Professional Learning Community 

Team Self-Audit   

Directions:  Bold or underline the statements that best describe your school.  Write evidence in the box below each element. 
	Team GL/Dept: _______________________________                                   Date:  ___________________________________

Team Members: ______________________________________________________________________________________

	Element
	Pre-Initiating
	Initiating
	Developing
	Sustaining

	1. Shared Mission, Vision, Values and Goals, including high expectations for all students
“How must we behave to create the school that will reflect our mission and values?”

	Team members have diverse educational values. They are beginning to recognize the need to move toward collaborative processes. 
Administrators have a leadership team; but limited knowledge or participation in GL/Dept. meetings.

Teachers believe that they have little influence over the extent that students learn, or they believe that learning is based primarily on the effort of the student and family conditions.
	Shared educational vision is often stronger and more apparent in some groups, grade levels, or departments within the school

Grade level/department meetings are regularly scheduled. Focus is primarily on logistics & behaviors.
Administrators require teachers to meet together and set the expectation that teachers answer the question, “What do we want students to learn?”

Teachers believe that all students can demonstrate growth as a result of classroom instruction.


	Teachers collectively define what students must know, understand, and be able to do.
Administrators actively support PLCs with professional development and attend meetings occasionally.  
Teachers agree upon high standards for learning and expect all students to meet those standards with additional time and support.  

	Members of the all GL/Dept. PLCs continuously respond to the questions, “What is it we want students to learn?  How does our instruction help students learn?  How do we know when each student has acquired the essential knowledge and skills?  How do we respond when they do not learn?  How will we enrich and extend the learning for students who are already proficient?”
The administrator attends PLC meetings as often as his/her schedule allows.  Administrators work with teachers to support school goals, provide timely data to PLCs  and support intervention implementation.  
Members of the PLC pursue a clear shared purpose (mastery of standards) for all students and engage in collaboration to achieve that purpose.

	Evidence:



	#2.  Focus on Standards
“What do we want our students to know and be able to do?”
	Teachers may independently identify what students should know, understand, and be able to do, but are not aware of what other teachers are doing. 
Students have vague ideas about which standards they are learning and what proficiency looks like.  If asked what they are learning today, they are likely to state the content area (reading). 
	Teachers collaboratively discuss grade-level, content area standards they will be teaching and plan instruction accordingly.
Teachers share information related to instructional strategies they believe are effective and/or motivating related to current instructional units.  Ideas shared are rarely connected to data evidence of student learning.    

Students can provide the content domain of their learning (“geometry,” or “vocabulary”), but are unclear what the standard is or expected proficiency level.
	Teachers collectively identify expected student learning results, establish criteria they will use to judge the quality of student work, and choose appropriate research- based instructional strategies to ensure that all students meet standards. They answer the questions, “How does our instruction help students learn?” and “How do we know if students have learned?”

Students have been explicitly told what the daily learning objectives are, using language they understand, and are frequently provided models or rubrics.  

	Members of the PLC work collaboratively to continuously build clarity regarding what students must know, understand, and be able to do, establish criteria they will use to judge the quality of student work, and choose appropriate research- based instructional strategies to ensure that all students meet standards.

As a result of the “work” of the PLC, all students, in collaboration with teachers, monitor their own progress toward meeting standards.



	Evidence:



	#3.  PLC team collaboration
“How will we work collaboratively to enhance our knowledge and skills?” 
	Time is not scheduled during the regular school day for teams to meet, or if it is scheduled, the time is used for non-instructional tasks or individualized planning.
Grade level/department meetings occur on an “as needed” basis – maybe informally over lunch.

	Administrators schedule time during the regular school day for teams of teachers to meet. 

Teachers discuss some students and/or some assessment collaboratively.  

Teams may or may not have the PLC organizational pieces in place:

· Norma

· Agendas

· Meeting logs/records

	Administrators pay attention to the implementation of scheduled PLC  meetings.

Administrators and teachers establish protocols and norms for meetings.   Teams keep records of their meeting outcomes and each member has a copy, as well as the principal.  
PLC norms and protocols are established, used, and reviewed
	Administrators ensure that the school schedule allows time for PLCs to meet Administrators regularly participate to enhance their own learning.

Members of the PLC engage in regular and deep dialogue about student learning and the progress of individual students.  They address issues that have the greatest impact on student learning and take collective responsibility to ensure the norms are followed.  

	Evidence: 



	#4.  PLC Analysis of Student Learning Data
“How do we know they have learned it?”
	Data collection and the use of data is seen as an end in itself – what to do with it is someone else’s concern.  

Administrators report out on CST and district required assessments.  Class student achievement results are known only to the administrator and the teacher.  

Team members believe that student achievement reflects their best effort, i.e. “it is what it is.”

Students have vague ideas about their own progress towards achieving proficiency on essential standards.

	Data collection and the use of data to inform and develop learning are variable across the school and/or among PLC team members.  

Teachers respond to the question, “How do we know if students have learned?” by looking at benchmark and summative data.
Administrators and teachers analyze disaggregated student performance data to identify students in need of extra support. Teams set vague goals “to improve” in stated areas.  

Administrators have limited measures to track evidence of student progress towards key learning goals.
Students are aware of their own progress in relation to a very limited number of goals (math fact mastery, for example)

	Teachers respond to the question, “How do we know if students have learned?” by collaboratively analyzing student work and reviewing formative, benchmark, and summative assessment data. 
Teachers are comfortable sharing their class’s results and will ask for and receive ideas from colleagues whose students obtained significantly higher levels of proficiency.  

Assessment results are clearly linked to the intervention (i.e., a deficiency in phonics is matched to a phonics intervention).  The administrator supports this process.  Teams set SMART goals for 6-8 week periods and revise based upon new benchmark data.  

Students set their own learning goals based upon their assessment results.  
	Members of the PLC collaboratively give (within a testing window) and analyze a variety of common assessment results (e.g. benchmark assessments, summative assessments, etc.).  Teachers come to PLCs prepared to talk about results in specific terms – including the implications for instruction, interventions, and an item analysis of the pattern of errors.  Teams set and periodically review SMART goals.
Students become their own progress monitors and can speak articulately about what they have mastered and what they still need to know (in relation to targeted standards).  



	Evidence:



	#4.  PLC and Site: Systematic Response to Intervention
“How do we respond to the students who have not learned it?”

	Administrators and teachers respond to the question, “What do we do when students don’t learn” by establishing whole-school interventions (e.g. before/after school tutoring, extended learning time, etc.) but do not assess the learning that has occurred as a result.
Administrators and PLCs do not allocate time and other resources with a top priority on students having access to a variety of interventions.


	Teachers place students in a range of interventions when they are not learning, but do not collaboratively discuss student learning needs or coordinate the support provided to each student.
Administrators provide time and other resources to ensure that students have access to a variety of interventions.


	Administrators and teachers respond to the question, “What do we do when students don’t learn?” by collectively designing classroom and outside interventions, based upon student learning data.  Interventions reflect tiers of intensity and duration.
Administrators monitor the effectiveness of interventions (e.g. observations, walk-throughs, analysis of student work, etc.) and monitor progress of individual students in the school.

	Members of the PLC continuously assess students to determine the results of each student’s participation in interventions.  They collectively determine what revisions need to be made to interventions or if a student needs a different intervention.
Administrators work with the SSC and other stakeholders to continually refine both academic and behavioral interventions according to Response to Intervention principles.  


	Evidence:



	#5.  PLC and Site:  Relentless focus on Results

“In what ways is our school organized to focus on doing whatever it takes to maximize student learning?”
	Teachers share ideas regarding instructional strategies and practices, but do not relate that to their impact on student learning.

Administrators monitor implementation of instructional strategies and practices with a focus on the change in teacher behavior rather than student results.
Teachers independently select and participate in professional development with limited connection to school improvement goals.  There is informal sharing of what was learned.  

Administrators do not develop a plan for professional learning that is aligned to school improvement goals.  Buy-back days seem to be randomly selected.  

Administrators rarely visit classrooms beyond formal evaluations and logistics.  

	Teachers identify specific student work/learning artifacts and evidences that should result from effective implementation of instructional strategies and practices agreed upon by the learning team.
Administrators collect and review benchmark student achievement data.  

Teachers engage in workshop style professional development that is aligned to school improvement goals.

Administrators create a year-long professional learning plan aligned to school improvement goals that is mainly workshop style and does not utilize other learning strategies.
Administrators sometimes visit classrooms, but teachers receive little feedback.  

	Teachers collect student work from classroom instruction and additional evidence that demonstrates students’ progress toward standards.

Administrators and/or the leadership team conduct classroom walk-throughs to monitor implementation of instructional strategies and practices agreed upon by the learning team.  This is followed up by the PLCs and by principal quick visits with feedback.
Teachers engage in a variety of learning strategies to support their goals (e.g. models of new strategies, peer observations, coaching, collaborative lesson study & planning, analysis of student work, workshops, etc.).

Administrators determine and communicate the focus for professional learning based on identified needs and school improvement goals. Administrators provide support and resources for teachers as they select and engage in learning strategies that move the PLCs toward their goals.
	A questioning orientation to practice and a ‘need to know how we are doing and how we can improve’ is pervasive.  
Teachers share with administrators and other teachers examples of effective practices and identify multiple sources of evidence of the impact on student learning.

Student work from similar content/ grade level classes demonstrates evidence of consistent implementation of instructional strategies and practices.  
Peer coaching/observation is an embedded process for improving instruction and enhancing the consistency of instruction.

Administrators and members of the PLC determine a clear focus for professional growth and the “work” of the PLC aligns with the intended impacts and outcomes defined within the standards and the school’s improvement plan.


	Evidence:




Other comments: 
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