to examine the relationship between the PLC effort and central office 

support.  The next two sub-sections give credence to the involvement of central office in PLCs as 

a framework for reform.  Starting with a general view of central office roles and school reform 

and then narrowing to a more specific view of PLCs and the central office, the next section of 

this review of literature establishes the importance of central office administration in the PLC 

reform effort. 

 

The Impact of Central Office on Reform  

The systemic reform approach requires that all parts of the system, including the central 

office and campuses, work together (Olson, 2002).  As professional learning communities are a 

framework for reform, connections between school reform research and the role of the central 

office are important to understand.  

Though the central office may be structured differently from district to district, generally 

the central office has purposes established by the superintendent, partners with schools to support 

initiatives, and guides professional learning to develop capacity throughout the system (Mizell, 

2010).  As the central office assesses the impact of its own work on student achievement results, 

it becomes a viable partner with schools in impacting student success.  Central office leadership 

is essential in reform, as success on a campus level cannot be maintained without the support of 

central office and the superintendent (DuFour & Marzano, 2011).  When central office is 

involved in design, implementation and evaluation of professional development “a sense of 
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consistency, a common vision, clarity of expectation and a focused direction” are established 

(Johnson, 2009, p. 224).  Although schools attain success one at a time, it is the support of the 

central office that helps sustain the success.   

The role central office and its involvement strengthening the system is shown in a study 

by The Learning First Alliance.  This research studied five high-poverty school districts across 

the United States to examine the strategies they used systemically to promote good instruction 

(Togneri & Anderson, 2003).  The researchers found that district gains in student achievement 

were associated with examining the data system-wide, re-working professional development, 

redefining leadership roles, including those at central office, and being committed to sustaining 

reform. In all the districts in the study, central office played a strong role in guiding the effort to 

improve instruction through collaboration.   

In a 2002 set of case studies of four large urban districts that raised their student 

achievement and lowered the racial disparity in scores, district level central office support was 

seen in all districts as a strategy for success (Snipes, Doolittle, & Herlihy).  Central office 

supported those in the district through staff development and implementation of the district-wide 

curriculum.  The researchers concluded the central office role becomes one of “guiding, 

supporting, and improving instruction at the building level” (Snipes, Doolittle, & Herlihy, 2002, 

p. 5).   

In a report from the Education Policy Center at Michigan State University, coherent, 

instructionally-focused district leadership was studied from case studies over a period of two 

decades (Thompson, Skyes, & Skrla, 2008).  This synthesis found that those in district leadership 

positions must motivate, align capacity, and concentrate resources.   The study found that district 

goals should be maintained by focusing on the established benchmarks.  “A robust professional 
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system does not emerge on a district-wide basis without strong administrative support” 

(Thompson, Skyes, & Skrla, 2008, p. 36).   

In The New Meaning of Educational Change, Fullan (2007) addresses the need for 

districts to build capacity that focuses on results as they systemically work towards 

improvement.  Citing three different school systems (Toronto, Ontario; Boston, Massachusetts; 

and Liverpool, England), he builds a case for the importance of central office working with 

campuses to build capacity and impact student learning.  Fullan (2006) writes that when central 

office administrators and campus staff work together in a two-way interaction, change occurs; he 

proposes that in order to build capacity throughout the system, central office and school 

relationships must be refashioned.  The goal in this relationship becomes not only sharing ideas 

between schools, but also developing interactions where mutual influence takes place.  Fullan 

(2010) reinforces his ideas about districts building collective capacity in All Systems Go: The 

Change Imperative for Whole System Reform by discussing the imperative a school system has to 

develop principals and teachers to be most effective in impacting students.   Collective capacity 

might be defined as “how roles and responsibilities are shared, how resources are used, how the 

school is organized, and how autonomy is negotiated” (Hall, 2010, p. 10).  

In a dissertation studying how high stakes testing impacted central office administrators, 

evidence of at least part of the PLC model was present through the work of central office 

(Carver, 2008).  By interviewing four central office personnel, the superintendent, the director of 

curriculum, the executive director of elementary education, and the director of research and 

evaluation, the researcher was able to explore how the district distributed leadership, built 

capacity, maintained sustainable leadership, and used data-driven decision making.  Although the 

researcher admitted the PLC framework as defined in the research was not present, she also 
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pointed out that qualities of distributed leadership and building capacity, which are prominent 

themes in PLC literature, were present in this school district.   

Marzano and Waters (2009) conducted a meta-analysis of 27 studies on district 

leadership and student achievement in order to determine the relationship between school district 

leadership and student achievement.  The researchers also looked for specific behaviors that 

contributed to student achievement.  Based on the meta-analysis, effective leadership behaviors 

from those at the district level can positively impact student leadership; these effective behaviors 

include the following:  

1. Ensuring collaborative goal setting 

2. Establishing nonnegotiable goals for achievement and instruction 

3. Creating board alignment with and support of district goals 

4. Monitoring achievement and instruction goals 

5. Allocating resources to support the goals for achievement and instruction (Marzano & 

Watters, 2009, p. 6)   

 School reform literature points to the PLC framework as it calls for collaboration, 

building capacity, setting goals, and focusing on student achievement.  The next section outlines 

research and literature involving PLCs and the central office.    

 

The Role of Central Office in PLCs 

When professional learning community literature began to appear, much of it focused on 

implementation at the campus level.  Central office contributions entered the literature with 

discussion about sustaining campus-level implementation.  Some research has also been done on 
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central office involvement in PLCs.  The gradual inclusion of central office involvement in PLC 

literature is presented in this section.  

 

Studies of PLCs on the campus with central office involvement.  In a 2000 study, Leo 

and Cowan focused on implementation of PLCs.  Although their purpose was to examine the 

beginning actions of those implementing the PLC process at the campus level, the study also 

brought to light efforts made by campuses to involve those in the central office, including the 

school board and superintendent.  Throughout the implementation process, several principals in 

this study discussed involving the superintendent and school board in the vision behind PLCs, 

the schools’ interests in the reform effort, and the desire for central office support in the form of 

resources and time to collaborate.  While the study focuses on PLC implementation by the 

campus, the occasional mention of central office and district level communication establish the 

desire of campuses to be supported in their PLC efforts.    

In a case study of one middle school over a nine-year period, researchers found that 

central office was powerfully influential (Huffman & Pankake, 2010).  While the PLC efforts 

started at the campus level, they were sustained by central office as it supported the school’s 

vision through the transition of leadership (both the superintendent and the campus principal).  

Through the development of the instructional specialist positions, which supported campuses and 

teachers in continuous improvement, those at the campus level viewed the support provided by 

central office positively.   

In a case study of campus administrators’ perceptions of the implementation of the PLC 

framework, the researcher found discrepancies in perceptions of level of implementation at two 

different campuses even though both campuses had implemented at the same time; the 

 26 



conclusion was the principals were successful in implementation even if the implementation was 

at different levels (Jaques, 2010).  The research included the perception of the value for campus 

implementation of district support through funding of staff development on the PLC process and 

initiatives such as curriculum audits and tailored teacher professional learning  (Jaques, 2010).    

 Thessin (2010) described six schools in a small urban district as the PLC process was 

established and supported in the district.  The study details the second year of implementation of 

the PLC process by focusing on the campus level implementation.  Insight into the district 

trainings, the PLC task force, and the implementation plan from the central office level is 

provided.  Although the central office perspective is not studied exclusively, this study provides 

a picture of the involvement of the central office in this district.   

 

Studies of PLCs related to central office.  In her 2003 dissertation, Ostmeyer conducted a 

case study of a school district implementing the PLC model, asking research questions about the 

characteristics of PLCs that were present, the role of the superintendent, and the efforts of those 

in the district, including the superintendent and central office, as PLCs were implemented.  The 

researcher interviewed employees throughout the district and administered a survey and 

conducted observations and document analysis.  Ostmeyer (2003) found that four of five 

characteristics of PLCs were present, based on Hord’s dimensions of PLCs; the study also 

pointed to the important role of the superintendent in implementing and changing the culture in 

the school district.   

Abrego and Pankake (2011) conducted follow-up research in the same school district 

studied by Ostmeyer (2003).  In a mixed methods study involving the superintendent, a school 

board member, several central office administrators, 10 principals and 15 teachers, the 
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researchers used the recommendation of Ostmeyer to study PLC implementation in the district 

after a change in the superintendent occurred.  

The purpose of this study was two-fold: to determine if a school district was able to 

sustain a professional learning community and to identify factors that enhanced, 

inhibited, or promoted the sustainability of a PLC from a district-wide perspective with 

particular focus on how a change in leadership, i.e., a new superintendent, affected the 

sustainability of PLC attributes. (Abrego & Pankake, p. 4) 

The study found that the PLC process had been sustained and that the new superintendent had 

been hired under the expectations to continue the work the district had begun.  The follow-up 

study, just as the original study, looked for the inclusion of Hord’s dimensions of PLCs in the 

district and found them in the sustaining process.   

Montgomery (2007) studied a district in its implementation of the PLC process as the 

district-trained leadership teams facilitated teacher learning at the campus level.  Although in the 

first year many barriers existed between the earlier status and sustaining a PLC structure, a 

greater focus on student learning was achieved because of the development of the capacity of 

those on campuses by those in district leadership.   

A multiple site, multiple methods descriptive study examined the ways central office and 

school level leaders of two high schools in different districts partnered to advance a culture of 

continuous professional learning (Borchers, 2009).  By using surveys, interviews and document 

analysis to examine the processes and practices present on the campuses, results of the study 

illuminated how continuous professional learning was established. Supports included 

partnerships on all levels, continuity of leadership, professional development aligned to meet 
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teacher and students’ needs, and support and structures in place that gave the teachers the tools to 

increase student achievement (Borchers, 2009).   

In a study found to be most similar to this study, Horton and Martin (2013) examined the 

role of district administration in their multi-case study of three school districts in Missouri with 

the overarching guiding question of “What roles does the district administration play in the 

development, success and sustainability of professional learning communities?” (p. 56).  A board 

member, the superintendent and an assistant superintendent were interviewed at each site.  

District leadership team members participated in focus groups.  Observations were conducted 

during site visits, and documents were analyzed.  Four themes emerged from analysis of data, “1) 

Fostering collaborative, distributive leadership, 2) development of a sense of collective efficacy 

and responsibility for student learning, 3) emphasis on collaborative teams vs. isolation and 4) 

the use of data to drive improved instruction” (p. 62).  Even though central office administrations 

informed the study in the focus group, and the information collected was used to develop themes, 

the main focus of this study was on the role of the superintendent and his/her need to be “actively 

engaged in the process” for the PLC implementation to be successful (p. 68). 

In his book, Getting District Results: A Case Study of Implementing PLCs at Work, 

Nicholas J. Meyers (2012) provided a case study of the school district of which he was 

superintendent, a kindergarten through 8th grade school district in Illinois.  The study examines 

the district from 2005 to 2011, including steps and processes used as they implemented the PLC 

framework.  The “big ideas” of process come from the DuFour et al. (2008) PLC at Work model: 

ensuring students are learning at high levels, working together in collaborative teams, and being 

results oriented.  Steps taken are fleshed out in chapters involving building shared knowledge; 

defining the mission, vision, collective commitments and goals; forming collaborative teams; 
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clarifying essential learning outcomes; utilizing common formative assessments, and establishing 

systematic interventions.  Sustaining the process and administrating systemic change were also 

addressed in the study.    

Throughout the professional learning community process, members must gain new 

knowledge and skill and engage in best instructional practices in order to learn and improve 

continuously (Montgomery, 2007).  Because of this ongoing process, leaders “at district, school, 

or team levels must therefore accept responsibility for providing educators with the clarity, 

structures, resources, and ongoing support essential to their success” (DuFour & Marzano, 2011, 

p. 70).  DuFour and Marzano (2011) compiled research to provide those in district leadership 

suggestions for creating a collaborative culture within the PLC process:   

• place educators in collaborative teams and give them time to collaborate;  

• provide support structures such as clarity and goals to teams; 

• monitor the work of teams in order to provide support; and  

• understand the realities of the team through either celebrations or working with those not 

contributing (pp.70-85)   

Importance of Central Office Support.  Districts that provide support of a system, such as 

the PLC process, should have a systematic approach (Togneri & Anderson, 2003; Thompson, 

Sykes & Skrla, 2008). Many (2009) use the analogy of “making diamonds” through the 

technique of top-down pressure and bottom-up support.  When those in leadership clearly 

communicate expectations, providing pressure, but then also providing support through guidance 

of the direction necessary for school improvement, they are doing the challenging work of 

leading towards the ultimate goal of increasing student learning, or making diamonds.  Beyond 

this initial analogy, there are other articles and research that support this idea.  
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Similar to “pressure and support” is the idea of “loose-tight” coupling of leadership 

(DuFour, 2007; Fullan, 2007; DuFour et al., 2008; Barlow, 2008)  “This leadership approach 

fosters autonomy and creativity (loose) within a systematic framework that stipulates clear, non-

discretionary priorities and parameters (tight)” (Dufour, 2007, p. 39).  DuFour describes a case 

study where the superintendent brought in staff development about the PLC model and its link to 

increasing student achievement to develop commitment and enthusiasm.  Then, throughout the 

course of the next several years, the central office supported schools in their efforts to implement 

PLCs at the campus level.  By providing the parameters within which the PLC framework was 

important, yet allowing those implementing the model some autonomy over how it was done, the 

loose-tight model was successful.   

In the case study by Huffman and Pankake (2010) mentioned previously in this section, 

one of the central office administrators described the need for holding schools accountable while 

providing support for the accountability.  A study exploring the PLC framework within a district 

as a learning organization adds strength to the argument for the need for support through a clear 

framework and expectations from central office (Barlow, 2008).  Two schools were studied in a 

district implementing the PLC framework in an effort to impact reform.  “Many barriers 

prevented effective organizational learning: A lack of information, no clear direction that was 

supported by the sites, many demands placed on teachers, and a lack of trust….This reform 

required significant bottom-up ownership from teachers, but control became a tool of top-down 

leadership” (Barlow, 2008, p. 235).  Again, the idea of providing both pressure and support 

seems to be an essential quality of those in central office leadership. 

As district leaders have learned more about school reform and the professional learning 

community process, literature has begun to emerge to help guide districts in implementing PLCs 
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system-wide.  DuFour et al. (2008) provide four keys for those in district, central office positions 

to consider for shaping the culture of a district while implementing the PLC process.  The keys 

include the following:   

• Use reform and change rationale to present an argument for the need to move 

ahead; 

• Make sure all those in the district are communicating the same message of what is 

most important; 

• Focus initiatives on the priorities of change;  

• Help build collective capacity in teachers and principals so that student 

achievement can be increased (p. 345-365) 

Central office administrators must be clear about the expectations of teachers working together 

towards common goals, and they must also support the efforts of building capacity in order to 

accomplish the goals. 

 

District case stories.  Several accounts of central office involvement in the PLC 

framework have been published as informational pieces in non-refereed journals. Often someone 

in the school district writes these narratives, or a researcher interviewed school district 

employees.  Narratives are provided as examples of the work occurring in districts throughout 

the United States, specifically in the area of central office involvement in the PLC process.  

These narratives provide context for what might be found at a deeper level in a formal research 

study.   

White River School District.  In a case study focusing on a shift in traditional professional 

development to the PLC model, Eaker and Keating (2009) present a school district in 

 32 



Washington state. White River School District used principles of adult learning to establish the 

rationale for PLCs and then embed the framework into the culture.   White River began its PLC 

process in 2006 by working together to clarify essential outcomes, discuss student learning, and 

then designed professional development based on the collaborative teams. They conducted an 

on-going assessment of the PLC process not only to see how it was impacting student 

achievement, but also to develop continual professional learning and reflective practice in the 

district.  The entire district held to the philosophy that “for collaborative teams to be successful, 

professional learning must be embedded into the structure and routine practices of the district, 

team by team” (Eaker & Keating, 2009, p. 54).   

Stamford Public Schools.  Stamford Public Schools in Connecticut introduced the PLC 

process throughout the district by way of central office and a district capacity team during the 

2007-2008 school year (Thessin & Starr, 2011).  The capacity team was developed to establish 

ownership of the district-wide effort to implement the PLC process.  As the district executed the 

process of deploying the PLC model, the capacity team guided leaders to help ensure systematic 

implementation at the campus level.  Throughout the process, the district focused on developing 

their own PLC cycle and training the staff to implement the cycle on their campuses.  Based on a 

variety of change, reform, and team literature, Stamford Public Schools developed a process to 

help teacher teams be successful learning teams; the Stamford PLC Process included the 

following steps: inquire, analyze data, look at student work, examine instruction, assess student 

progress, and reflect.   

Over the three-year implementation continuum, those in district positions worked to 

clarify the process through trainings, surveys, and goals.  Their theory of action for PLC work 

shows how focused they were on the PLC process:  “If teachers and administrators work together 
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to address student needs by engaging in a continuous process of instructional improvement, then 

teaching and learning will benefit, thereby leading to improved student achievement” (Thessin & 

Starr, p. 52).   

A few ways capacity was built in Stamford Public Schools were PLC facilitator trainings, 

trainings on developing others’ understanding of the process, and a differentiated plan to support 

the PLC model throughout the district (Thessin & Starr, 2011).  In order to develop the teachers’ 

leadership in facilitating the PLC model, the district trained 260 of their 1,400 employees in the 

implementation and execution of the PLC process.  Then, when the teachers wanted more 

training, they had those from high functioning PLCs in the district train others on building 

collaborative learning.  Also, when it became apparent that some schools in the district were not 

utilizing the PLC framework to the fullest potential or properly, a differentiated plan to support 

campuses was developed by those in central office so that capacity could be built based on the 

needs of the campus.   

Lewiston School District.  Perconti (2010) writes her own perceptions of her role as a 

curriculum coordinator in establishing PLCs in her school district, Lewiston, Idaho.  Charged by 

her superintendent in the 2007-2008 school year to form a committee to research a new model 

for professional development, Perconti (2010) led the way to implement PLCs. Through the 

implementation process, Perconti (2010) found that being persistent in making the connection 

between adult learning and student achievement was important in keeping the focus on the vision 

of the district.  This focus led into inquiry and to ensuring that teachers were continuously 

learning for the betterment of students.  As inquiry persisted, capacity was being built on 

campuses.  The role of central office administrators to support the professional learning of 

teachers on the campus is extremely important.  The central office position in Lewiston was to 
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clarify.  Perconti (2010) made reference to the PLC process being a journey; when the journey 

starts to veer off course or become foggy, it is important for central office administrators to help 

clarify the essential purpose.  Finally, central office administrators can influence the PLC process 

in their districts with persistence, inquiry, capacity building, and clarifying. 

 

Decatur School District #61.  Decatur School District #61 in Decatur, Illinois, offers an 

example of central office administrators guiding the PLC process in a district (Hillman & 

Kachur, 2010).  The district provided three full days of staff development on PLCs and then 

provided sessions for building support teams to help build capacity at the campus level. The 

focus became throughout the district to strengthen instruction in order to impact student 

achievement positively.  Central office administrators guided and supported the campuses as 

they developed collaborative cultures through the PLC process.  Through walkthroughs and a 

book study on The Art and Science of Teaching (Marzano, 2007), district leaders collaborated 

with school administrators in learning and collective inquiry.  Capacity was built on campuses 

through collaboration between central office and the campus as professional development was 

aligned with the goals of each campus.  The central office became “instrumental in creating a 

district-wide collaborative professional learning culture, one where educators were learning from 

and with one another, introducing ideas, sharing practices, and making decisions that benefit the 

students…” (Marzono, 2007, p. 22).  As PLCs are implemented, the role of central office 

administrators becomes more focused on student achievement, building collaboration, staff 

learning, and data-driven decision-making (Ostmeyer, 2003).  
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Summary 

 Chapter Two contained an overview of the literature related to the PLC process.  The 

major tenets of the PLC model that are outlined in research were presented.  Information on the 

change process as it relates to the PLC process was discussed.  The importance of the central 

office role in school reform was established through literature.  Research on central office 

involvement in the PLC process was also included.  

 This chapter highlighted many of the important studies involving the role of central office 

administrators in the PLC process.  While these studies are important in the work of PLC 

research, the current study provided a perspective unique to the body of research on PLCs.  The 

current study closely examined the perceptions of central office administrators and reports on 

their ideas and behaviors in implementing and sustaining the PLC process.  The study provided a 

story of the work done in the school district and outlined their process for researchers and 

practitioners.    
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 The purpose of this study was to understand how school district central office 

administrators perceive the processes they use to support and develop capacity for school 

administrators and teachers involved in professional learning communities (PLCs) at the campus 

level.  The study examined central office leader perceptions and implementation processes in one 

school district that has a reputation for successful implementation of the PLC model.   More 

specifically, this research study, which is philosophically aligned with interpretivism, used 

qualitative methodologies and data based on semi-structured interviews and document collection 

to generate information and grounded theory with the goal of understanding the work that had 

been done by those in districts to support and build capacity through the PLC framework.   

 This chapter presents the research question, the design of the study, and principles of 

grounded theory that guided the data generation and coding processes.  Limitations and 

delimitations are discussed, as well as ethical considerations.   

 

Research Questions 

This study focused on one district that has implemented and sustained the PLC process at 

the campus level with central office support.  The research questions focused on levels and kinds 

of support provided by district administrators at the central office and were stated as:  

1. How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can implement PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the 

district?  
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2. How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can sustain PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the district? 

 

Research Design 

Because this study examined the perceptions and descriptions of central office 

administrators regarding their involvement in implementing and sustaining the PLC framework, 

the methodology selected was grounded theory.  According to Charmaz (2008), “Grounded 

theory methods consist of systematic, yet flexible guidelines for collecting and analyzing 

qualitative data to construct theories ‘grounded’ in the data themselves” (p. 2).  Using grounded 

theory, the research involved gathering data through interviews and text analysis of documents 

used by participants and other resources associated with the district, such as their website and 

organizational chart.   

Central office administrators were interviewed and asked to describe their participation in 

the PLC process throughout the school district. The interviews were semi-structured and in-

depth, involving open-ended questions, and follow-up and clarifying questions.  The interviews 

were recorded and transcribed by a third party.  Documents were collected during the interview 

process. 

Interviews were coded through initial coding, focused coding and theoretical coding.  The 

codes guided researcher understanding of the data in analytic categories and offered theoretical 

categories. I wrote memos to record my observations, raise questions and make connections 

throughout the process of data collection and analysis.  Through the generation and analysis of 

data, a grounded theory was developed to explain the administrators’ experiences with the PLC 

model in their district.  
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Setting 

 The setting of this study was a school district in Texas in which central office leaders 

have been involved in the PLC process for five years, since 2008.  Participants were central 

office administrators employed in the district during part or all of the development, 

implementation, and sustainment of the PLC framework.  Criteria for choosing a school district 

included size, location, and known participation of central office leaders in the PLC process.   

Before the final district selection decision was made, the Professional Learning 

Communities Assessment – Revised (PLCA-R) was administered to a sampling of principals and 

teachers in the district to verify the level of implementation of the PLC process.  Permission was 

granted for use of the PLCA-R in this study by one of the authors of the PLCA-R, Dianne 

Olivier (see Appendix D for permission letter).  The PLCA-R possesses attributes related to the 

six dimensions of PLCs established by Hord  (Olivier & Hipp, 2010).  Participants ranked their 

school’s involvement on 52 attributes provided on a four-point Likert scale of 1 being Strongly 

Disagree and 4 being Strongly Agree.  The attributes were linked to the six dimensions, and a 

mean score was calculated from the participant responses.  PLCA-R authors indicate that a mean 

of 3or more in each dimension indicates a high level of implementation of the PLC framework.  

The mean of 3 in each dimension for the selected district verified high levels of agreement 

among those involved in the implementation. 

 

Population 

Because of the nature of the district selection, within-case sampling was used.  This 

sampling technique specifies particular people within the population (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  

The within-case sampling is theoretically driven in that participants and documents are “driven 
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by a conceptual question, not by a concern for ‘representatives’” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 

29).  This method involves an iterative process of initial interviewing and document analysis and 

then broadening the pool of participants and documents as the data analysis warrants to explore a 

local example of a phenomenon in depth.  For example, if someone in an interview mentioned 

another member of the staff or recommended that staff member be part of the study and he/she 

fit the criteria of being part or formerly part of central office, that person was approached to 

participate.   

I used this purposeful sampling approach to identify approximately ten central office 

administrators to participate in the interviews. Participants included the superintendent, the 

assistant superintendent of learner services, the director of curriculum and staff development, 

four curriculum coordinators from the contents of math, science, social studies and special 

programs, and three math instructional coaches.   

 

Access to the District 

 In order to gain access to the district, I emailed the superintendent’s office and presented 

my study plan.  My email was forwarded to the director of curriculum and staff development.  

She asked me a few questions about my study and sent me to the assistant superintendent of 

administrative services for official approval.  I received these instructions:  

I need a letter of request with a description of the research you wish to conduct or data 

you request to access, with a reference to your topic of dissertation, your committee and 

any IRB involvement….I will sign on behalf of the district to enable you to proceed if the 

request does not involve any interruption, distraction, extra effort for our teachers or 
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students or any violation of FERPA (Henry ISD assistant superintendent of 

administrative services, personal communication, June 21, 2012). 

After I sent the requested letter, I was given access to the district.  This process took about two 

months.   

 After receiving official approval, as well as approval from the UNT Institutional Review 

Board, I was able to work with the director of curriculum and staff development on 

administering the PLCA-R and then interviewing central office administrators.   

 

Value of Qualitative Methodology 

My philosophical viewpoint is that of interpretivism, which supposes truth as a construct.  

The research questions discovered multiple truths as they emerged from the perceptions of the 

central office administrators who supported and built capacity for the PLC processes of the 

school district.  Asking directed yet open-ended questions allowed to emerge ideas regarding 

how the school district aligned practice and process to the PLC framework.  Because the research 

questions depended on understanding what might be multiple perceptions, a qualitative 

methodology was indicated.  Grounded theory was selected, because it marries well with an 

interpretivist tradition, allowing for a theory to be constructed as an understanding of the patterns 

and connections emerging in the data (Charmaz, 2008).  

 

Data Gathering Procedures 

 The PLCA-R was administered through email to a sampling of teachers and campus 

administrators in order to verify the PLC process was being implemented throughout the district.  

The email was sent by a district staff member, so I do not know the exact number who received 
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the email. Once verification occurred, central office participants were contacted to schedule 

interviews. They were asked to participate in initial interviews with the possibility of second 

interviews if necessary (see Appendix E for the Interview Protocol). For each participant, the 

first interview was conducted using a semi-structured interview format. Open-ended questions 

from the protocol were asked of participants, and as they answered, I asked questions to clarify 

or follow-up if new information was being uncovered that had not previously been mentioned.  

Some ideas that might be used for clarification were listed on the interview protocol.  Open-

ended questions were asked initially to gain rich data and avoid imposing predetermined ideas on 

participants. In addition to attending to responses to questions, throughout the interview process, 

I noted documents and resources mentioned as having been used in the PLC process and 

requested them for further analysis.  As interviews were coded and analyzed, follow-up 

questions were sometimes emailed to participants for additional clarification.  In addition to 

responses to interview questions, documents such as agendas and evaluation tools and written 

procedures were examined.  Texts noted during the interview process, as well as policy 

documents and other vehicles of communication, such as the district website, were examined for 

context and purpose.  By interviewing multiple participants and analyzing a variety of 

documents, I hoped to establish a grounded theory that would allow for understanding of the 

complexity of the situation and the diversity of views that might surface.   

 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Because much of the data were collected in interviews, a three step grounded theory 

coding process was used to aid in the analysis of the information.  Coding is a technique of 

“categorizing segments of data with a short name that simultaneously summarizes and accounts 
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for each piece of data” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 43).    Through the coding process questions might be 

asked along the way to help bring to light the understandings of the participants.  By using 

questioning during the coding process, the familiar is made strange or problematic, thus 

deepening the researcher’s understanding (R.Wilhelm, personal communication, March 3, 2011).  

As questions emerge, they were noted, and I sometimes sent follow-up emails to participants for 

clarification.   

Initial coding provides the opportunity to ask questions about what the data suggest and 

offers a quick overview to begin to situate the information and processes.  In the initial coding 

stage, I used line-by-line coding to break the data into components for comparison, to identify 

gaps or the need for more information, and to develop categories.  Line-by-line coding 

highlighted processes that were developed, the involvement of the participants in the processes, 

changes to the processes, and any consequences of actions or approaches.  The rationale behind 

coding is to think of the material in new ways in order to “make fundamental processes explicit, 

render hidden assumptions visible, and give participants new insight” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 55).    

After initial coding, the next step in the coding process I followed was focused coding.  

Focused coding involves sifting through the data generated during the initial coding phase and 

synthesizing the information into categories (Charmaz, 2008).  By looking across interviews, 

focused coding allows for association of the thoughts and experiences of the participants.  By 

developing focused codes, the initial codes are analyzed more deeply and put into more general 

categories.  Going back to the data after developing focused codes and comparing what was 

present to the categories originally developed was important in my development of focused 

codes.   
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After focused coding, theoretical coding “specifies possible relationships between 

categories you have developed in your focused coding” (Charmaz, 2008, p. 63).  Through 

theoretical coding, analysis of codes gives way to the development of theory.  Theoretical coding 

allows for understanding of connections between the themes that emerged in the interviews.  

These codes became present in the developed grounded theory.   

             Analysis of the documents included use of a document summary form, as well as coding 

similar to the interviews.  Once a document was mentioned by a participant and received, I 

entered the document into the summary form (see Appendix F) (Miles & Hubmerman, 1994).  

The document was studied as a supplemental source of data. This allowed for further 

understanding of what was most valued in the PLC process.  Documents were compared to 

interview transcripts to look for “relative congruence- or lack of it – between words and deeds” 

(Charmaz, 2006, p. 38).   Information from documents helped inform the theoretical categories.   

I used memo writing as part of my grounded theory data analysis.  Memo writing allows 

for thinking and synthesizing of the data collected and the codes developed.  Between coding and 

drafting, memo writing is key in the analysis process.   During this phase, connections in the data 

emerge to move toward a theory.  Memo writing was used throughout this study to help me 

determine next steps, clarify definitions, and work through theoretical categories.   

 

Limitation and Delimitations 

 

Limitations of the Study 

 Several limitations exist in this study.  One limitation is that the study included the 

perceptions of central office administrators within one district.  The ideas and constructs of the 
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individual participants may be unique to the situation and location of their experiences.  Another 

limitation is that the study examined a district at one point in time, rather than over the time they 

were actually developing and implementing their PLC model.  The perceptions of those within 

the district might have changed over time or through different phases of implementation. By 

conducting interviews, limitations of possible bias on the part of the participants may exist as 

individuals might have a limited perspective.  In addition to participant bias, my own bias is also 

a limitation.  I have been involved in the PLC process at the campus level as a librarian and an 

instructional specialist, and at the time of my dissertation, I worked in central office on 

developing a district-wide PLC deployment.  My own knowledge and belief in the PLC process 

is a bias that could interfere with objective research.   

 

Delimitations of the Study 

 Because of my philosophical assumptions, this is a qualitative study, so certain 

delimitations exist in that quantitative data cannot be used to generalize the findings.  Another 

delimitation is the relatively small population size. Because only one district was studied, much 

of the information is specific to that district; however, the focus on one district does allow for a 

more thorough understanding of the process and perceptions of the specific district and the 

central office administrators within the district.   

 

Ethical Considerations 

 Because the participants were employees of the school district, it was important that their 

answers be kept confidential.  As outlined in the IRB process, names of the district and 
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employees are kept confidential.  The district and employees were pseudonyms in order to 

identify them in narrative without revealing their identities.   

Through the process of member-checking, participants had the opportunity to review 

their transcripts and how their answers were interpreted in the study prior to publication. 

Participants were asked to review for clarification and accuracy. They were informed of their 

right to have specific parts removed due to misinterpretation or privacy reasons.  As part of the 

member-checking process, participants had a chance to look at the categories established through 

the research and clarify any final ideas (Charmaz, 2008).  I received no suggested changes from 

participants; all stated that the information attributed to them was accurate.  

I am a central office employee with a background in PLC implementation at the campus 

level.  This background brings a bias to the research that may have inhibited fully understanding 

the relationships and the impact of the central office.  It was important to consider this possible 

bias during analysis and theorizing.   

 

Summary 

Chapter three established the research design and detailed the methods that were used in 

this study. By interviewing central office administrators from a district that has an established 

PLC process and reviewing documents they deemed relevant, I gained information about their 

perceptions of the support given and the ways capacity was built in relation to the PLC process.  

I used coding and discovering emerging themes to develop an understanding of their perceptions.  

From this understanding, I constructed a grounded theory about how central office administrators 

support and build capacity as the PLC framework is implemented and sustained throughout a 

school district. 
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CHAPTER 4 
 

RESULTS 
 

This case study examined how central office leaders perceive the processes they use to 

support and develop capacity for school administrators and teachers in professional learning 

communities (PLCs) at the campus level.  This chapter describes the data collected through 

interviews and document analysis and findings from coding and systematic study of data.  The 

chapter opens with a summary of information about the district studied.  The analysis responds to 

the primary research questions of this study, which are stated as:  

1. How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can implement PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the 

district?  

2.  How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity so the 

campus staff can sustain PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the district? 

 

District Information 

 The primary subject of this study is Henry ISD, a suburban school district in north central 

Texas located in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex area.  The district was comprised of sixteen 

elementary schools, three middle schools, one freshman center, and one high school.  The district 

had approximately 19,000 students and 2,000 staff members, 1,500 of whom were professional 

staff.  Of the professional staff, .5% were district central administrators.   
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Participants and Structure of the District 

 Ten central office administrators interviewed for this study included the superintendent, 

Dr. Carson; the assistant superintendent of learner services, Ann; the director of curriculum and 

staff development, Louisa; curriculum coordinators for math (Barbara), science (Luke), staff 

development and social studies, (Stacy), and special programs (Amy); and three instructional 

specialists who focus on mathematics, Jenny, Julia and Joanie.  Pseudonyms were given to the 

individuals interviewed for confidentiality purposes.  Their roles are included throughout the 

chapter along with the names assigned because some of the information they provided is role 

specific.  The culture of the district is such that the staff referred to the superintendent with more 

formality but to one another by first name; the pseudonyms assigned were meant to reflect the 

culture. An organizational chart of the hierarchical structure of the instructional division of the 

central office administration in Henry ISD is found in Figure 1.  Operational personnel, such as 

human resources and finance, are not included on the figure.  

 

 Figure 1.  Henry ISD central office instructional organizational chart. This figure represents the 

organizational structure of instructional division of the district studied. An asterisk is placed next 

to those individuals who were interviewed for this study.   
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In quoting the responses of the participants, I changed some colloquial phases to standard 

English in line with the professional work of the participants.  For example, “gonna” is changed 

to “going to.” 

The superintendent of schools, Dr. Carson, became the superintendent of Henry ISD in 

2006. He was an assistant superintendent in the district from 2001 to his appointment as 

superintendent.  Dr. Carson’s primary role as superintendent in regards to the PLC process was 

to set the non-negotiables for the district, “Student learning is going to improve. Our own 

learning is going to improve. And we're going to do it in professional learning teams.”  He was 

supportive of the structures put in place through the PLC process, and he was involved himself.  

Dr. Carson supported the PLC process by being involved in conversations at curriculum 

meetings, looking for evidence of teacher collaborative planning on campus visits, and talking to 

principals about how they are monitoring the process. In addition to his role with PLCs and his 

other duties as superintendent, Dr. Carson evaluated the secondary principals.   

The assistant superintendent of learner services, Ann, was a content coordinator, an 

assistant principal, and a principal, all in Henry ISD, before assuming her current role in 2010.  

Prior to accepting the role of assistant superintendent in 2008, she was the director of curriculum. 

As assistant superintendent, she evaluated the elementary principals.  Ann believed her role was 

to provide “pressure and support.” Ann provided accountability for the PLC process by asking 

questions and following up with implementation during evaluation.  She also made sure 

principals knew she was available to help by providing information, training, and follow-up.     

The director of curriculum and staff development, Louisa, came to Henry ISD in 2006.  

At that time, the district was in the middle of strategic planning, and Louisa was able to bring her 

knowledge of the PLC process from her former school district into the planning.  Louisa saw one 
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of her main roles as supporting the ongoing nature of the PLC framework in the district: “I 

would say to you, my personal experience is that I support campus leaders who support the 

development of PLCs on their campus.” 

The special programs coordinator, Amy, was a principal and trained on the PLC process 

in another district. In Henry ISD, Amy worked with English language learner teachers, bilingual 

programs, early childhood, library media, and title programs.  In her role with teachers in these 

programs she supported the PLC process through examining data and collaborating on different 

projects regarding students.  Amy was committed to bringing people together and collaborating 

for the benefit of all students.   

 The social studies and staff development coordinator, Stacy, began her role in October of 

2010 after serving as a campus assistant principal in the district.  As a content field, social 

studies did not have any instructional specialists assigned, so Stacy interacted with the campuses 

on her own.  She went to the campuses to meet with secondary social studies teachers.  Because 

most elementary teachers taught in self-contained classrooms or taught several subjects and not 

social studies alone, Stacy met with elementary teachers in the social studies cadres at central 

office.  In Henry ISD, the term cadre refers to an instructional team of teachers representing 

schools from around the district that meet together to focus on a particular content area.  In 

elementary, there were two social studies cadres: Kindergarten through 3rd grade and a 4th and 5th 

grade.   

The science coordinator, Luke, began in Henry ISD in 2009; he had first worked with the 

PLC process in a former district where he was a principal.  Collaborating with teachers was what 

he valued most about the PLC process, and he talked extensively about developing teacher 
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leaders in science.  He used both his cadre, or science instructional team, and science 

instructional specialists to help in the process of developing others.     

The math coordinator, Barbara, joined Henry ISD in 2008 and has been in the role of 

math coordinator since 2009. Prior to that, she was an instructional specialist in the district for 

one year.  Barbara loved to help others grow and to initiate and facilitate conversations that bring 

about growth in others.  She was soft spoken, but spoke with passion about students and “hearing 

the heartbeat of what’s happening on the campuses.”  

 Jenny, the K-4th grade math instructional specialist, became an instructional specialist in 

2009; however, the grades she has worked with have changed due to budget cuts resulting in a 

smaller number of instructional specialists being employed than when she started as an 

instructional specialist.  Jenny began to work with the PLC process in the district as a classroom 

teacher and brought that perspective into her role.  In her interview, she talked about the work 

she did with her team when she was a teacher and how her knowledge of the content was 

strengthened by the PLC experience.  She shared how her role as an instructional specialist 

evolved from someone who brought resources into meetings with teachers to someone who 

collaborated and partnered with the teachers in their learning and planning.   

 Julia, the 5th – 8th grade math instructional specialist, taught 7th and 8th grades before 

becoming an instructional specialist in 2009.  When implementation of the PLC framework 

began, Julia was a classroom teacher on a team that was videoed to show others an example of 

collaboration.  She alluded to the evolving nature of the PLC process in the district when she 

said, “We didn't really know what we were doing at the beginning. We just started, and we'd 

come together and talk about questions the students didn't get, or instructional strategies. But it 

wasn't as cohesive and not as regular.”  As an instructional specialist she went to the campuses 
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and worked with teams.  In the instructional specialist role, Julia enjoyed her time participating 

with teams as a teammate.  

 Joanie, the 9th – 12th grade math instructional specialist, came into the instructional 

specialist role in 2009 from outside the district.  Previously, she taught in Henry ISD and in 

several other districts as well as at a community college before returning as an instructional 

specialist.  Henry ISD had a 9th grade center as well as a 10th-12th-grade high school, so Joanie 

met with teams of math teachers on both campuses.  Joanie described her role as a collaborator 

and an influencer while being part of the different teams of teachers.  

 

The District and the PLC Process 

Under the leadership of Dr. Carson, Henry ISD began to look for ways to engage students 

and teachers in learning differently.  When he became the superintendent in 2006, the district had 

had content cadres in place for approximately three years.  In the 2007-08 school year, Henry 

ISD implemented the practice of employing instructional specialists to work with teachers to 

strengthen instruction.  In 2008, central office administrators began to discuss research and 

implementation of the PLC framework.  A few campuses were “dabbling” in the PLC process at 

that time, and after meeting with the principals, central office administrators decided to deploy a 

district-wide implementation of the PLC process.  Central office and campus administrators were 

first trained at PLC conferences sponsored by Solution Tree, an education professional 

development company that provides workshops and resources focusing on the PLC process.  In 

2007-08, a few campus administrations were trained, and some implementation was happening 

on campuses.  By 2009, all campus administrators had been trained and teacher leaders were 

trained in the PLC framework and the PLC process.  When all administrators and teacher leaders 
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had been trained in the PLC process, structures were put in place at campuses throughout the 

district to allow teams to meet together and collaborate.   

The instructional specialist role evolved in order to provide additional support to 

campuses as they implemented and built capacity within the PLC framework.  Over time the role 

has developed from one who brings ideas and lessons to the team to one who facilitates 

discussion and helps teachers solve problems, understand the curriculum, and deepen instruction.  

This evolution has supported increased capacity for PLC implementation across the district.  At 

the time of the study, the PLC framework was implemented, sustained, and supported at all 22 

campuses.   

 

Perception Checking through the PLCA-R  

In order to verify the fidelity of PLC implementation in the district, a sample of school 

administrators and campus professionals completed the Professional Learning Community 

Assessment – Revised (PLCA-R), an instrument designed to assess campus-level practice in the 

PLC process.  The survey was administered online through the Southwest Educational 

Development Laboratory (SEDL).  The survey included the informed consent statement at the 

beginning, and proceeding to the first question of the survey indicated consent to participate (See 

Appendix G).  Participation was voluntary.  The director of curriculum and staff development 

emailed the link to the instrument to 8-10 principals.  The principals emailed the survey to staff 

members.  Twenty-nine employees responded; six of the responses came from campus 

administrators and 23 were from non-administrative professionals.  Because the survey was 

anonymous, the campus representation was not recorded.   
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 The PLCA-R reports on each of the six dimensions of PLCs as defined by Hord (Hipp & 

Huffman, 2010).  Each dimension has attributes for participants to rank the agreement between 

the attribute and practice.  There are 52 attributes divided among the six dimensions.  Results 

from the PLCA-R shown in Figure 2 confirm general agreement in the district with each of the 

six dimensions measured by the instrument with a mean greater than 3 for each dimension.  This 

finding confirmed maturity of practice within the district.  The PLCA-R is meant to consider 

each dimension and the practice on the campus.  A mean greater than 3 on each dimension shows 

a high level of support for each attribute.  Of the dimensions, shared personal practice had the 

lowest mean (3.12), and collective learning and application had the highest mean (3.40).  The 

attributes in the category of shared personal practice that brought down the mean were as 

follows: “opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and offer encouragement” and 

“staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices.”  Responses to both 

of these items averaged below 3.  High agreement (mean of 3.40) was found in collective 

learning and application with the following attributes all averaging 3.48: “collegial relationships 

exist among staff members that reflect commitment to school improvement efforts,” “staff 

members plan and work together to search for solutions to address diverse student needs,” and 

“school staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning.” 
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Figure 2. Professional learning community dimension mean scores.  This graph displays the 

mean score for each of the six PLC dimensions examined in the PLCA-R, generated from 

PLCA-R Online, 2012 by SEDL.     

To explore further possible variations in district perception of PLC implementation, 

standard deviations from mean scores were noted.  The six dimensions with their means and the 

standard deviations from the mean are shown in Table 3.  Collective learning and application had 

the lowest standard deviation (.59), and shared and supportive leadership had the greatest 

standard deviation (.72).  Because collective learning and application had the highest mean and 

lowest standard deviation, this was the category with the greatest agreement among those taking 

the survey.  The greatest variation within shared and supportive leadership dimension were 

associated with the following two items: “stakeholders assume shared responsibility and 

accountability for student learning without evidence of imposed power and authority” (2.97), and 

“staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about teaching and learning” 

(3.48).  The mean for each attribute is located in Appendix H.   
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Table 3 

Mean and Standard Deviation of PLC Dimensions Reported on the PLCA-R 

PLC 
Dimensions 

Shared 
and 
Supportive 
Leadership 

Shared 
Values 
and 
Visions 

Collective 
Learning 
and 
Application 

Shared 
Personal 
Practice 

Supportive 
Conditions - 
Relationships 

Supportive 
Conditions 
- Structures 

Mean: 
 3.23 3.30 3.40 3.12 3.26 3.34 

Standard 
Deviation: 0.72 0.62 0.59 0.67 0.70 0.69 

 

 Because of the general agreement on the PLCA-R among a sample of those participating 

in the PLC process in the district, I decided to move forward with the study.  

 

Collection of Qualitative Data 

 Data were collected through one-on-one interviews. All participants signed the informed 

consent form before the interview began (see Appendix I).  The director of curriculum and staff 

development was my primary contact; she initially set up interviews for me with the assistant 

superintendent of learner services, the coordinator of special programs, the science coordinator 

and herself.  From the first interviews, I learned that the district employed content instructional 

specialists.  Several participants also mentioned the superintendent and his role in the PLC 

process.  I requested interviews with the superintendent, another content coordinator, and some 

instructional specialists.  I was provided with interview times with the superintendent, the math 

coordinator, and three math instructional specialists.  Then I requested an interview with a 

content coordinator from a liberal arts discipline because the content coordinators interviewed at 

that point focused on math and science, which are often closely related.  An interview was set up 

with the coordinator in charge of social studies and staff development.   
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Data Collection Procedures 

 I used a standard protocol of questions for the interviews (Appendix E) and followed up 

with clarifying questions during the interview process.  If a participant believed he/she had 

already answered a question, the participant would either offer more details or point back to a 

previous answer.  As data were analyzed, I kept a list of questions that I thought needed more 

clarification from participants.  Rather than scheduling follow-up interviews, I contacted 

participants by e-mail after analyzing their data to ask questions.   I also conducted member-

checking by emailing participants their transcribed interviews as well as excerpts of material 

from the final study regarding their work or information they provided.  Final theoretical 

categories were also presented to the participants.   Participants confirmed that information 

included in this study of their process was correct.    

 Most interviews were conducted in the participants’ offices.  Two interviews were 

conducted by phone: the superintendent and the staff development/social studies coordinator.  

Interviews were collected on a digital recorder and transcribed by a professional transcriber. 

 Documents and materials mentioned by participants during the interviews were noted and 

requested.    I also looked through the district website for information pertaining to the PLC 

process.  A complete list of documents and materials can be found in Table 4.  All documents 

were recorded on a document summary form for analysis.   I examined the documents for a 

wider analysis of the PLC process, based on the perceptions of the central office administrators. 
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Table 4  

Documents and Materials Collected during Data Gathering   

Documents Books 

• Elementary Team Lead 
Responsibilities 

• Membership Plan 
• Collaborative Planning Protocol 
• District Learning Model 
• Admin as Learning Leader Assessment 
• Staff Development Framework 
• Staff Development mission and video 
 

• Leading Learning Communities: 
Standards for what Principals Should 
know and Be Able To Do by National 
Association of School Principals  

• Professional Learning Communities at 
Work – Richard DuFour and Robert 
Eaker 

• Learning By Doing -  DuFour, R., 
DuFour, R.B., Eaker and Many  

 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 Upon receiving the interviews back from the transcriber, I read each interview and wrote 

a memo to record my initial thoughts and questions.  Initial coding in the form of line-by-line 

coding was applied to each interview.  I did this by adding the codes as comments in the margins 

of the Microsoft Word document.   A sample of this coding is found in Appendix J.  After coding 

an interview, I developed an individual concept map for each interview to group codes into 

initial categories.  This exercise gave me more exposure to the interviews’ content.  Through 

creating the concept maps from the interviews I began to see the interconnectivity of ideas within 

an interview and between interviews.  Also, questions that arose during the initial coding stage 

were noted for follow-up with participants.   

 Interviews were compared with focus coding by categorizing codes on a spreadsheet.  I 

used spreadsheet tabs to distinguish between my two main research questions: one involving 

implementing of the PLC process and one sustaining the PLC process.  Then I added headings to 

sort the codes into categories of definition of the PLC “process,” “support,” “capacity building,” 

“change,” “results,” and “information about the campus level.”  Codes of participant answers 
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about the implementation were sorted on one tab of the spreadsheet, and coded answers about 

sustaining were sorted into categories on the other tab of the spreadsheet.  As a participant’s 

codes were entered into the spreadsheet, that participant was given a particular color to designate 

the codes specific to the particular roles.  A sample of this is found in Appendix K.   

The next step after making my focused coding spreadsheets was to look for actions that 

each participant identified as ways he/she was involved with “support” and “capacity building” 

in the implementation and sustainment of the PLC process.  In order to answer my research 

questions, I looked first at actions identified for implementation and then actions associated with 

sustainment.  As I did this, I also began to look for involvements that incorporated many roles.   

For example, the superintendent’s “setting the non-negotiables” for how learning will happen in 

the district was specific to his role, but “training administrators and teachers” was perceived as a 

general support for which responsibility was shared by many roles.  

 Deciphering “support” and “capacity building” within the implementation and the 

sustainment of the PLC process necessitated a clear understanding of these terms and of the 

themes that were emerging from the interviews.  When I developed research questions that focus 

on “support” and “building capacity” for the implementation and sustainment of the PLC 

process, I originally saw these as two different categories: support was simply the structures that 

were in place, and capacity building was the specific things done to help teachers implementing 

the process to grow and gain knowledge. But, through the coding process, I realized that some 

factors supporting the innovation were also building capacity in the members involved in the 

PLC process.  Working through the data led me to redefine “support” to include the actions, 

resources or structures put in place in order to help the innovation be successful, such as time, 

training, money, verbal support, and so forth.  “Capacity building” involves the specific ways 
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knowledge and understandings of the innovation are developed. For example, “examining data” 

and “discussing what the students need to learn” with campus principals or teachers are ways 

central office administrators may build capacity.   I found that “training” was a topic that might 

be coded under “capacity building” and under “support” because “training” is an action that both 

provides information and builds understanding.   

 Once these concepts were defined, I created a table of roles and two main headings: 

“support” and “capacity building,” to begin to see the specific ways each individual perceived 

his or her role in implementation and then separately in sustainment. See Appendix L for a 

sample of the organization process.  From this table, I developed a description of each 

participant’s process for the implementation and sustainment of the PLC framework in the 

district.   

 After the steps of initial coding, focused coding, and developing a description of the 

process from data, my next step was theoretical coding.  Theoretical coding allowed me to look 

at themes across the data and develop categories that arose from the perceptions of central office 

administrators involved in supporting and building capacity within the PLC framework as it was 

implemented and sustained in the district.  These codes are detailed in the Findings and 

Interpretations section.   

The documents collected were used as a supplementary source of data.  As documents 

were collected, I entered them onto the document summary form.  Each document was read and 

situated within its context by considering where it came from, when and why it was produced, 

and why it was important to the PLC process in the district.  The documents were examined in 

their entirety to determine where they supported the district’s PLC process.  Examining 

 60 



documents illuminated some of the areas mentioned by participants and provided data that 

informed the theoretical categories. 

 After theoretical codes were established, a memo was created about each code to enable 

further exploration of connections and to verify impressions gained from other sources.  

Interviews were re-read and documents were re-analyzed with the theoretical codes in mind.  

The goal for this was to refine the categories and define them explicitly.  At this point, I 

determined I had reached saturation as no new categories or patterns emerged.  The categories 

that emerged through the theoretical coding and were developed in memo writing were not 

preconceived categories, but rather ideas developed from data analysis.  The theoretical codes 

were sharpened and theoretical categories were created.  These theoretical categories became the 

grounded theory presented in the subsequent sections in this chapter.   

 

Findings and Interpretations 

 This section presents the information gained from the interviews regarding central office 

administrator support and capacity building through the PLC process from initial implementation 

to how the district has sustained the framework over a five-year period.   First, the 

implementation process and perceptions of the central office administrators of their roles in the 

process is presented.   The ways the PLC framework has been sustained in the district are 

described, as well. The theoretical codes and categories for both the implementation and 

sustainment of the PLC process in the district are presented.  Finally, a theory grounded in the 

work done by the central office administrators in supporting and building capacity for the 

implementation and sustainment of the PLC process in the district is presented.     
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Implementing the PLC Process 

 As the PLC process was implemented fully throughout the district, the roles of those 

involved were aligned but were also differentiated as they provided support and built capacity for 

the PLC process. The structure of the support was very hierarchical in nature, and the roles 

reflected not only the individuals’ positions but also the extent of their involvement based on 

positional proximity to the campus administrators and/or teachers.  This section tells the story of 

the PLC process from the perspective of central office administrators by role with attention to 

their involvement in the implementation through support and capacity building.  

Dr. Carson set out the vision and the “non-negotiables” for how learning would take 

place in the district.  “Student learning is going to improve. Our own learning is going to 

improve. And we're going to do it in professional learning teams.”  A video was created that 

showed Dr. Carson talking about professional learning in the district; it was placed on the district 

website. The “non-negotiables” were mentioned not only by Dr. Carson in the video and 

elsewhere, but also by members of the central office administrative team, who pointed repeatedly 

to the video or its content as setting the vision and expectations for the district in regards to the 

PLC process.  Dr. Carson also noted the importance of supporting the structure within the district 

that supported the PLC process.  In order to build capacity in the process, Dr. Carson 

recommended modeling what is expected of others.  

If you have a curriculum meeting once a month, be at that curriculum meeting; be 

involved in those conversations. When you are doing your campus visits, look for 

evidence that teachers are planning in a collaborative manner. Listen to your principals 

that you're evaluating. Talk about how [they are] monitoring this. 
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With the general structure of the PLC framework in place, the superintendent needed to build 

capacity with follow through and accountability.   

 Moving down the organizational chart from the superintendent, the learner services staff 

developed several strategies to support the implementation of PLC in ways that they perceived as 

maintaining fidelity to the process district-wide.   Ann, the assistant superintendent of learner 

services, supported this effort by communicating the single vision as well as providing campuses 

what they needed to get going with the PLC process.  When a district initiative was established, 

the Learner Services Department modeled the innovation and provided materials and resources, 

and this happened with the PLC framework implementation.  Ann provided accountability for 

the implementation through “pressure and support.”  She asked questions about the 

implementation in formal and informal meetings with principals.  Ann used the Learning 

Forward Concept-Based Implementation Matrix, similar to the innovation configuration maps 

discussed in Chapter 2, when meeting with her principals to discuss where they were in the 

implementation of the PLC process.  

So the principals know, well I'm going to be asking them, “How are you implementing 

this?” So they need to turn around and then ask their teachers, “How are you 

implementing this?” And it's that fine line between I would call it pressure and support. 

You apply a little pressure, but you also provide the support needed so that they know 

you're there to help them, and change is slow, and everyone's going to be at a different 

level depending on the campus. But we're all going to get there eventually. 

Ann and the director of curriculum and staff development worked with the content coordinators 

to go out and work with the campuses as well.   To build capacity for the PLC process, training 

staff, talking about PLCs for a year at principals’ meetings, showing videos of effective teams, 
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meeting with principals to go over implementation and having clear expectations were ways Ann 

built capacity in the implementation process.   

 The director of curriculum and staff development, Louisa, played a major role in the 

implementation as she offered training to central office administrators, campus administrators, 

and teacher leaders in the implementation process.  She saw her job as one of support.  She 

provided tools and training materials to campuses.  She purchased videos about the PLC process 

from Solution Tree for every campus, so campuses could use them to train their staffs.  Louisa 

helped provide “a common knowledge base. At the same time you support the study... in 

principal meetings, we were reading articles, we were walking through the PLC video, we were 

deeply studying that.”  Louisa also had ongoing conversations with principals through the 

implementation to assess progress and needs.  She administered surveys to principals and to 

teachers at the end of the professional development sessions to determine the level of PLC 

implementation.  Louisa noted that collaboration with the campuses was part of the way she 

helped build capacity.  She discussed the “fine art of working in central office” and being a team 

with the campus as you develop an innovation.  She suggested, “Hook it to what you're already 

doing that looks familiar. Now that doesn't mean that you're not going to hold to the fidelity of 

what a PLC is, but it means that you're going to massage the concept of bringing something in 

new.” 

 Depending on their specific assignments, each of the coordinators seemed to view the 

support and capacity building they provided slightly differently.  Luke, the science coordinator, 

viewed his support role as one of leading teachers and helping them understand the PLC process.  

He talked about supporting teachers through the science cadre. By bringing the cadre together, 

the science coordinator was able to provide a connection between central office and the 
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campuses.  He was able to get to know the teachers and understand their needs because of the 

team. Through the science cadre members, Luke developed capacity in the teachers through 

discussion of curriculum and staff development.  He also met with teams on campuses.   He 

believed when people felt valued and respected, they were more likely to implement the ideas 

under discussion.   

Barbara, the math coordinator, spoke very little of support and more about capacity 

building in the implementation process.  Barbara built capacity through training, monthly 

meetings, and empowering teachers to be instructional leaders through serving on the math 

cadre, writing curriculum, doing staff development, and being tapped as teachers who had 

leadership promise.  She mentioned the importance of trusting campus administrators as you 

support the implementation of the PLC process, “because I think if you go so fast and you 

demand so fast, I think that you end up losing and you don't actually get it fully implemented. I 

think having buy-in by teachers and by principals has to happen.”   

Stacy, social studies and staff development coordinator, described support as meeting 

with teachers. With her social studies teachers, Stacy developed capacity by providing 

frameworks and protocols for what should be accomplished in their time together, instructional 

discussions and best practice ideas, as well as focus on assessment data.  When asked about 

capacity building specifically, she spent a great deal of time discussing accountability through 

protocols and the importance of letting teams know what is expected for their time together.   

 Otherwise I think just saying, “Hey, here's a designated time that you guys as a team can 

work together.” I don't know that there's going to be any productive outcome out of that. I 

think providing, like I said, a framework or a protocol or expectations of some kind, and 

then being there. I know that there are a lot of -- in my dealings with the other 
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coordinators from surrounding districts and other areas, there are some campuses and 

districts where, yeah, they have what they call PLC times, but there's never an 

administrator in the meeting, or they're never required to discuss what the results of their 

meetings were.  So I think there needs to be some kind of accountability…. Give them 

something to make sure that the time is well spent, and that instruction and student 

achievement is going to improve because of it. 

The special programs coordinator, Amy, supported the implementation through helping 

others understand the PLC process and bringing her teams together to identify strengths and 

weaknesses and look at data.   She viewed her role as one of support, facilitation, and 

accountability, and she explained how she did those things by discussing curriculum, looking at 

results, helping people deal with change, and helping them establish goals.  She established 

capacity by providing a routine of when and how PLCs would happen, encouraging collaboration 

to come up with answers, and developing a culture of learning.  An example Amy gave was her 

time with the English Language Learner (ELL) teachers from around the district.  

I work with [the ELL teachers]. And we meet together….And we began with the process 

just like you would with a PLC, we began to identify what we wanted to see, what our 

strengths were, what our weaknesses were. And what is teacher A doing that teacher B 

could do over here at this campus that helps her English Language Learners.  We began 

to disaggregate data…What are they doing well? Do they understand the knowledge, but 

they can't do the process? And is that because -- is it systemic or is it individual teachers? 

So is it the system, the way we're teaching it, or is it the individual teacher that's weak in 

that area? …So they begin to understand that piece of it. So then we brought the ones that 

were doing what they needed to do, inclusion, working with the teachers, get on grade 
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level content. And we started looking at them. And they started those conversations. You 

talk to each other about how it's working for your students. Look where your students are 

ending up versus yours. So that whole collaboration piece. And then they began to learn 

from each other. And it wasn't about me bringing them, you need to do this, you don't 

need to do that. It was about walking them through as a group where they wanted their 

students to [know], looking at the reality of where they were and how they were doing 

that, and then identifying the places where we were successful and having those teachers 

talk with each other and identify those common practices and traits that were there. 

 Although the instructional specialist position was added before the initial PLC 

implementation, the instructional specialists who participated in this study were not involved in 

implementation at the central office level.  Each of the three instructional specialists, however, 

noted their support role as one of going to the campuses and participating with and guiding teams 

of teachers.   They did not discuss capacity building in the implementation process.   

 

Sustaining the PLC Process 

 Beyond the implementation, the PLC process was sustained in the school district by 

continuing practices enacted during implementation and by employing new practices to continue 

the support and capacity building of the framework.  As I studied how Henry ISD sustained the 

process, I realized many of the supports were either ongoing or were put in place to help develop 

“muscle memory,” a term used by several people in the district to describe automaticity.  The 

methods used to sustain the PLC process were less specific to roles than the methods used in 

establishment.  Many of them applied across roles.  Role specific support and capacity building 

are noted in the section that follows, as well as behaviors that applied to several roles.   
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 Dr. Carson, the superintendent, discussed continuing to participate in meetings, being 

involved in conversations with principals, and modeling what is expected as a way of providing 

ongoing support and capacity building.  The main focus Dr. Carson shared about developing 

capacity for the PLC process as it was sustained within the district was the establishment of the 

PLC process as part of his own performance evaluation that was aligned to board goals and the 

district mission.   

It [the evaluation protocol] talks about how the superintendent develops and sustains a 

climate of goal-oriented staff development…So I will establish, for example, what are 

some clear goals for that. And then I will report that to the board during my quarterly 

evaluations. And then in my summative I will demonstrate -- it's a little different, it's not 

like test scores. It's showing specific examples of changes in instruction.  It might be a 

video. It might be specific examples of student work or something like that…So I make 

sure the principals that I evaluate, for example, send me examples within their domains of 

things that represent the exact thing we're talking about. If you have, for example, an 

agenda from a professional learning experience with your teachers, send that to me. If 

you have a video of teachers doing flipped instruction appropriately [LAUGHTER], 

that's always the key thing there, send me that. Things that represent our mission.  So 

yeah, that's how the board's involved, is they allow me to establish goals. And then they 

in turn evaluate to what extent and how have I done with that goal. 

Dr. Carson also believed having the teachers involved in their own learning through the PLC 

framework helped to build capacity within the organization.   

 Ann, the assistant superintendent of learner services, valued her role of providing support 

while sustaining the PLC framework.  In her role with principals, she provided follow-up 
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regarding the PLC process at principals’ meetings and worked with the principals to determine 

the level of implementation of the PLC framework on their campuses.  With the principals, she 

created “a rubric or a checklist of all the components of the PLCs that [they] have over time 

implemented,” and when the principals met with Ann, they provided information on each 

component and the process on their campuses in a document titled “Administrator as Learning 

Leader: Assessment Instructional Action Plan”  (see Appendix M) .  Ann visited with the 

principals in order to know their needs, and she thought there was open communication between 

central office and the campuses such that principals asked for support.   

Ann helped guide the district from implementation to sustaining the PLC framework with 

several initiatives undertaken by her department specifically to support and build capacity for the 

process.  In the sustaining process, the Learner Services office initiated collaborative planning 

days, transformed the instructional specialist role, established the use of common formative 

assessments (CFAs), and sustained instructional cadres as a means of collaboration and 

leadership development.  

Collaborative planning days were placed in the calendar three times during the school 

year to provide time for collaboration.  These days were first established in 2009.  The 

collaborative planning days were structured so that teachers who taught the same grade or 

subject had a day to meet together and plan instruction and assessment.  The days also included 

professional development components.  For example, the day might start with an article or 

presentation on a certain topic, such as adding rigor to lesson plans or understanding questioning.  

Then, the team would have time to apply what they had learned by planning lessons or 

developing an assessment based on the curriculum.   
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Ann described the collaborative planning days as times when teams work together 

“whether it's rigor or common formative assessments or planning for those next six weeks of 

instruction or whatever. But that's all through that PLC framework. And that was another piece 

of the sustaining -- actually it's a very important piece.”  Louisa, the director of curriculum and 

staff development, helped support this effort by providing a protocol to guide teachers through 

the day as well as an opportunity for professional development.   Ann discussed that initially, the 

learning involved assessment writing and utilizing “common formative assessments.”  Then the 

district moved into learning about rigor and “ramping up the rigor in the classroom.” The 

professional development presentation is followed up throughout the year at all collaborative 

planning days.   

Collaborative planning days are an example of elements of the PLC structure that both 

provided support and built capacity.  Providing time and structures by which teachers were 

supported the PLC processes in the district, and providing a protocol and a learning focus for 

their time together helped build capacity.  A sample protocol provided for a collaborative 

planning day is located in Appendix N.  Not only did Ann and Louisa cite the collaborative 

planning days as ways they support and build capacity for the PLC process, but Luke, the science 

coordinator, Barbara, the math coordinator, and Stacy, the social studies and staff development 

coordinator, also mentioned the days as a way to provide support and build capacity while 

sustaining the PLC process.  

The instructional specialist role that evolved within implementation changed from a role 

that provided support to one that focused on building capacity while implementing and 

sustaining PLCs at the campus level, according to Ann.  “They're teacher leaders that work for us 

in our department. We have eight of them in different content areas. And they go and they work 
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with these PLCs across the district.” Instructional specialists are utilized in the content areas of 

math, science and language arts.  Ann laid out the design of their role as follows:  

They started with kind of coming in to get their foot in the door of bringing, perhaps, a 

resource, “Here's a really good resource that would align to this piece of content that 

you're working with.” And then we move to where they're modeling a lesson in the 

classroom, “And so let me show you what it's supposed to look like.” And then they went 

to co-teaching with a teacher, “Let's teach together.” And then they went to, “Maybe I'm 

going to watch you and then give you pointers,” just like a coach would. And now we're 

to a little bit higher level on that implementation of, “Let's plan a rigorous lesson 

together. So let's sit down and plan together.” 

Ann discussed the changing role of the instructional specialist as specifically designed to help 

build capacity in teachers and used the analogy of teaching a man to fish rather than giving a 

man a fish.   

 The instructional specialists all talked of working with teachers as their way of 

supporting and building capacity.  Jenny, the K-4th grade math instructional specialist, explained 

her evolving position as moving from one of finding resources to helping design lessons and 

supporting the process of PLCs.  Jenny viewed her role in capacity building as facilitating and 

leading conversations and looking for data gaps with teams.   

 Julia, the 5th-8th grade math instructional specialist, valued her role of going into meetings 

with teachers.  “I think I get more power out of going in for the planning meetings, the PLCs, 

versus just going in and doing a training piece, a sit and get.”  She recognized that the meetings 

she attended that were set up around the PLC framework often represented different stages of 
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implementation, and she saw it as her job to help participants transition to have more productive 

meetings.   

 Joanie, the 9th- 12th grades math instructional specialist, shared with me that she had not 

been trained on the PLC process.  “I kind of came in mid-stream. But [central office 

administrators] did a lot of training on that for the people that are [involved in the PLC process]”  

I asked Joanie how she knew what her role was, and she said she just started going into the PLC 

meetings and began “figuring out what needs to happen with my role.”  Joanie shared her view 

of her role when she said, “As an instructional specialist, and it kind of changes as it evolves, 

relationships are built first, and then having to work with the teams, and then work with 

individuals.” 

Not only did the instructional specialists meet with teachers on campuses, Amy, the 

special programs coordinator, Stacy, the social studies coordinator, and Barbara, the math 

coordinator, also discussed meeting with teachers to support and build capacity by talking about 

student learning.  Collaborative conversations included data disaggregation, looking at lessons, 

examining assessment, and sharing ideas and resources.  Amy and Stacy both saw their role as 

facilitator.  Barbara saw her role as an initiator who helps start conversations about better 

instruction for students.   

Common formative assessments (CFAs) were implemented in 2010, after the PLC 

framework was implemented, as a means of capacity building by answering the questions 

commonly associated with PLCs, “What do we want our students to know? How do we know if 

they have learned it?”  The assistant superintendent linked the CFAs to the “four questions” 

associated with the PLC framework and defined the CFA as “that checkpoint to see if a kid's 

getting it, and if they're not what are you going to do to go back and reteach it….'Cause you have 
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to measure it to see if the kids are getting it or not.”  Louisa, Luke and Barbara all mentioned 

CFAs as part of the collaborative planning days when teachers developed the assessments to 

inform their instruction. CFAs were also mentioned in resources used by the district: Learning by 

Doing and Professional Learning Communities at Work. 

Content cadres communicated mathematics, science, social studies or language arts 

information throughout the district; they provided support and developed the capacity of those 

teaching the content.  The content coordinators met with these cadres several times a year, and 

the cadres were responsible for communicating content information between central office and 

the campuses.  Barbara, the math coordinator, described the math cadre as “kind of the math 

leaders on the campus so that then they go back and share their learning with their teammates.”  

Luke worked extensively with his science cadre and was passionate about developing leaders:  

I started with my cadre members really setting expectations for them and getting them the 

training they needed. So those folks have all been through tips and tools, trainings on best 

practices for being staff developers, for leadership. So they have a [few] tools …to start 

with. So I think training them on how to fill that role has been best of us, what works 

best.  And then giving them opportunities because sometimes I think we feel like we 

developed these leaders, we think, oh we're developing them, but then we don't give them 

opportunities. So it's actually saying, “Okay guys, we have some summer staff 

development coming up; if any of you are interested in presenting, tell me what you're 

interested in,” and then letting them step out of their comfort zones and be that leader. 

For Barbara, the content cadres built capacity by empowering teachers to be the instructional 

leaders on their campuses.   

 73 



  Louisa, the director of curriculum and staff development, sustained the PLC process in 

several ways that were unique to her role.  She was in charge of trainings that supported and built 

capacity within the PLC process.  Louisa conducted two main types of trainings.  The first was 

with teacher leaders over a two-year time span. She trained the leaders on team development, 

establishing trust within teams, and using tools such as agendas, roles, and minutes in facilitating 

their campus meetings.  She also did a series of trainings on dealing with difficult team members.  

And so at different times we would do role plays. I would talk to them. There's some 

research out about stereotypical difficult team members, and we talk about strategies to 

do that.  Many times the work comes back to using your norms effectively, your 

agreements effectively, and then using your agendas effectively, and having good 

processes. 

Louisa also spent time talking about selecting teacher leaders.  She began conversations 

with principals about leading the PLC process, building capacity within teams, and shifting in 

leadership roles from a department chair role that is traditionally managerial, handling textbooks 

and budgets, to an instructional facilitator role.  Depending on the campus, a “couple things that 

have happened … have been very strategic and are working quite well.”  Many elementary 

campuses have an operational team leader and an instructional team leader.  A document with 

the roles and responsibilities from one elementary campus is found in Appendix P.  “So that 

works very well because when you have two people on an elementary team that are team leaders, 

you're building capacity all the time.”  Depending on the campus, teacher leaders might apply for 

their positions or be appointed.  In some campuses, leader selection depended on the role; the 

team might choose the operational leader and the administrators, the instructional leader.   A 

two-year limit might be set on the positions in order to get new people into leadership roles.   On 
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the secondary campus, the leader role was assigned to the department chair but expectations of 

that role were shifted.  A new job description was written for “academic associate,” and the 

teachers might apply for the position.  The academic associate role had more of an instructional 

leadership focus than an operational department chair who handles budgets and passes along 

information. 

 Louisa also discussed building capacity by “tapping” those who showed potential as 

leaders.  “We also practiced the art in this district of tapping people when we need them. We go 

around and tap people on the shoulders.” The math coordinator also spoke of “tapping” when 

asked about building capacity.  “When principals say, ‘Look, I think this teacher has a promise in 

whatever.’ Then we're going to tap them, and we're going to work with them that way.”  The 

coordinator for special programs did not use the word “tapping,” but she did talk about 

identifying leaders on campuses and empowering them.  “We’re basically building capacity in 

them to be leaders in our district someday.” 

 

Theoretical Categories Developed from the Process 

 As theoretical codes were sorted, theoretical categories emerged from consideration of 

both the implementation and the sustainment of the PLC process in the district.  Codes were 

grouped into similar ideas as connections were made between codes.  The following sections 

present the formation of theoretical codes for implementing and sustaining and then move into 

the way the grounded theory surfaced in the analysis process.   
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Implementation Theoretical Codes.  I sorted codes for the data into theoretical categories 

after examining information about the PLC implementation process described by district 

administrators. The main theoretical categories noted for central office leaders as they supported 

and built capacity for those implementing the PLC process were labeled as follows: 

“establishment,” “deployment,” “collaboration,” “adult learning” and “accountability for 

implementation.” Table 5 illustrates the grouping of the focused codes that contributed to each of 

these theoretical categories.   

Table 5 

Central Office Involvement in the Implementation of the PLC process. 

Focused Coding Theoretical Coding 
• Setting the vision 
• Establishing non-negotiables 
• Having clear expectations 
• Getting all stakeholders involved 
• Understanding of the PLC process 

Establishment 

• Training administrators and teachers 
• Providing videos for the campuses 
• Helping others understand PLCs 
• Helping people deal with change 
• Helping people understand role in the vertical system 
• Discussing PLCs at principals’ meetings through the first year 
• Understanding of the PLC process 

Deployment 

• Utilizing content cadres 
• Meeting with teams 
• Working in collaboration with central office and campuses 
• Discussion ideas on curriculum and staff development 
• Meeting together to identify strengths and weaknesses 

Collaboration 

• Trainings 
• Starting off with instructional discussions and best practices 
• Learning  
• Looking at curriculum 
• Looking at results  
• Utilizing instructional specialist role 

Adult Learning 

• Providing protocols and frameworks 
• Reviewing Implementation Matrix with principals 
• Including PLC process in principals’ evaluation 
• Providing pressure and support 
• Ongoing conversations about progress 

Accountability for 

implementation 
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Sustaining Theoretical Codes.  After developing theoretical categories for the 

implementation, I looked to the codes that dealt with the sustainment of the PLC process 

according to the participants, and I began to sort them into categories.  By examining what 

participants said about the ways they sustained the PLC framework in the district, I refined the 

sorting of codes into theoretical categories.  The main theoretical categories noted for how 

central office administrators supported and built capacity to sustain the PLC process were as 

follows: “accountability for implementation,” “developing leaders,” “collaboration,” and “adult 

learning.”  Table 6 illustrates how codes for elements in the data were grouped to arrive at these 

theoretical categories.   

Table 6 

Central Office Involvement in Sustaining the PLC process. 

Focused Codes Theoretical 

• Establishing goals as part of the evaluation 
• Providing evidence to the board 
• Use matrix for self-reflection and action 
• Looking for data gaps 

Accountability for 
implementation 

• Follow up at principals meetings 
• Asking principals to create operational and instructional team leads; 

changing from dept. chair to academic associates 
• Tapping people when needed 
• Training on team development  
• Starting with cadre members to build capacity 
• Providing cadre members opportunities to do staff development 

Developing Leaders  
 
(Team leaders, cadres, 
tapping) 

• Providing day in calendar for collaboration 
• Providing protocols on collaborative planning day  
• Facilitating and leading conversations  
• Meeting with cadres  
• Facilitating meetings with elementary reps 
• Going out to campuses; meeting with whole grade level 

Collaboration 
 
(Cadres, IS, 
collaborative planning, 
meeting) 

• Including learning piece in collaborative planning day 
• Using instructional specialists to build capacity 
• Evolving role of IS from bringing in ideas to helping develop ideas 
• Helping start conversations 
• Helping teachers with planning 
• Writing CFAs 
• Looking for data gaps 
• Finding resources 
• Support for actual process of PLCs 

Adult Learning 
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Greater detail is provided in the following sections about each theoretical category as it 

was informed by data collected from the participants. 

 

Initial Theoretical Categories  

 After theoretical coding, I took each category and wrote a memo about it.  I looked at the 

categories developed for PLC implementation separately from and comparatively to those 

associated with PLC sustainment.  I asked myself, for example, how “accountability for 

implementation” was different during implementation compared to during the sustainment of the 

PLC process.  See Table 7 for the theoretical categories developed for implementation and 

sustainment of the PLC process.  The section that follows the table looks at each of the initial 

categories identified and provides rationale for its inclusion based on the data from interviews 

and documents.  For each category I used Charmaz’s (2006) model of constructing an argument: 

“1) My argument here is _____ 2) My reasoning is ______ 3)  I support this argument by 

including ____” for the theory (p. 157).   

Table 7 

Initial Theoretical Categories for Implementing and Sustaining the PLC Process.  

Implementation Sustainment 

Establishment Leadership Development 

Deployment Collaboration 

Collaboration Adult Learning 

Adult Learning Accountability for implementation 

Accountability for implementation  
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 Establishment in implementation.  The category “establishment” incorporates the actions 

the central office administrators took and the ideas they developed in order to implement the 

PLC process in the district.  The district central office administrators, in collaboration with 

campus administrators, began implementation of the PLC process district-wide in 2008.  

Through strategic planning, they decided to introduce the PLC process as a learning model.  

They defined the learning model as: “We will focus on student and staff learning built around 

curriculum, instruction and assessment.  Our daily, job-embedded learning will occur in the 

context of learning communities.”  Figure 3 provides a visual the district used to communicate 

this model.  The superintendent and district and campus administrators were trained in the 

“DuFour Model” at a Solution Tree Conference.  A vision and “non-negotiables” were set and 

communicated. The “non-negotiables” were as follows:  

o Learning will improve 

o We will improve 

o We will participate in quality professional learning in collaborative teams. 

 

Figure 3. Henry ISD learning model.  This diagram created by the school district and provided 

for the study is their learning model.   
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“Getting stakeholders involved” was part of the plan as district and campus 

administrators worked together to establish the PLC process in the district. Allowing the 

campuses to meet their needs within the model was another example of the “establishment.”  

“Principals are given as much autonomy as we can afford to facilitate those interactions with the 

different groups of teachers that they have,” stated Dr. Carson.  In this district, the steps taken for 

“establishment” for the PLC process were viewed by central office administrators as essential to 

implementation.  

  

Deployment in implementation.  The district leaders systematically went about providing 

ways to make sure the PLC process was widely implemented with enough common factors to 

ensure success.  I chose the term of “deployment” because the word indicates a mapped out plan 

that provides action steps to members.  “Deployment” began with the initial training of 

administrators and teachers and continued in follow-up trainings that occurred at both the central 

office level and on campuses.  Central office administrators provided training for all campus 

administrators and lead teachers and purchased videos for the campus leaders to use for ongoing 

training.   

Also included in “deployment” were the actions of central office administrators as they 

sat with campus administrators and teachers and helped them understand the purpose, modeling 

supportive processes for them, and walking them through the steps of the process. Through the 

first year, central office and campus administrators focused monthly on the PLC process.  “We 

have two or three principal meetings a month. And one of them is specifically for learning, so we 

focused on PLCs for…at least a whole year, if not more. And then of course we still follow up 

on that,” noted Ann.  
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As I studied this category, I saw that “deployment” was a theoretical category during the 

implementation process, but several elements included helped me see that this category was 

continued from implementation through sustainment in certain ways.  For example, 

“deployment” was represented in a continued expectation that new teachers be trained on the 

PLC model.  Another example is that, according to both the assistant superintendent and the 

director of curriculum and staff development, central office administrators are working with 

campuses according to their individual needs, and not all campuses are at the same level of 

implementation.  This is a continuing phenomenon. However, the idea of working with campuses 

at different levels of implementation represents not only “deployment” but also could be 

included in the categories of “accountability for implementation” or “collaboration” as described 

in later sections. 

  

Collaboration in implementation.   The “collaboration” category was formed from data 

that convey the nature of the work of the central office, campus administrators, and campus staff 

to implement the PLC process in the district.   Amy, the special programs coordinator, 

commented, “When you take all those people and you put them together and you combine the 

brainpower of all those people, you come up with a much better product than one or two can do 

alone…. And then that makes the group as a whole and all the students benefit, rather than just 

teacher A's class; teacher B's class is benefiting from this. So it's the collaborative piece that's 

really important, I think.”  “collaboration” occurred among central office administrators and 

campus administrators as they decided to implement the PLC model.  Some campuses were early 

adopters of the process and worked with central office to implement the PLC process throughout 

the district.  The central office administrators worked to bring all campus administrators on 
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board through training and ongoing conversations and worked with campuses to help implement 

the PLCs district-wide.  

 Utilizing the content cadres and instructional specialists required that the central office 

administrators collaborate with the campus level implementers.  Because these two initiatives 

were in place prior to the PLC implementation and campuses had experience with their 

deployment, they were both considered as subjects for collaboration.  Beyond collaboration in 

spelling out of roles, content cadres were involved in collaboration as teachers worked together 

with central office administrators to create district-wide learning foci for their content.  Luke 

gave an example of this collaboration in the science cadre:  

I discussed with that group, “What are some things that we really want to work on in our 

district?” Well, we wanted to work on vocabulary development. So all of [the] cadre 

members and I got trained on vocabulary development, so that they could go out to the other 

teachers in the district and support them. 

Also, over time, the instructional specialist role came to focus more on planning lessons with 

teachers, discussing curriculum, and looking at data with teachers as opposed to providing only 

lesson plans.   Content coordinators also discussed sitting with teachers and looking at data and 

the curriculum to decide the needs of the students.   

 

 Collaboration in sustainment.  Clear structures were put in place to continue 

“collaboration” and to strengthen “collaboration” systematically as the PLC process moved from 

implementation into sustainment.  Not only did the central office administrators and campus 

administrators collaborate, but they also worked to deepen collaboration among all staff.  The 

inclusion of collaborative planning days three times a year was a major step to facilitate 
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collaboration in the sustainment of the PLC process.  Providing collaborative planning days 

showcased what the district found important in teacher development and student learning: “So 

it's all about collaboration and sharing best practices with each other,” noted Ann.   As also 

mentioned during the implementation phase, meeting with cadres, utilizing instructional 

specialists to meet with teachers, following up on the PLC process at principals’ meetings, and 

meeting with teams on campuses were all ways central office administrators facilitated ongoing 

collaboration in the district.   

 

Adult learning in implementation.  The first step in “adult learning,” viewed from the 

perspective of implementing the PLC process, was providing an opportunity for administrators at 

central office and on campuses to learn about the PLC framework. The trainings that were 

provided were part of this learning and connect this category to “deployment.”   In the initial 

trainings, administrators and teachers learned the central ideas of the PLC model and also on 

how to implement the model with teams.   A main resource used by the district was the book, 

Learning By Doing by DuFour, DuFour, Eaker and Many.  This book explicitly discusses using 

data, knowing the standards students need to learn, intervention and enrichment for student 

learning, as well as team culture ideas such as norms and celebrating successes (DuFour, 

DuFour, Eaker & Many, 2006).  By training campus administrators and then teacher leaders on 

this process for two years, the district’s central office administrators showed a commitment to 

“adult learning.”   

Teacher professional learning changed from what had occurred before implementation of 

the PLC process. According to Louisa, “We've created … a real culture of learning of the adults 

in the district. And they understand that it's their job to sit down and study their standards, and 
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talk about instruction, and look for new practices, and study student work, and that kind of 

piece.”   

 

 Adult learning in sustainment.   The district implemented, developed, and sustained 

several initiatives and ongoing practices that are reflected in the category of learning.  The use of 

the instructional specialists to work with teams on lessons, CFAs, and embedding instructional 

best practices were ways the district sustained learning. During the collaborative planning days, 

central office administrators provided a professional development opportunity for teachers.  

Examples of the professional development in the collaborative planning days include an article 

on higher level questioning or a presentation on rigor. I asked Louisa about how the professional 

development was sustained.  She commented that they tried to connect the professional 

development topics such as assessment and rigor to each other and discuss the connections with 

the teachers. Ann gave a picture of the central office process of supporting “adult learning” as 

the PLC process was sustained. 

First, we started with just learning about PLCs and all of that, and looking at student 

work. And then we looked at common formative assessments.  Why is that important 

[and] what are we going to do with that?  Now we're working on rigor. And so the next 

couple of years we're already talking about which area do we want to add on. Do we want 

to look at differentiation? Do we want to look at writing across the curriculum? All that.  

Because you can't do everything in one year. You just can't. You have to take a little 

piece, do it well, implement it deeply, so that it's muscle memory for people. And it's a 

part of what they do, so it doesn't feel like adding one more thing on their plate. So we 

kind of move slowly. 
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Also, the district Staff Development Department had a mission and a framework to promote 

learning in the district.  I located the mission on the district staff development webpage, along 

with copies of the “framework.”   Figure 4 shows the wording of the mission on the main 

website, and a copy of one of the staff development framework can be found in Appendix P. 

 

Figure 4.  Henry ISD staff development mission and framework. This copy of the staff 

development webpage shows the commitment by the central office administrators to ongoing 

learning.   

 Use of the “four questions” by DuFour (What do we want our students to learn? How do 

we know if they have learned it? What will we do if they don’t learn? What will we do if they do 

learn?) was mentioned by the assistant superintendent and the math coordinator.  I saw this 

Staff development in The District focuses on adult learning that results in student learning. The mission of 
staff development is to inspire, empower, and develop all professionals who impact learning. 

Staff development is results-driven, standards-based, and job-embedded. Results-driven means that, during 
planning, implementation and evaluation of staff development, we ask: 

• What do students need to know and be able to do?  
• What do educators need to know and be able to do to ensure student success? 
• What staff development will ensure educators acquire the necessary skills and knowledge for 

implementation? 
• How will we know the impact on student learning? 

The Staff Development Framework for each grade level and content area will serve as a guide to help 
determine individual plans. It is the expectation that professionals will complete the courses in the Framework 
within five years of employment. 

Educators in The District will, along with their administrator, with PDAS Teacher Self-Report Part I, set 
professional development goals each year to guide their learning. Use this plan that you devise with your 
administrator, along with the professional development registration system to match your professional needs. 
Your score on Domain VI of the PDAS appraisal will reflect these goals, along with evidence of 
implementation notes on the framework. At the summative conference, administrators will meet with each 
professional to discuss the evidence of implementation and completion of professional development. 

"Let us put our minds together and see what life we can make for our children." 
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reference to the first of these “four questions” in the staff development mission as a reflection 

that all parts of the district concur in their commitment to learning.   

 

Accountability for implementation in implementation.  Central office administrators were 

strategic about providing “accountability for implementation.”  Dr. Carson committed to the PLC 

process not only by setting “non-negotiables” for the use of the PLC process in the district, but 

he also used his “positional authority” to hold principals accountable.  “If the superintendent has 

anything, they do have positional authority. You just have to be very, very strategic about what 

[you are going to] use your authority to do.”  Through conversations and observation, Dr. Carson 

looked for evidence of implementation.   

The assistant superintendent talked explicitly about the follow-up and “accountability for 

Implementation” put in place for the implementation of the PLC process.   

I think you have to have very clear expectations. You have to have a very clear 

implementation plan. It's going to happen over time. And then like I said, that pressure 

and that support. So checkpoints, the follow-up. I think the hurdle… when things don't 

work well when you're trying to do a district initiative, most likely is because somebody 

didn't go and follow up on that implementation plan.  

 Initially, central office administrators used the predecessor to the Learning Forward Concept-

Based Implementation Matrix, a similar matrix published by the National Staff Development 

Council, to discuss with principals where their campus was in implementation.  The PLC process 

was a district initiative that was discussed at principal meetings for a year.   Principals were also 

“accountable for implementation” in their evaluations.   
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Accountability for implementation in sustainment.  Arguably, a strong reason this 

innovation made it from implementation to sustainment is that the central office administrators 

provided accountability.  Accountability continued as the innovation was sustained through the 

use of the “Administrator as Learning Leader: Assessment Instructional Action Plan” with 

campus administrations (See Appendix M).  This plan was discussed with campus administrators 

in their evaluations.  They were required to demonstrate action steps taken at the campus level 

towards a collaborative culture.  Action steps for other PLC tenets such as unwrapping the state 

standards, formative assessment and data analysis, are also included in the “Administrator as 

Learning Leader: Assessment Instructional Action Plan.” Dr. Carson’s inclusion of development 

of the PLC process in his evaluation by the board and the continued pursuit of meeting the board 

goals through the PLC process strengthen the case for “Accountability in implementation” as a 

theoretical category.   Also, the staff development framework created by the district includes a 

strong accountability piece because the framework outlines the professional development 

expectations for teachers, and the professional development opportunities are required to be 

included in annual teacher evaluations. Professional learning community training is included in 

all the frameworks as required teacher training.  See Appendix P for a sample framework.  

“accountability for implementation” also includes the district use of the CFAs and of data to 

determine student learning.   

 

Leadership development in sustainment.  The central office administrators discussed 

many ways leaders were developed in their school district.  From developing their campus 

administrators by training them on the PLC process and following up at principal meetings for a 

year, to training teacher leaders on the PLC process, to tapping people who show potential as 
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leaders, “leadership development” was a focus of central office administrators in the PLC 

process.  Other examples of “leadership development” include asking principals to create 

protocols for and designate instructional team leaders and academic associates, developing 

content cadres who communicated information to their campuses and led staff development, and 

bringing instructional specialists in to work with teams on the PLC process and content specific 

needs.  In a document that detailed the Instructional and Operational Team Leaders on a campus, 

Louisa outlined one of the procedures for selecting leaders for the campus:  

Changing team membership will allow for more staff members to take on a leadership 

role and enhance communication across the campus.  We are always looking to expand 

leadership opportunities so that more voices can provide input! 

Simple things such as providing protocols for teams and helping teachers develop CFAs rather 

than doing it for them are ways leaders were developed in Henry ISD. 

 

Final Theoretical Categories 

After looking at each of the initial theoretical categories, I made several observations: 1) 

the ongoing nature of the categories, 2) the somewhat chronological nature of the categories, and 

3) the connections between categories. In determining final categories and looking towards the 

development of a grounded theory, I had to consider each of these observations and determine if 

the categories had enough weight to be maintained.  First, each category has, to some degree, an 

ongoing nature through both the implementation and sustainment phases of the process.  For 

example, even “Establishment,” which seemed very preliminary, had to be maintained as an 

initiative that was going to continue.  The district’s “learning model” had to be presented to the 

system, and all stakeholders had to continue to be invested.  In “deployment,” after the initial 
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trainings were completed, there was still a necessity for every teacher who entered the district to 

realize several concepts through ongoing training that depended on similar processes.  As the 

district developed the PLC process, the “collaboration” expanded, “adult learning” became 

deeper, and the processes of “accountability for implementation” continued throughout the 

implementation and sustainment.   

Also, I noticed that in some ways, a few of the categories had a chronological nature.  

First, the “establishment” category had to precede a district-wide implementation of the PLC 

process.  The expectations were established, the framework was set, and the non-negotiables 

were communicated.  In Henry ISD, “established” happened first, before “deployment” and 

before “accountability for implementation.” The next step that happened in Henry ISD was the 

“deployment.” Central office leadership and campus administrators were trained.  Teacher 

leaders were trained and campuses began the implementation of the PLC process.  The other 

categories occurred after or with the “establishment” and “deployment” and were more 

simultaneous in nature.   

Finally, there were connections between several of the categories.  The trainings that took 

place in “deployment” might also be considered “adult learning.” The non-negotiables that were 

set forth by the superintendent in “establishment” also contributed to the nature of the 

“accountability for implementation.”  Through “adult learning” and “collaboration” in the 

content cadres, “leader development” was also achieved.  These categories worked together, 

overlapped in some ways and were connected.   

After noticing the ongoing nature of the categories and deciding that there was not a clear 

break between implementation and sustainment of “accountability for implementation,” 

“collaboration,” and “adult learning”, I decided to combine these categories for implementation 
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and sustainment.  None of these categories stopped occurring after implementation or took on a 

different form.  Rather than having six categories (three that were present in the different phases 

of the process), I decided to combine them because they are ongoing, and I wanted to 

communicate the continuing nature.  I considered each as one theoretical category.  

“Leadership development” was found in implementation and sustainment.  Initially, when 

grouping data into categories, “leadership development” emerged as a category that occurred in 

sustainment, but after studying each category, I concluded the data suggested that “leadership 

development” occurred in implementation as well.  Examples of “leadership development” in 

implementation include training campus administrators and training teacher leaders.   Some 

codes that supported this understanding had been placed under “Deployment” and some under 

“adult learning” in my initial coding.  I left these codes in “deployment” and “learning” but also 

included them in a “leadership development” category for implementation.  This is also an 

example of the connections between the categories.  Table 8 shows the final theoretical 

categories as I saw them in relation to one another 

Table 8.   

Final Theoretical Categories for Implementing and Sustaining the PLC process.  

Implementation Sustainment 

Establishment  

Deployment  

Accountability for Implementation Accountability for Implementation 

Collaboration Collaboration 

Leadership Development Leadership Development 

Adult Learning Adult Learning 
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Grounded Theory of How Central Office Administrators Implement and Sustain the PLC Process 

From this analysis, a grounded theory was developed to address the following questions: 

 1) How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity, so 

the campus staff can implement PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the district?   

2) How do central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity, so 

the campus staff can sustain PLCs as a framework for improvement throughout the district?   

By examining the perceptions and processes of one school district, I theorized that for this one 

example, at least, the central office administrators incorporated specific components, 

“establishment” and “deployment” into supporting and building capacity for the implementation 

of the PLC process.  “establishment” involved the district leadership planning and deciding 

through strategic planning that the PLC process would be implemented in Henry ISD.   The 

district then engaged in “deployment” by training administrators and teachers leaders and 

providing support so the process might strategically move through the system, from 

administrator to teacher and from teacher to teacher.   Once the PLC process was established and 

deployed, four components emerged as ongoing from implementation to sustainment.   I further 

theorized that “accountability,” “collaboration,” “leadership Development,” and “learning” are 

all necessary for central office administrators to implement and sustain the PLC process.  

“Accountability for implementation” occurred as central office administrators worked with 

campus administrators to ensure the PLC framework was being implemented at the campus 

level. This occurred through formal evaluations and informal conversations and observations.  

Not only were campus and district administrators involved in “collaboration” with the decision 

to implement the PLC process in Henry ISD, but they also participated with principals and 

teachers throughout the PLC process.  “Leadership development” was evident in the district in 
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work with cadres and utilizing instructional specialists. “Adult learning” was ongoing through 

training on the PLC, teams meeting together, and cadres learning together.  

Because the components of implementing and sustaining the PLC process are somewhat 

chronological and somewhat connected, Figure 5 was developed to show the nature of the 

theory.  The major components are situated on an arrow to show their forward movement and 

interconnected nature. To illustrate that these components of the process are not moved passed 

and forgotten, circles without fixed boundaries were used to show their placement in the 

implementation and sustainment of the PLC process.  The continuous arrow is used to show that 

the process is ongoing.  “Establishment” encompasses the perceived initial measures taken by 

central office administrators to implement the PLC process. This occurred during the 

implementation process.  Once the vision, non-negotiables of how learning will happen in the 

district, and learning model were established, “deployment” occurred during implementation 

with the training of central office and campus administrators who then trained people at 

campuses. “Deployment” encompasses the actions taken by central office administrators who 

strategically organized implementation of the PLC process district-wide.  In Figure 5, 

“accountability for implementation,” “collaboration,” “leadership development,” and “adult 

learning” are all depicted to shows their inclusion in both implementation and sustainment.    
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Figure 5.  How central office administrators implement and sustain the PLC process. This visual 

is meant to show the chronological nature of supporting and building capacity of Implementing 

and Sustaining the PLC process by Central Office Administrators.   

 The theory presents the perceptions of the administrators’ involvement in implementing 

and sustaining the PLC process.  In this model, the administrators saw their role as 

“establishing,” “deploying,” providing “accountability for implementation,” developing “adult 

Learning,” modeling and demanding “collaboration,” and participating in “leadership 

development.”  By moving within and through these components, the central office 

administrators were able to support and build capacity for the PLC model over time.   

 

Summary 

In summary, ten central office administrators were interviewed to determine their perceptions of 

how they support and build capacity when implementing and sustaining the PLC process.  

Interviews and documents were coded and analyzed.  Six theoretical categories were developed 

from the information provided.  A grounded theory was constructed based on their perceptions 
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showing that “establishment,” “deployment,” “accountability for implementation,” 

“collaboration,” “leadership development,” and “adult learning” were part of the process.  A 

theory was developed from those categories to help others understand the work of the central 

office administrators in the PLC process in this district.   
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 
 

 This case study examined the perceptions of central office administrators in a school 

district in Texas, Henry ISD, as the district supported and built capacity for the implementation 

and sustainment of the PLC process at the campus level.  Grounded in the interviews of ten 

central office administrators, a theory was developed based on the work of the district with the 

PLC process.  This chapter discusses the data collected in the study, interpretations of what was 

learned, my own personal reflections on the qualitative research process used in this study, and 

implications of the study for practice as well research.  The chapter ends with recommendations 

for future research and practice. 

 

Summary of Findings 

Through this study, participants from Henry ISD were able to share their perceptions, 

experiences and roles in supporting and maintaining the PLC process in their district.  As I 

studied the data in light of the research questions, I developed theoretical categories for how the 

PLC process was implemented and sustained throughout the school district. Because my research 

examined both the implementation and sustainment of the PLC process, facilitation of the change 

process by central office administrators in the district emerged from my analysis of the data. As I 

studied, it became clear that implementation of the PLC innovation, by its very nature, must be 

ongoing, and actions that occur along the way may shift or deepen the process.  My original 

questions regarding the behaviors of the administrators in this process were answered, but the 

role of the change process also became evident as the district moved from implementation to 

sustainment.  
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Because my research questions were designed to uncover perceptions of specific behaviors 

intended by central office administrators as they acted to support and build capacity for the PLC 

process within their district across implementation and sustainment, my initial proposal 

conveyed the assumption that the actions taken by the administrators would connect to 

established PLC dimensions or tenets. However, consistent with the design of grounded theory 

research, I resisted lists of a priori statements and allowed my categories to emerge from the 

data. The categories that emerged were “establishment,” “deployment,” “accountability for 

implementation,” “adult learning,” “collaboration,” and “leadership development.”  The 

differences in these categories from others that have been constructed are likely due to my focus 

on central office involvement in the PLC process rather than on campus involvement in the 

process.   

The categories that emerged led to theory of how the central office administrators supported 

and built capacity for the PLC process.  These categories became the main components of my 

theory as their fluid nature illuminated not only areas of the established PLC research but also 

the complexity of the process, with its different levels of implementation and its ongoing nature.   

I also came to see the study as not only about the specifics of supporting and building capacity 

for the PLC process, but also about the way central office administrators engage in change 

processes when implementing and sustaining the PLC framework.   In light of this reframing of 

the problem, the discussion in this chapter attends both to the ways the central office personnel 

supported and built capacity for the PLC process and to ways they attended to and guided change 

at several levels.  Here I first review the findings of the study as reinterpreted through the lens of 

the interconnections of the components to one another as part of a change process and in relation 

to other theories for implementing and sustaining the PLC process. I also discuss interpretations 
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of the data collected, look beyond the data to what might be deduced and pose questions 

emerging from the data.  Finally, I provide reflections on the process and implications for 

research and practice.   

 

How Central Office Administrators Support and Build Capacity for the PLC Process 

The data showed multiple ways central office administrators support and build capacity 

when implementing and sustaining the PLC framework.  “With grounded theory research, rather 

than testing the relationships among variables, we want to discover relevant categories and the 

relationships among them; to put together categories in new, rather than standard ways” (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1990, p. 49).  Theoretical categories emerged through data analysis and were 

developed through close attention to the actions of the central office administrators.   

“Establishment” is a theoretical category that incorporates the ways that district 

leadership planned for and decided to implement the PLC process in the district.  “Deployment” 

encompassed the actions taken by central office administration to distribute the information for 

the district.  “Accountability for implementation” describes the ways central office 

administrators helped ensure that the expectations for the PLC framework implementation were 

upheld throughout the district.  “Adult learning” was enacted in the district as those in central 

office supported the PLC framework and built capacity to maintain the process within the 

professionals in the district.  “Collaboration” emerged because of the work that central office 

administrators did with campus administration and with teachers throughout the PLC process.  

“Leadership development” became a part of the PLC process as central office administrators 

worked with others in developing leadership in the content areas and on campuses.  
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 After establishing a grounded theory of components present in Henry ISD, I considered 

their connections to dimensions established in the PLC research.  The connections made were 

not intended to encompass all of the possible dimensions, but rather to show the possible 

relationships that exist between the actions of central office administrators uncovered in this 

study and the established tenets of the PLC process.  These connections provide support for the 

categories that emerged in this study through theoretical coding. Table 9 provides a visual of my 

theoretical categories and those established by Hord (1997) and DuFour and Eaker (1998).   

These connections are explained in subsequent paragraphs.  

Table 9 

Connections with Theoretical Categories and Categories in the Literature 

Theoretical Categories Hord, 1997 DuFour & Eaker, 1998 

Establishment Shared Values and Vision Shared Mission, Vision, 
Values and Goals 

Deployment Supportive Conditions Action Orientation and 
Experimentation 

Accountability for 
Implementation 

Supportive and Shared 
Leadership 

Results Oriented  

Collaboration Collective Creativity; Shared 
Personal Practice  

Collaborative teams;  
Collective Inquiry  

Adult Learning Shared Personal Practice Collective Inquiry;  
Action Oriented and 
Experimentation 

Leadership Development Shared and Supportive 
Leadership;  Shared Personal 
Practice 
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In my conceptualization, “establishment” involved the district not only in planning 

strategically, but also provided a vision and expectations for its PLC process.  Both Hord (1997) 

and DuFour and Eaker (1998) include a shared vision as part of the PLC process.  

“Communicate priorities effectively, consistently with one voice,” admonish DuFour et al. 

(2008, p. 358).   Hord explains the shared vision as, “students are pictured as academically 

capable, and staff envision learning environments to support and realize each student’s potential 

achievement” (p. 19). “Establishment” in Henry ISD included providing and communicating a 

“learning model” and “non-negotiables” involving the PLC framework.  The central office 

administrators gave the staff a vision of what learning would be like in the district and 

communicated it clearly and with one voice.   

Henry ISD’s “deployment” of the PLC process involved both Hord’s (1997) “supportive 

conditions” and Dufour and Eaker’s (1998) “action orientation.”  According to Ann the district 

provided supportive conditions by training administrators and teacher leaders on the PLC process 

and provided campuses with what they needed “to get going”, such as resources, books, and 

training materials.  Not only did the district verbally support the PLC effort, but central office 

administrators also acted on implementing the PLC process in the district.   

 “Accountability for implementation” had two connections with the established literature; 

I related Hord’s (1997) “supportive and shared leadership” and Dufour and Eaker’s (1998), 

“results oriented” principle in this category.  “Accountability for implementation” refers to the 

way central office administrators insured the PLC framework was implemented and sustained 

throughout the district.  Examples of the “supportive and shared leadership” in “Accountability 

for implementation” included the expectations established by central office and by campus 

administrators. The assistant superintendent and the director of curriculum and staff development 
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held formal and informal conversations with principals about how PLC implementation was 

occurring and how central office could support the campuses.  The staff development 

framework, found on the district website, gave campus staff members the responsibility of being 

trained in the PLC process and pointed to the teacher evaluation system as a means to establish 

accountability for the expectation. According to the staff development framework, educators, 

along with their administrators, in Henry ISD would, using the “PDAS teacher self-report part I, 

set professional development goals each year to guide their learning.”  Not only were 

expectations presented, but also the district provided support and shared leadership for the 

initiative.  “Results oriented” was connected with “accountability for implementation” because 

as central office administrators interacted with campuses in the PLC process, they were looking 

for results in the form of PLC implementation and of student learning. Whether it was the 

superintendent, Dr. Carson, doing a walkthrough on the campuses, the assistant superintendent, 

Ann, sitting down with principals she evaluates to discuss the implementation matrix for the PLC 

process, or Jenny, an instructional specialist, joining in a team meeting, all were looking for 

results and evidence of implementation.   

“Collaboration” easily connected with established tenets: “collective creativity,” “shared 

personal practice,” “collective inquiry,” and “collaborative teams.”  In Henry ISD, central office 

not only collaborated with the campuses, they provided structures such as collaborative planning 

days, content cadres, and the support of job embedded collaboration on campuses to make 

collaboration more accessible.  DuFour, DuFour, Eaker & Many (2006, p. 91) note, “The fact 

that teachers collaborate will do nothing to improve a school.  The purpose of collaboration can 

only be accomplished if the professionals engaged in collaboration are focused on the right 

things.”  At Henry ISD teachers were not only placed into collaborative teams, but they also 
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engaged in discussion about their students and the students’ achievement.   The district 

administrators would often facilitate the conversations toward the “right things,” which 

according to DuFour, et al. (2006), are structured responses to the following questions:  

• What is it we want our students to learn? 

• How will we know if each student has learned it?  

• How will we respond when some students do not learn it? 

• How can we extend and enrich the learning for students who have demonstrated 

proficiency?  

Using these questions as a basis for practice within the professional learning community model is 

viewed by the DuFour group as driving the PLC toward the goal of increasing student 

achievement.  Collaboration must be more than working together to be effective; teams must be 

focused on best practices, moral purpose, or having a structured plan to make a difference, and 

on results (Fullan, 2001).   

 Along with “Collaboration” comes “Adult Learning,” which is where “shared personal 

practice,” “collective inquiry,” and “action orientation and experimentation” were evident in 

Henry ISD.  “Action orientation and experimentation” occurred in Henry ISD when 

administrators and teachers learned about the PLC process and committed themselves to create a 

district focused on learning through the PLC framework.  Action was taken to put structures in 

place, and campuses were then charged with moving into the PLC process.  While the district 

provided trainings, “adult learning” through “collective inquiry” and “shared personal practice” 

were evident through the collaborative planning days, in the content cadres, and at the campus 

level as facilitated or supported by different central office administrators.   
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The category of “leadership development” was connected with “shared and supportive 

leadership” and “shared personal practice” because through the implementation and sustainment 

of the PLC process, central office administrators worked to develop the capacities of both the 

campus administrators and teachers to lead.  Whether it was leading the PLC process on the 

campus, leading a collaborative planning session, or tapping potential leaders, “leadership 

development” was a theme that emerged through the interviews and the process.   

 

The Henry ISD central office model of PLC implementation and sustainment.  The six 

theoretical categories that emerged from the data were combined to create a theory of the 

administrators’ perceptions of their process.  These categories became the main components of 

the theory.  The central office administrators “established” the work they would do by partnering 

with campus administrators who had begun implementation, learning about the PLC process, and 

making the decision to implement the PLC process district-wide.  This first step grounded the 

process and established the PLC framework as a priority for learning across the district.  

Included in this “establishment” were strategic planning, creating a vision, and establishing 

expectation or non-negotiables for learning.  The central office administrators then “deployed” 

the PLC process throughout the district as they trained campus leaders, walking alongside 

campus administrators and teachers in the process.  They helped others understand the PLC 

process, and helped staff deal with change.  In the “deployment,” central office administrators 

also discussed the PLC process at principal meetings throughout the first year of implementation.  

From implementation and into sustaining, the central office administrators “collaborated” with 

campuses and created structures for “collaboration” such as utilizing existing content cadres in a 

new way and adding collaborative planning days to the calendar.  They met with teachers and 
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helped facilitate and lead conversations about instruction.  “Adult learning” was also developed 

through “collaboration” and in processes such as trainings and building capacity with 

instructional specialists.   Facilitating the writing of common formative assessments, examining 

data, and discussing curriculum and instructional best practices were ways central office 

administrations contributed to “adult learning” in Henry ISD.  By “developing leaders” the 

central office administrators believed they were making instruction stronger and building 

capacity within their own system.  They did this through asking principals to change the 

leadership structure on their campus to include instructional leaders on teams, training campus 

staff on team development, “tapping” people when needed, and providing staff members the 

opportunity to lead staff development.  Finally, through “accountability for implementation,” the 

central office administrators were able to offer both pressure and support to campuses through 

implementation and sustainment of the PLC process.  A model in Figure 5 shows how the 

categories work together across establishment and sustainment as central office supports and 

builds capacity for the PLC framework over time.  A matrix for self-reflection and action was 

included in the principals’ evaluations.  Looking for evidence of collaboration at the campuses 

and having ongoing conversations about the progress of PLCs were ways “accountability for 

implementation” occurred.    The superintendent’s inclusion of the PLC process in his own 

evaluation from the board was an example of leading by example and holding himself 

accountable for the process.  The practice developed in the district was both ongoing in nature 

and specific in the ways support and capacity building happened at different stages. 

 

 

 

 103 



From implementing to sustaining: The change process.  The PLC process is a change 

process for school reform (Hord, 1997; DuFour et al., 2008; Hipp & Huffman, 2010).  In this 

case study, the nature of the change process and its role were confirmed.  The stages of change 

outlined by Fullan (2007) include initiation, implementation and institutionalization. This 

succession is similar to the ways the district went about its work, first “establishing” their PLC 

initiative (initiation).  As the district “deployed” its model, the participants moved into 

implementation, and as they sustained the PLC process over time, it was institutionalized, similar 

to the “muscle memory” discussed by several participants.  Several models exist that confirm the 

variation of attributes throughout the PLC process as well as illustrating the nature of change in 

implementing the PLC process.  An example of systematic presentation of this is the professional 

learning community organizer (PLCO). In the PLCO the dimensions established by Hord are 

conceptualized within Fullan’s phases of change (Hipp & Huffman, 2010).  See Appendix A. 

The PLCO has replaced Fullan’s term institutionalization with sustaining “to reflect the 

importance of sustaining change” (Hipp & Huffman, p.27).  The professional learning 

community-innovation configuration map and the professional learning community development 

rubric also contain dimensions of the PLC process alongside phases of change (Hipp & 

Huffman).  Existing research and instruments confirm the ongoing nature of change in the PLC 

process. 

 

Interpretations of Findings 

 In studying Henry ISD, I uncovered information about the system and its processes.  

Because of the nature of grounded theory and qualitative research, I was also able to “go beyond 

an analysis of facts and acts” and look for “what is relevant but lurks in the background of [my] 
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analysis” (Charmaz, 2006, p. 172).  The central office administrators in this district were 

invested in a system-wide transformation.  From the superintendent on down the organizational 

chart through the learner services department, I found this group of administrators was speaking 

a very similar language.  Their roles led to variation in their involvement and actions, but each 

one pointed back to the goals and mission of the district in relation to the PLC framework. 

Additionally, the system was invested in commitment to teamwork and collaboration. 

Throughout the interviews, central office participants talked about working with others and 

recognizing that their work depended on collaboration or obtaining buy in from all involved in 

the process.  Though they might not have done everything perfectly, this group of administrators 

was able to implement and sustain the PLC model through the district in many ways because of 

their willingness to do their work together and with others in the district.   

I asked each participant to define the PLC process in order to see the commonality of his 

or her thinking.  The themes that were strongest in their definitions were collaboration, teams 

coming together, conversations about instruction, and reviewing data.  Each of these was 

mentioned at least six times by different participants.  Professional learning was mentioned four 

times.  Professional protocols and planning were both mentioned twice. Ideas such as reviewing 

state standards, reviewing student work, and using the “four questions” commonly associated 

with PLCs (What do we want our students to learn? How do we know if they are learning it? 

What do we do if they are not learning it?  What do we know if they do learn it?) were also 

mentioned (DuFour et al., 2008, pp. 183-184) .  Several of these actions described by 

participants, such as learning and collaboration, were strongly present in the ways the district 

supported and built capacity for the PLC process.  Categories emerged in my development of a 

grounded theory that were not described by participants in their initial definitions of the PLC 
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process.  “Developing leaders” was a concept that emerged through discussion of the roles of 

many of the central office administrators; this behavior was not part of their verbal definition but 

rather present in their actions.   Perhaps this disconnect arose from participants being asked to 

“define” the process versus being asked to “describe” the work they do.  Perhaps some of their 

actions are more related to the PLC process than they realize.  Regardless, the realization of the 

PLC process in action achieved by participants exceeded their individual and collective verbal 

definitions.   

Another focus that was subtle, but underlying the work of the participants, was the 

commitment of the central office to seeing adults grow, develop, and be successful so that 

students could be successful.  In his interview, Dr. Carson said about working in central office,  

You have to truly enjoy seeing other adults succeed. You have to love that. That has to be 

something that puts you in your zone…. Students, believe it or not, are no longer 

necessarily the first thing.  It's the adults with the students [that] become the first thing. 

Although participants did not discuss their focus on adults, this commitment was present in the 

ongoing nature of the conversation.  In fact, the theoretical categories of “adult learning” and 

“leadership development” point to this idea as well.  But the interpretation here is that for these 

central office administrators, the big picture they see is one of helping the adults be successful as 

they are helping the students.  

 As I read through the transcripts of participant interviews and analyzed the data, a word 

that continued to emerge in their description of the process was the word “piece.”  Ann referred 

to collaborative planning days as a “piece” of sustaining the process.  Amy talked about the 

“collaboration piece” and using data as a “piece.”  While “piece” could also be interpreted as 

something small, the use of “piece” in their descriptions of their process implied that many parts 
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made up their process of implementing and sustaining the PLC process. When asked to detail 

their process, the central office administrators could not narrow down the process to one or two 

behaviors but saw that many parts of their work “established,” “deployed,” provided for “adult 

learning” and “accountability for implementation”, advanced “collaboration” and “developed 

leaders.”   

In my interpretation, this district did many things right in their implementation and 

sustainment of the PLC framework.  Evident through data collected during the PLCA-R and the 

information provided by central office administrators, the PLC process was strongly present in 

the district.  Despite the strength of the implementation of the innovation, vulnerabilities in the 

process still existed.  A few areas were still unclear to me as I completed my time with Henry 

ISD.  

Everyone I spoke with discussed the varying extent of implementations at the campus 

level.  Even though I did not observe on the campuses, it became clear to me that, much like the 

change process and by their own admission, the participants saw their work in implementing and 

sustaining the PLC process was not complete. How will the district continue to address the needs 

of the campuses or teams that are lagging in implementation?  What efforts are present to 

continue to sustain the process?  Do the administrators need to work with campuses to re-vision 

their work in order to continue to move forward and not reach a plateau?  

Although these questions cannot be answered with certainty, I found clues in the data 

collected. Dr. Carson stated that the district hired campus administrators who had experience 

with the PLC process.  But, an instructional specialist mentioned that when hired, she had not 

received official district training on PLCs.  Will the district create an administrator-training 

 107 



program so that, as new administrators come into the central office or the campus, they are 

brought up to speed on the PLC process as enacted at Henry ISD?  

The PLC process is designed to become embedded in the culture or “the way we do 

things around here,” thus the tie into the change process. With the perceived varying levels 

implementation, it is important for the district to work to continue to work with those campuses 

as well as insure the process is sustained at high levels and that the PLC process does not 

plateau.  The district should strive for continuous improvement in their sustainment of the PLC 

process. This could happen through “creating short-term wins” and celebrating the accomplished 

goals (DuFour et al., 2008, p. 423).  It also “achievable with a unified vision, shared leadership 

and [using] knowledge and skills” learned along the PLC journey (Pankake, Abrego, and Moller, 

2010, p. 131).  Re-visioning where you are going and creating steps to get there, as well as 

celebrating the successes along the way, are key when sustaining and energizing the PLC process 

in order to avoid status quo.   

Another area for this district and any district to consider is turnover at the central office 

level.  Dr. Carson, Ann, and Louisa are strong proponents of the PLC process in the district.  A 

promising aspect of the strong involvement by these three leaders in the PLC process is that if 

one of them leaves Henry ISD or their position, there are others to continue to communicate the 

value of and support the PLC process.  In a similar study Horton and Martin (2013) suggest that 

the superintendent has a “direct and essential impact on the successful implementation of 

professional learning communities” (p. 61). Has enough capacity been built for the process if the 

superintendent left that it would be sustained?  Has the involvement by the assistant 

superintendent and director of curriculum and staff development been such that the work might 

continue if there was a change in the superintendent position?  A question that remains is 
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whether PLCs would continue in the district without these leaders, or as in the Abrego and 

Pankake (2011) study, would the school board insist, when hiring a new superintendent, that 

PLC work continue because of the impact it has had on Henry ISD?  How is the district 

embedding the process in the culture, so that even without these leaders, the PLC process might 

continue throughout the district?   

Although questions may remain about the future of the PLC process, Henry ISD shows 

the value of a system-wide approach to the PLC process and confirms the involvement of a 

strong leadership team in initiating change.  The importance of developing adults and increasing 

their learning and capacity is echoed throughout the district’s process. Overall, this district offers 

a model that, although it might not be perfect or it might not be the same as other districts’, 

worked for them and with which they believed they were successful.   

 

Implications of Study 

In reading the implications of the study it is important to remember the limitations that 

were present.  This is the study of work in one district at one point in their process.  The findings 

are not generalizable to other settings, but rather suggestive of what might work in other 

contexts.  With this in mind, the reflections of the researcher, limitations of the methodology, 

and implications for practice and research are presented in this section. 

 

Reflections on Research 

 Throughout the process, I have been able to reflect on areas of the study that are strengths 

as well as on my own interests and limitations as a researcher.  In the beginning of the design of 

the study, I was committed to the research questions with their focus on “implementing” and 
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“sustaining” because they showed the nature of the changes that informed the PLC process, 

allowing me to tease out different meanings and gain the perceptions of my participants as they 

looked back in time.  Also, the PLC process is a reform model dealing with curriculum and 

instruction, which is my area of employment and the main division in Henry ISD that informed 

the study. I hoped to learn from this study ways that organizations work effectively to achieve a 

vision of student learning. 

Selecting a district with which I was unfamiliar personally or professionally was both a 

benefit and a challenge.  The benefit was that I had few preconceived ideas about the specifics of 

their practices in the PLC process.  This allowed me to uncover information and to come at the 

information with fresh eyes.  One difficult aspect in this regard was that I did not have a personal 

contact at this district. I came to Henry ISD after several months of looking for a district that was 

willing to allow me to study their process.  Even after I was given admittance to Henry ISD, 

there were still limitations in how much I thought I could ask of a group of central office 

administrators with whom I did not have a prior relationship.  There might have been 

information that I was not able to gain because I did not insist on more interviews or did not 

press hard enough for information.  Louisa, my main contact, was patient with requests.  She 

scheduled interviews for me and managed the processes to facilitate my data collection in a way 

that was helpful.  When I asked for more, she provided more informants either by scheduling 

interviews with them or giving me their contact information and letting them know the purpose 

of my contact.   

Because I had been part of the PLC process in two other districts prior to conducting this 

study, I may have made false assumptions regarding implementation in this particular district by 

bringing my prior knowledge and bias to the situation.  Also, my role as a central office 
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administrator in another district is similar to some of the roles played by several of the 

participants in my study.  Either of these circumstances could have led to inaccurate assumptions 

or bias on my part.   

 One thing I might have done differently was to clarify dates and events more carefully in 

the initial interviews. This was a retrospective study.  I saw later that the way certain components 

of the district’s implementation were discussed had led me to believe they were implemented in 

a different order than I had assumed.  I was able to clarify this, but if I had not been careful to 

ask about specific dates, I might easily have made a mistake.  The human interview is a 

limitation because both the interviewer and the participant are imperfect in memory, 

communication, and point of view.  Longer interviews may overcome some of this, but time is 

precious, so my study depended on convergence of data provided by a group rather than on the 

deep interpretations of individuals.   

 

Limitations of Methodology 

 Several limitations are present in the methodology this study.  In addition to the fact that 

the study examined only one district, it is also of note that in the district, the whole central office 

staff was not interviewed.  Participants who were viewed as most involved in the PLC process by 

my primary central office contact were interviewed, and they were limited to the curriculum and 

instruction division of the district.  Also, the fact that only central office administrators were 

interviewed is another limitation in the study.  Limitations arose from the methods in that 

interviews were the primary source of data collected, and observations of practice were not 

included in the methodology.  
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Implications for Research and Practice 
 

Despite the limitations, the study offers implications for research and for practice.  The 

main significance of this study is that it adds to body of research on central office involvement in 

the PLC process, and this study exclusively examined the perceptions of central office 

administrators. As presented in the review of literature, the study most closely resembling this 

study was based on the roles of district administration within PLCs in three school districts in 

Missouri (Horton & Martin, 2013).  Ideas emerged in the current study of Henry ISD that were 

similar to the themes of “fostering collaborative leadership,” “data driven instructional 

decisions,” “development of collective efficacy,” and “ collaboration vs. isolation” found in the 

Horton and Martin study.  Although the themes developed in the study of Henry ISD were 

related to the work of central office administrators, these themes were interpreted as they applied 

to practices throughout the district.  Some overlaps, such as leadership development and 

collaboration are present in both studies, which are similar in design. Differences include my 

wider range of participants interviewed. Horton and Martin concluded that central to the success 

of the PLC process was the superintendent’s involvement in that he/she “creates and supports a 

sense of urgency for change” (p. 68).  My study of Henry ISD corroborates this conclusion by 

describing the involvement and influence of the superintendent, Dr. Carson, but it also examines 

the involvement of other central office administrators.  The study of Henry ISD provides 

information on the behaviors of central office administrators by role in the PLC process over 

time.   Horton and Martin’s study attends to central office and campus-level behaviors to some 

extent. However, my study, by focusing on central office administration only, describes more 

specific and inter-related actions such as enacting the non-negotiables, established by the 

superintendent, actualizing the accountability provided by the assistant superintendent, defining 
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the kinds of trainings offered by the director of curriculum and staff development, and involving 

the coordinators and instructional specialists with teachers. Teasing out these details enabled 

development of a specific theory of central office support and capacity building.  

Abrego and Pankake (2011) provide a powerful follow-up study that examines a district 

after 10 years of PLC implementation and practice.  This mixed-methods study showed that not 

only was the superintendent’s role important, but the efforts made throughout the system were 

also described.  The findings show that both central office and campus-level implementation of 

the PLC process was important for success.   Several ideas from the Abrego and Pankake study 

support findings about Henry ISD’s involvement in the PLC process: 1) the role of the central 

office is important in “developing capacity in order to implement and sustain school reforms,” 

and 2) “it is process, not programs, that makes a positive difference…in sustaining the 

dimensions of a professional learning community” (pp. 9-10).   

Montgomery (2007) studied initial district implementation of the PLC process at the 

campus level.  Although the study design was different from the current study, the 

recommendations for practice included several ideas that were found in the practices of Henry 

ISD.  Those recommendations are as follows: 

• “Everyone from the superintendent to district office staff and building principals must 

include the key initiatives in every presentation and discussion of district and school 

improvement” (p. 120). 

• “Provide accountability measures for supervising directors, principals and teachers to 

reinforce a strong communication of the vision and follow- through actions” (p. 120). 
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• “Leadership matters. Provide regular mandatory training for principals in the specifics of 

the data team process as well as in best leadership practices for implementing change” (p. 

120).  

• “Accountability for principals must include a map of their school’s progress with the data 

team initiative in order to plan their next steps and to inform the support needed for their 

school. Mapping the implementation of an innovation is recommended by Hall and Hord 

(2006) in order to observe and document the level of implementation and to plan for 

future training, coaching and professional development” (p. 121).  

• “Inspect what we expect. Require supervising directors to communicate regularly with 

principals about their data teams’ progress, review meeting schedules, visit team 

meetings, provide suggestions or resources, review data team documents together, and 

celebrate progress” (p. 122). 

• “It is imperative to provide time for teams to meet during the scheduled contract day”(p. 

122).   

• “Train and support specialists who work with students in a grade level or subject area 

team” (p. 124). 

• “There will be district grade-level or subject cohorts to share process ideas, common 

assessments, curriculum and effective teaching strategies for the essential standards they 

are teaching” (p. 124) 

The list of recommended practices was extensive, but I chose to include ones that best matched 

the actions by central office administrators in Henry ISD.   

  There are solid implications of this study for educators seeking to transfer information to 
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their own settings.  This study provides central office administrators with information on 

implementing and sustaining the PLC process over time based on the perceptions of one district.  

The specific behaviors and roles in this district are presented.  The central office administrators 

in Henry ISD worked together toward a common goal, and this study shows how individual roles 

and effective leadership supported the effort.  Even with some change in roles, the central office 

administrators were able to support the PLC framework over time.  Another implication is the 

affirmation of the change process in implementing an innovation from the central office level.  

Campus-level administrators might use this study in their own practice as they work with central 

office and other leaders in their own schools to implement and sustain the PLC process.  Ideas 

such as “Deployment,” “Collaboration,” and “Developing Leaders” may be transferred to 

campus-level practice.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

Because no one study has all the answers to complex issues involving the PLC and change 

processes, this study uncovers the need for future research.  Through this study, I have identified 

possible areas for future research.   

1. Does the model of implementation and sustainment developed in this model transfer to 

another district with an established PLC process?  

2. Where would the district fall if their PLC implementation were examined through the 

lens of the change process such as the Concerns Based Adoption Model rather than the 

PLC process? 

3. What might PLC implementation and sustainment at the campus-level be for Henry ISD, 

a district with strong central office involvement in the process? What are the perceptions 

of campus administrators and staff regarding the implementation of the PLC process?  
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4. How might the study of implementation and sustainment of the PLC process over time be 

informed if it were conducted longitudinally rather than retrospectively?  

 

Conclusion 

Research has established the viability of the PLC framework and the role of central office in 

school reform.  This dissertation was designed to create greater understanding of the unique 

marriage of central office and the PLC framework. Ultimately, my goal was to illuminate the 

perceived processes used by central office administrators in one district in Texas to support and 

build capacity for the PLC framework.  By examining the perceived roles and actions of the 

central office administrators in this district, a theory emerged that not only provided key 

elements in the process but reinforced the nature of the change process when implementing an 

innovation, and in this case, the PLC process. This theory contributes to both research and 

practice by providing, through central office administrators’ perceptions, the behaviors and roles 

of a district specific to the implementation and sustainment of the PLC framework.  Through the 

lens of those living the journey, the practices undergone by central office administrators were 

teased out and their story was told.    
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APPENDIX A 

PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITY ORGANIZER 
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This organizer illustrates how each Hord’s five dimensions of the PLC framework develop 

across the Fullan’s phases of change.   (Hipp and Huffman, 2003).   
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APPENDIX B 
 

EXCERPT FROM THE PROFESSIONAL LEARNING COMMUNITIES  

DEVELOPMENT RUBRIC

 119 



Dimensions Not Initiated Initiation  Implementation Institutionalization 
Shared and 
Supportive 
Leadership 
Administrators 
share power, 
authority, and 
decision-
making, while 
promoting and 
nurturing 
leadership.   
 

Leadership is 
held by school 
administrators; 
staff are not 
empowered 
around issues 
of teaching and 
learning. 

Pockets of 
leadership 
exist beyond 
school 
administrators; 
staff are 
nurtured and 
encouraged to 
take 
leadership 
roles.  

Leadership is 
prevalent across the 
school; staff share 
power authority, and 
responsibility around 
issues of teaching 
and learning.  

Leadership and 
decision-making are 
broad-based; 
empowerment exists 
around issues of 
teaching and learning; 
staff are committed and 
accountable.   

Shared Value 
and Vision 
The staff share 
visions that 
have an 
undeviating 
focus on 
student 
learning and 
support norms 
of behavior that 
guide decisions 
about teaching 
and learning.   

A school vision, 
values and plan 
do not exist or 
do not involve 
stakeholders; 
there is a lack 
of focus on 
student 
learning.   

Values and 
norms are 
espoused; a 
collaborative 
process exists 
for developing 
shared values 
and vision; 
some focus 
exists on 
student 
learning, but 
efforts are not 
aligned.  

Shared vision and a 
set of values exist 
that reflect high 
expectations for 
student learning; 
efforts are aligned. 

A shared vision and set 
of values is “lived” 
across the entire school 
community, and guide 
decisions, policies, and 
programs related to 
teaching and learning.   

 
 
(Hipp & Huffman, 2010, pp. 52-53).   
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APPENDIX C 
 

CENTRAL OFFICE EXTERNAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS – INNOVATION 

CONFIGURATION MAP 
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Central Office ESS-ICM 

External 
Support 
System 

Not initiating Initiating  Implementing Sustaining 

Central office Central office 
personnel 
provide 
minimal 
direction, 
resources, and 
support for 
school 
improvement 
efforts.  

Central office 
personnel 
provide 
adequate 
direction, 
resources and 
support for 
school 
improvement 
efforts. 

Central office 
personnel 
participate 
consistently in 
providing 
direction, 
resources, and 
support for 
school 
improvement 
efforts. 

Central office 
personnel play 
an integral 
role in 
building 
capacity 
within and 
across schools 
related to 
direction, 
resources and 
support for 
improvement 
efforts.   

 

 
(Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 50) 
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APPENDIX D 
 

PERMISSION LETTER FOR PLCA-R 
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    Department of Educational Foundations  
      and Leadership 
      P.O. Box 43091 
      Lafayette, LA 70504-3091 
July 19, 2012 
 
Dear Ms. Pruitt: 
 
This correspondence is to grant permission to utilize the Professional Learning Community 
Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R) as your instrument for data collection for your doctoral study through           
the University of North Texas. I believe your research examining perceptions of central office 
regarding their support and assistance in building capacity within schools through the professional 
learning community framework will contribute to the PLC literature and provide valuable at both 
the school and district level. I am pleased that you are interested in using the PLCA-R measure in 
your research.  
 
This permission letter allows use of the PLCA-R through a paper/pencil administration. In order to 
receive permission for the PLCA-R online version, it is necessary to secure the services through our 
online host, SEDL in Austin, TX. Additional information for online administration can be found at 
www.sedl.org. 
    
Upon completion of your study, I would be interested in learning about your entire study and would 
welcome the opportunity to receive an electronic version of your completed dissertation research. 
 
Thank you for your interest in our research and measure for assessing professional learning 
community attributes within schools. Should you require any additional information, please feel 
free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Dianne F. Olivier 
Dianne F. Olivier, Ph. D. 
Assistant Professor 
Joan D. and Alexander S. Haig/BORSF Professor 
Department of Educational Foundations and Leadership 
College of Education 
University of Louisiana at Lafayette 
P.O. Box 43091 
Lafayette, LA   70504-3091 
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APPENDIX E 
 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
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Perceptions: 
 

• What is your background with PLCs? 

• How do you as a central office administrator within the school district define PLCs? 

• What is the individual involvement of the district leadership in the PLC process? 

o How do district leaders promote the ongoing nature of the PLC framework? 

o How do district leaders support PLCs at the campus? 

• What effects have you seen as a result of of implementing the PLC framework in your 

district? 

o If aspects of the culture are mentioned, ask what is done to develop or maintain 
the culture. 
 

• What change in practice have you seen as a result of implementation and then sustaining 

of the PLC framework? 

• What have your personal experiences been with the development of PLCs in your 

district? 

o What has your role been? 

• What would you tell someone who is at central office about implementing, supporting 

and building capacity through the PLC framework? 

• What do you value most about your role within the PLC framework? 

• What have been the best moments in this position in relation to PLCs? 

• What have been the hardest moments in this position in relation to PLCs? 

o If general problems are described, greater clarity on the problems, situations and 
solutions will be asked for. 
 

• How would an outside observer (a Martian) describe what is taking place in your district 

in relation to PLCs? 
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Implementation 

• How were PLCs developed in the school district? 

o What was the catalyst for supporting PLCs at the central office level? 

o If processes are described, ask about specifications of those processes including 
structure implementation, frequency and sustainability. 
 

• What is the individual involvement of the district leadership in the PLC process? 

o How do district leaders promote the ongoing nature of the PLC framework? 

o How do district leaders support PLCs at the campus? 

• Describe several of the schools in your district in relation to the implementation of the 

PLC framework. 

• Describe the effects of implementing the PLC framework in your district. 

o If aspects of the culture are mentioned, ask what is done to develop or maintain 
the culture. 
 

• What would you tell someone who is at central office about implementing, supporting 

and building capacity through the PLC framework? 

 
Sustaining 
 

• How does the district assess the needs of the PLCs? 

• What is the individual involvement of the district leadership in the PLC process? 

o How do district leaders promote the ongoing nature of the PLC framework? 

o How do district leaders support PLCs at the campus? 

• How do district leaders build capacity throughout the district? 

o Any specific examples? 

o If staff development is mentioned, ask for specifications on the staff development 
including structure, content and format.   
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 How is this used to build capacity? 
 

• What are the district goals for continued support and capacity building within the PLC 

framework? 

• What would you tell someone who is at central office about sustaining, supporting and 

building capacity through the PLC framework? 

 
Change: 
 

• What changes have you seen as a result of the implementation and sustainment of the 

PLC process within your school district? 

• What changes have occurred in your role as a result of implementing and supporting the 

PLC process? 

o Where the changes expected or unexpected?   
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DOCUMENT SUMMARY FORM
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Document Summary Form 
Format from Miles and Huberman (1994) 

 
From Participant:  

Document Number: 
Date received:  

 
 
Name or description of the document: 
 
 
 
 
Event, or contact, with which the document is associate:  
 
 
 
 
Significance or importance of the document: 
 
 
 
 
Brief summary of the contents: 
 
 
 
 
If the document is central or crucial to a particular contact: 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR ONLINE SURVEY 
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form  

For online survey 

Dear Educator, 
 
The attached survey was developed as part of a research study of Professional Learning Communities to assess the 
level of implementation of the PLC process.  The goal of my study is to learn more about how central office 
administrators support the PLC process at the campus level.  You are asked to participate in the study by completing 
a 52-item survey that will take no more than 15 minutes.  Your name will not be collected, and reports of the results 
will be reported using only group data.  Your answers cannot be traced to you. There are no foreseeable risks to 
participation.   
 
At the end of this survey, you will be given an email address. If you would like to be entered into a drawing for a 
$50 iTunes gift card, please email you name and mailing address to the email address provided. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Mary Pruitt, student researcher at the University of North Texas, at xxxx 
or email address.   
 
Your proceeding to the first question of the survey indicates that you understand the purpose of the study and 
consent to participate.   
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APPENDIX H 

PLCA-R MEANS OF ATTRIBUTES 
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PLCA-R Attribute Means 

Shared and Supportive Leadership 

# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

1. 3.14 Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions about most school issues. 

2. 3.17 The principal incorporates advice from staff members to make decisions. 

3. 3.28 Staff members have accessibility to key information. 

4. 3.28 The principal is proactive and addresses areas where support is needed. 

5. 3.07 Opportunities are provided for staff members to initiate change. 

6. 3.34 The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative actions. 

7. 3.03 The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power and authority. 

8. 3.41 Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff members. 

9. 3.31 Decision-making takes place through committees and communication across grade and subject areas. 

10. 2.97 Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student learning without evidence of 
imposed power and authority. 

11. 3.48 Staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about teaching and learning. 

Shared Values and Vision 

# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

12. 3.10 A collaborative process exists for developing a shared sense of values among staff. 

13. 3.28 Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions about teaching and learning. 

14. 3.24 Staff members share visions for school improvement that have an undeviating focus on student 
learning. 

15. 3.45 Decisions are made in alignment with the school's values and vision. 

16. 3.17 A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision among staff. 

17. 3.38 School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and grades. 

18. 3.31 Policies and programs are aligned to the school's vision. 

19. 3.28 Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations that serve to increase student 
achievement. 

20. 3.45 Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared vision. 
 

Collective Learning and Application 
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# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

21. 3.38 Staff members work together to seek knowledge, skills and strategies and apply this new learning to 
their work. 

22. 3.48 Collegial relationships exist among staff members that reflect commitment to school improvement 
efforts. 

23. 3.48 Staff members plan and work together to search for solutions to address diverse student needs. 

24. 3.45 A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning through open dialogue. 

25. 3.41 Staff members engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for diverse ideas that lead to continued 
inquiry. 

26. 3.45 Professional development focuses on teaching and learning. 

27. 3.21 School staff members and stakeholders learn together and apply new knowledge to solve problems. 

28. 3.48 School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning. 

29. 3.31 Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to assess the effectiveness of 
instructional practices. 

30. 3.38 Staff members collaboratively analyze student work to improve teaching and learning. 

Shared Personal Practice 

# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

31. 2.90 Opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and offer encouragement. 

32. 2.66 Staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices. 

33. 3.41 Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for improving student learning. 

34. 3.21 Staff members collaboratively review student work to share and improve instructional practices. 

35. 3.21 Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring. 

36. 3.45 Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning and share the results of their practices. 

37. 3.00 Staff members regularly share student work to guide overall school improvement. 

Supportive Conditions - Relationships 

# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

38. 3.45 Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust and respect. 

39. 3.21 A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks. 

40. 3.14 Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school. 

41. 3.24 School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to embed change into the culture of 
the school. 
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42. 3.24 Relationships among staff members support honest and respectful examination of data to enhance 
teaching and learning. 

Supportive Conditions - Structures 

# Avg. 
Score Statement Text 

43. 3.24 Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work. 

44. 3.24 The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice. 

45. 3.38 Fiscal resources are available for professional development. 

46. 3.28 Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available to staff. 

47. 3.48 Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous learning. 

48. 3.45 The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting. 

49. 3.38 The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for ease in collaborating with 
colleagues. 

50. 3.38 Communication systems promote a flow of information among staff members. 

51. 3.24 Communication systems promote a flow of information across the entire school community including: 
central office personnel, parents, and community members. 

52. 3.34 Data are organized and made available to provide easy access to staff members. 
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INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR INTERVIEWS
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University of North Texas Institutional Review Board 

Informed Consent Form  

For interviews 

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important that you read and understand 
the following explanation of the purpose, benefits and risks of the study and how it will be 
conducted.   

Title of Study:  Central office administrators’ perceptions of the Professional Learning 
Communities process  

Principal Investigator:  __Dr. Mary Harris___, University of North Texas (UNT) Department 
of _Teacher Education and Administration____. Key Personnel: Mary Pruitt, UNT doctoral 
student. 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a research study that involves 
understanding how central office administrators perceive how they support and build capacity for 
those on campuses involved in the Professional Learning Community (PLC) framework.    

Study Procedures: You will be interviewed about your perceptions of and experiences of the 
PLC process  by Mary Pruitt.  This interview will be approximately 1 hour.  You will be asked to 
describe your experiences in regards to developing and supporting the PLC framework and 
reflect on the PLC process.  After the initial interview, a follow-up interview might be needed for 
additional clarification and understanding. The follow-up interview may be approximately 1 
hour.   Both the initial interview and follow-up interview should involve a total of approximately 
2 hours.   

Participants may withdraw at any time from the study.  

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks are involved in this study  

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of any direct benefit to you; 
however, the study may provide a better understanding of the PLC process.   
Compensation for Participants: You will not receive compensation for your participation.   
Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: The confidentiality of your 
individual information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this 
study.  Participants’ or school names will not be used.  Pseudonyms will be assigned to protect 
identities.  All records and information will be kept on a remote storage device and locked in the 
office of the Principal Investigator. As per federal regulations, the research participants’ 
information will be maintained for three years and then will be deleted.   

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the study, you may 
contact Mary Pruitt  at telephone number _XXX.  
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Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study has been 
reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT 
IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of 
research subjects.  

Research Participants’ Rights: 

Your signature below indicates that you have read or have had read to you all of 
the above and that you confirm all of the following:  

• Mary Pruitt has explained the study to you and answered all of your 
questions.  You have been told the possible benefits and the potential risks 
and/or discomforts of the study.  

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this study, and your 
refusal to participate or your decision to withdraw will involve no penalty 
or loss of rights or benefits.  The study personnel may choose to stop your 
participation at any time.  

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it will be 
performed.   

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you voluntarily 
consent to participate in this study.  

• You have been told you will receive a copy of this form.  

________________________________                                                             
Printed Name of Participant 

________________________________                                ____________         
Signature of Participant                                      Date 

For the Principal Investigator or Designee: 

I certify that I have reviewed the contents of this form with the subject signing 
above.  I have explained the possible benefits and the potential risks and/or 
discomforts of the study.  It is my opinion that the participant understood the 
explanation.   

______________________________________                    ____________                 
Signature of Principal Investigator or Designee  Date 
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APPENDIX J 

SAMPLE OF LINE-BY-LINE CODING
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APPENDIX K 

SAMPLE OF FOCUSED CODING PROCESS
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APPENDIX L 

SAMPLE OF FOCUSED CODING ORGANIZATION OF ROLES
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Role Support Building Capacity 
Superintendent • Setting non-negotiables 

• Video 
• Positional authority 
• Establishing supportive structures in 

the district 
• Setting mission and goals to align with 

strategic plan 

• Modeling what you are 
talking about 

• Taking time and protocols 

Assist. Sup. • Uses implementation matrix with the 
principals 

• Communicates single vision 
• Pressure and support as a check, not 

micromanage 
• Providing campuses what they need to 

get going 
• Hierarchical support 

• Providing training for staff 
• Repeating summer 

workshops 
• Talking about PLCs for a 

year in principal’s 
meetings 

• Showing videos of what 
effective teams look like 

• Showing testimonials from 
those using the PLC 
process 

• Meet with principals to go 
over implementation 

• Having clear expectations 
• Having a clear 

implementation plan 
• Providing follow up 

Director of 
Curric /Staff 
Development 

• Getting all stakeholders involved 
• Training central office 
• Training administrators 
• Training teacher leaders 
• Purchasing videos about PLCs for 

every campus 
• Providing tools & training materials 
• Ongoing conversations about progress 
• Assessing needs through surveys and 

conversations 

• Working in collaboration 
with central office and 
campus 

• Hooking onto what you are 
already doing that is 
successful 

• Holding onto fidelity while 
massaging the concept of 
PLCs 

• Continuing to help and 
support 
 

Science 
Coordinator 

• Leading teachers 
• Helping others understand PLCs 
• Developing cadres to get to know the 

science teachers  
• Meeting with teams 

• Building leadership within 
your teachers 

• Discussing ideas on 
curriculum and staff 
development 
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APPENDIX M 

ADMINISTRATOR AS LEARNING LEADER ASSESSMENT INSTRUCTIONAL ACTION 

PLAN 
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District Expectations, 
Non-Negotiables ACTION STEPS 

 PLC 
PLC Collaborative Culture  

 CURRICULUM & INSTRUCTION 
Instructional Model: Lesson Cycle  

Instructional Strategies  
Unwrapping the TEKS  

Data Analysis of District & State Testing  
 ASSESSMENT 

Common Formative Assessments (CFAs)  
CFA Data Analysis to change instruction and 

meet student needs  

Teacher Formative Assessments (TFAs)  
Student Involvement in Their Learning  

 21st CENTURY LEARNING 
SMART Board Implementation  
Integration of Technology Tools  

Flipping the Curriculum  
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APPENDIX N 

PROTOCOL FOR COLLABORATIVE PLANNING DAY 
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Checklist for October 10, 2011 
____ Brief CFA Review 
____ Create CFA with your team and agree when to give it 
____ Make a plan for reviewing CFA data together and making adjustments based on results 
____ Designate a team lead to send CFA to everyone on the team, department chair, and Katy 
____ Review semester exam and make necessary changes 
____ Update the Aware Answer Key and save into Aware Keys Semester Exam 2011 folder on 

the L-drive 
____ Use the rest of your team time to plan for the 2nd grading period including a lesson 

around your CFA Readiness Standard 
____ Meet back in F153 at 11:15 to de-brief  
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APPENDIX O 

ELEMENTARY TEAM LEADER RESPONSIBILITIES 
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The following responsibilities are expected of team leaders.  Other duties may be assigned as 
necessary. 
 
Instructional Lead Teacher (ILT): 

• Represent your grade level/special area at all ILT meetings. 
• Meet with your grade level every week to address curriculum, instruction, assessment, 

classroom management, and/or any other instructional items of importance. 
• Lead grade level planning meetings every week. 
• Communicate effectively any grade level concerns to the campus administration. 
• Ensure grade level lesson plans are available for substitutes at all times. 
• Ensure lesson plans and instruction cover the objectives at the performance level 

mandated for your grade level. 
• Ensure grade level teachers post lesson plans in the share drive each week. 
• Use AWARE to assist teammates with pulling data reports and analyzing student 

performance as needed. 
• Oversee development of grade level assessments 
• Inform campus administration of any staff development needs. 
• Mentor new teachers to your grade level and/or building. 
• Be a positive and professional role model. 
• Encourage teammates! 

 
Operational Lead Teacher (OLT): 

• Represent your grade level/special area at all OLT meetings. 
• Meet with your grade level as needed to address operational items of importance. 
• Communicate effectively any grade level concerns to the campus administration. 
• Keep accurate records of grade level textbooks. 
• Communicate with campus administration regarding textbooks needs for grade level. 
• Organize grade level field trips and activities. 
• Serve as the grade level budget manager. 
• Mentor new teachers to your grade level and/or building. 
• Be a positive and professional role model. 
• Encourage teammates! 
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APPENDIX P 

STAFF DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK – GRADES 7 - 12 
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Yearly for all- Curriculum and Instruction Update (Held in August and throughout the yr) 
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