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LINKING STAFF DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

Introdiction

Anyone who has been in education for tweiity or more years will
recognize there is a cycle of high interest and low interess in education.
%héie are seldom times when even the most casual citizen cannot aiscuss
some controversial issue in the schoois. fn other words, education
cébféihi? Séibngs to the Eitiiéﬁi&. I1 the words "BGBiié scﬁoois" is
truly imbedded the Eﬁéﬁéﬁf that the schools Béibné fb tﬁé puSiic.

This is not the cyclical nature of interest, though. What is
two periods of time. One is when a typical cifizéh in fhé street is
661& vaguely aware of more théﬁ anything beyond when the next Biéﬁ school
extra-curricular contest is being held--whether it be athletic, speech,
drama, or science fair. The other time is characterized by regular
television news casts featuring the country's schools in general: During
magazines about education freyuent the media. At these £imés, schools
become not only small talk ir barbershops and social events, but the
éaUCétibh ceﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁy is inundated with numerous schoiariy reborfs making
claims to either providing the right answers or asking the right questions.

The high point of the interest .ycle is indisputably present i
the eighties. Beginning with the National Commission on Excellence

in Education in 1981 and their report, A Nation at Risk (1983), we have

seen precipitous series of subsequent reports swelling to tumultuous
proportions just three years later. One report states; "...that our

future success as a nation--our national defensé, our Social stability



and well-being and our national prosperity--will depend on our ability
to improve education and training for millions of individual citizens."

[Action for Excellence, (1983), p. 14.]

This is a tremendous task indeed! Our future Success as a nation
depends upon thé excellence in our public schools!

Also, in Time for Results, (1986, p. 3), we read,

"School districts and schools who do not make the grade should

be declared bankrupt, taken over by the state and reorganized."

The numerous criticisms and suggestions from so many distinguished
groups and well-meaning individuals could be baffling to the ordinary person:
However, those who are in education must be either to naive to recognize
the load which is being thrust upon them or Eﬁéy have learned through
experience that the bes§ way to eat an elephant is by starting with
a single bite.

This paper begins with a single bite--one for which the contention
is made wiiilﬁe rewarding both E? its size and By its effect. As a
school administrator, it makeS sense to work on something which is manageable
and which is likely to yield results: It is difficult for an administrator
in a rural school district to have a more than a miniscule effect on
a task such as re-structuring teacher education proposed by the Holmes
Group (Murray, 1986). It seems more reasonable to begin with the teachers
already in the system and then work cooperatively with those professionals
to make the best education possible for students in the schools.

Staff Development and Staff Evaluation

There are two functions in the real school setting which play a

vital part to the delivery of quality instruction for which thé many



state of education reports want to hold schools accountable. They are
The definitions for these two terms used in this paper will be

as follows:
ém?wﬁﬁﬁﬁAﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁMﬁ%&ﬂ@@ﬂm@b

teachers improve teaching skills. The term will be used synonomously

with staff inservice. (§baﬁks; 1953; p: 72)s

Staff evaluation: Any staff assessment procedure which has the

Lincoln County School District No: 2 evaluation manual, SET, i§§é.5

Each have been the susjeci of numerous §béciél studies by themselives
and their importance of- their function has been emphatic. Sparks (1983)
identifies a bibliography of forty-six written treatises in an attempt
to synthesize the research on staff development for effective teaching.
According to Sparks (p. 65); "Staff development offers one of the most
promising roads to the improvement of instruction.”

With more emphasis toward the development of people, Burrello and
Orbaugh (1982, p. 385), wrote, ".::inservice education is an absolute
necessity if schools are to develop their most important resource, their
peopla.®

The function of Staff evaluation is equally as important as staff
development altfiough much more sensitive. McGreal (iééi, p. viii; states
that; "There seems little need to offer an extensive justification for
the existence of teacher evaluation."

According to Wise, et al, (1984, p. 1), "A well-cesigned, properly

functioning teacher evaluation process provides a major link between the

L



school s?sfem and teachers."

A coﬁsidérébié number of reform brobbsais suggesﬁ the need for
an effective evaluation system. The concepts of master teacher, career
iadders, merit pay, lead Eéééﬁé;; éEé;; 1561& there will be some method

which can fairly deliniate levels or degrees of performance by teachers.

If any of these concepts is to receive serious consideration by a School
system, there must be a reliable method to evaluate teachers.

ﬁaviﬁg éstébiishéé the imporiéncé of staff éeveiopment and staff
evaluation as functions in the educational process, it is next significant

to determine their relationship with each other.

Figure 1

STAFF -

DEVELOPMENT . EVALUATION 7 7§§a§fj Qevelopﬁent B

Independent of Evaluation

From an eieméhﬁaby pbihé of Viéﬁ; these two functions can be viewed
as two éﬁtiiiés within a larger univérSé, similar to two circles in
a Venn diagram. The universe is all activities or purposes assigned
to the educational process:

Staff éévéiobmén£ and staff evaluation could be independent of

There would be no educational activities or purposes common to the two

functions.

Figure 2

Staft Evalustion as Part
of Staff Development
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A second relationship is that one or the other function is inctuded

in the remaining function. That ié; for iﬁéééﬁéé; staff devlopment
includes staff evaluation in which case all activities regarding staff
evaluation are part of a larger pool of activities making up staff

deveil:opmeht . - - =

Figure 3

Staff Developaent as Part
of Staff Evaluation

The third relationship is where staff development is contained
within staff evaluation. Those activities of staff evaluation include

any for staff development:

Figure &

Some Common Activities

A fourth possibility is when staff development and staff evaluation
are seen to have sommon activities or purposes as shown with two overlapping

circles in the Venn diagram. It will be the attempt of this paper to

show that this is the most desirable relationship of Staff development
and staff evaluation to have with each other.

Is it reasonable to view staff development and staff evaluation as
having any or all of the relationships illustrated by the four Venn
diagrams? At first glance, this may appear too simplified for such

relationships to eéxist. However, to illustrate a point, an examination




of each bossibié réiéiioﬁéhip will be made.

Consider 'he first relationship where staff development and staff
evaluation are considered independent of one another (Figure i). This
reiaiionshib may not be envisioned b? a school disirici; but certain
types of staff development would seem to fit: One example would be
inviting a guest speaker who is reputed to be inspiratiomal to serve
as the school's Staff development program. This approach may Serve
as motivation, but the effect on changing teaching is likely to be
minimal (Sparks, 1983).

Sharmer (1982) writes a béstoréi tale about inservice which, £hough
between staff development and staff evaluation. The Story is about the
old 5ersé9 héiféb, Fioséié, bred ihbough artificial insemination wﬁichi
it is conjectured, is an unpleasant, unrewarding experience for Flossie:
A parallel is made between Flossie's experience and that of many "inservice"

teacher training sessions where little or no regard for teacher Suggestion

or concurrence is permitted: Decisions made for others without their
In a similar way, staff evaluation may be conducted without régard
for what is happening constructively for teaching: It may be routine

based on a policy, something simply to get done or out of the wai;

Staff evaluation for the main or only purpose of eliminating "bad
apples", is certainly an example of staff development and sta‘f evaluation
Béing indebendenf. This typre of evaluation, sometimes referred to as
summative éVéiUétibﬁ, is uhdéfsiéﬁéébiy often béjéciéé 59 teachers. It

has little or no built-in relationship to improve teaching.

o
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The second relationship is that where all staff development activities
inéiu&é Ehosé used for staff evaluation (?iéure 2). ﬁians for inservice
classroom instruction. Staff development would provide the direction

or driGe the SEaff evaluation program.

&muuﬁ&@ﬁﬁ@mmﬁmgmwmmminua
the usual operational model used by school distriCts. Critical reports
on the status of education tend to point toward the need for staff evaluation
with less emphasis on staff déuelopment.
This is not to sa? thé éducation oé teachers is not aaa;ésgéa.

seems to be common in the various publication, challenging educational

competence. For example Nati‘r at Risk, (p. 30) specifically mentioned

that those "...preparing to teacn should be required :" meet high educational
standards:.." In regard to pre-serv1ce the report states, “...teacher
education programs should be Judged by how well...graduates meet these
cr1teria. Further; the report suggests there will be ways to ";;;dis;
tinguish among the beginning instructor, the experienced teachers, and

the master teacher."

In A Nation Prepared (1986); a great deal of attention is given to
the preparation of teachers and to the certification! of teachers. (See

specifically pp. 63=77). In addition, the importance of identifying

1€ertif1cation, as used bv fhe Carnegie Forum means the process through
examination or assessment by which members of the profession acquire

status in the profession rather than the more common. present interpretation

in education where certification refers to the standard required by

the state prior to approved practice.



through much of the report’ Coincident with these is the corollary that
teachers should be motivated to ach1eve these attributes through monetary

iﬁéé}iéivéé éﬁé %ééééﬁitiéﬁ 5;5&;;;;;; This iiﬁbiiéé evaluation techniques

The point is that staff development activities are not generally
perceived to guide staff evaluation. In practice; it is much more likely
that staff evaluation gu1des or drives staff development. This is the

third relationship illustrated by the Venn diagram pOSSibllltleS (Figure 3)

The relationship suggested by consIdering that staff development
be nested within staff evaluation implies that the latter drives or

mot1vates thé fortmer. In other words, given an acceptable form of Staff

evaiuation, decisions can be made reiative to staff development. The
"catchy" part of this statement may be the word "acceptable." Staff
evaluation is generally prOposed and imposed on teaching whether the
process by which it is accomplished is acceptable or not:. This suggests
the extreme importance of determining an acceptable form of staff evaluation.
The notion that staff evaluation should drive staff development
is Vé%y common é;a éiéééiﬁ identified. "Teacher evaluation may serve
four basic purposes: individual staff development school improvement
1nd1v1dual personnel declsions, and school status declsions. (Wise,
et al, 1984, p. v). Other authors writing about staff evaluation make
similar statements. iﬁcéreal 1983 p. viis Hilliard, 1984 p. 1153
Goldhamrier, et al, 1980, p. 5; and Manatt, 1977, p. 12).
The Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy is less direct in
referring to staff evaluation but uses the term assessment more commonly.

ﬁevertheless, considerable delineation of staff is presupposed by reference



to terms such as lead teachers; standards of excellence in teaching,
accountability, and school leadership.
The very definition of Staff development implies measurement of
a type to ascertain the change or effect of any inservice or teacher
iraininé program. The definition identifies "any ﬁrainihg écfivity that
attempts to help teachers improve teaching skiil." To capture a quality
such as "improve" means some preassessment establishing a base and some
post-assessment to establish progress is needed. 6Bviousl§, the teacher
evaluation program must encompass the activities related to staff development.
At this ﬁéini; it would be temptiné to afgdé that the previbus
relationship where staff development is driven by Staff evaluation is

the most reasonable way to view these two educational functions.

There is the reiafionship where the activities reiatiné to staff
development and staff evaluation overlap each other in the Venn diagram
(Figure 4).

At times, staff deveiobméni may motivate staff evaluation and at
other times, the reverse may occur. When assessment of the teaching
going on in the classroom takes place; activities designed to strengthen
that teaching can be carried out. Foii@winé the staff 6évéibpmén£ activities,
further assessment would occur to determine the effect of the staff
development.

With a different thrus£; a staff déVéiobment prografi could be imbié;
mented with a preconceived notion as to a particular practice or skill
desired. Skills such as teaching style; time on tusk; reinforcement
behavior, classroom discipiiné, iéébnibé outcomes could be the focus
of activities in a staff development program. Following the inservice,

an evaluation to determine how close teachers were to the proposed practice

11



would be effected. Depending on the acceptable degree of diversity
found in the evaluaticn subsequent repeats of teacher inservice on a
given practice would take place or another would be initiated:
Linking Staff Development and Evaluation

Now; rather than being concerned with the relationship between

staff development and staff evaluation as they pertain to motivation
of each other, considér a variation, that of a linking relationship.

This proposed relationship not oniy ties these two important educational

as overlapping circles, a dual link between teaching on one side and
learning on the other side iS5 given a connection representing instruction.
It is the delivery of instruction which is at the heart of all educational

activities or functions.

Figire 5

I :;::::;:; RSP : LA - - 7 Liikiii éf;if'f‘
TEACHING | { DEVELOPMENT | EVALUATION )] LEARNING Development witn

Staff Evaluation
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both must eventually base their measurement of Success on the change

toward improvement of the classroom instruction: In summarizing, consider-

able research on teacher evaluation, Kukic (1985, p. 4) writes, "The

primary purpose for evaluating teacher effectiveness is to improve teaching.

As previously cited, Sparks (1983) indicates that staff development is

one of the most Bféﬁiéiﬁé ways to improve instruction.
The effectiveness of the link between staff development and Staff

evaluation is a challenge for administrators and teachers: The strength

of a real chain is determired by the strength of the individual 1links.
Similarly, the linkage illustrated in Figure 5 will be no stronger than

the strength of the two pictured links; staff development and staff
evaluation.

Ideally, the delivery af instruction is determined by the Staff
evaluation system. The EéFéﬁéfﬁé and weaknesses of instruction on an
individual and school basis should be identified and staff development
designed to modify the instructional program: If an efficient and effective
evaluation system is current, then at any time a determination of Staff

development is a matter of classifying areas of concern so that a relevant

inservice program can be established. Subsequent to the inservice experience,

the evaluation program produces information relative to the effect of

the staff development activity. Depending on the results of the subsequent
evaluation, further inservice is designed whether it be in the form

of a repeated application of the first or whether different needs are

tc be met, Staff development and staff evaluation aiternate with each
other in sequence so that a staff evaluation occurs both before and

after the staff developmént activity.

1= 13




Some Challenges and Benefits

The accuracy of staff evaluation limits the described ideal program

for designing and implementing staff development: There are two reasons
for this condition. First, the commitment of staff in effecting staff
evaluation with adequate time and training. Second; the science of

staff evaluation in most districts is generally not fine-tuned to measure
the magnitude of a sinéie staff déVéiobmén£ aciiviiy. Neither of the
above is a valid excuse for not linking staff development and staff
evaluation together in the goal to improve instruction: The first reason;
that of inaéequaie time and commitment, may often be simpiy due to the
latter commitment.

Goldhamner (1980, p. iii) says there is evidence to suggest that
many principals spend 1éss than 15 percent of their time in instructional
activities relating to staff development and staff evaluation. McGreal
(1§é3; 6; 9) claims that 65 beééenE of the school districts in the United
States operate using a staff evaluation model ("common law") which typically
provides very iittle training of supervisors, high teacher-supervision
Fééiéé; and a minimum of accountabiiify commitment. These two authors

then Suggest models which would turn the emphasis of administrators

and teachers toward more effective and successful evaluation procedures.
There are testimonies of successful school princibais to the effect
that when brincipais commit time and effort toward instructional matters,
schools are more effective (Adams; 1986; Monosmith, 1986):

Lack of a sufficiénfiy accurate staff evaluation measurement may

be a reason for not linking it to staff development if a staff evaluation

system is subjective rather than objective in nature. The state of

staff evaluation in quantity and quality i§ a problem. Information

14
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begarding staff evaluation is not commonly barf of the school éﬁmihiéﬁbéﬁor's
used library. Similarly, the share of time an administrator dedicates to
staff evaluation is not near as much as that proportion of time dedicated
to other duties: In those schools typically identified as "effective
schools™, administrators and teachers agree on the importance of improvement
of instruction as a goal and upon which considerably time must be spent.:
The principal in effective schools demonstrates leadership--mainly through
decisions concerning instruction. In effective schools adminiStrators
demand results and commitment. (Behiing; 1980):

Basically, teachers and brincipais in effective schools must be
program than staff members in less effective schools:

There are staff evaluation programs whichi if carefaii§ fdiiowéd,
do maintain a closely monitored system for instruction: This monitoring
can be interpreted for individual staff members as well as the entire
staff (Goldhamner, 1980; Kukic, 1985; Manait, 1977). There is a commitment

of time required for these programs to be effective; but if the purpose

made. In addition,; there is reason to believe that given an effective

instructional program, there is a reduced amount of time required for

dealing with other management demands on Staff iéquirés’i 1983).
Attepting to link Staff development and staff evaluation through
only accurate objective systems would be discouraging: McGreal (1983)
identifies five basic evaluation modéisﬁ and it is untenable to accept
a prenise that each of these in the various methos of delivery can identify

the relative success of staff development activities. What is possible,

howéVér, is to make a deliberate éttémpt to make some assessment each

-i3-
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time a staff development aciiviiy takes biace. iitﬁough bbjéctivity
lends credibility to conclusions, there is a great deal to be learned
from information acquired throush subjective means:

Subjective information may be acduiréé £Brou§h written and oral
communication. How staff members feei about Staff development can provide
helpful information concerning questions as to the perceived value of

the staff development activity. For example, knowing that the staff

generally feels that an activity was irrelevant would help redirect
efforts for future staff &éVéiéEﬁéﬁE exercises. éonvérseiy, knowiné
Ebaf tbe staff considéréa thé acfivifi réiéVéﬁf To ih§£PGCtionéi concerns
could mean continiiation of the topic or activity either with the same
topic or related topics:

A pre- and post-measurement on a subjective basis can be helpful.
An example is a questionnaire designed by Kukic (1986) which is given
to participants before a staff deveiobmenf acfivity and aéain foiiowiné
the activity (SET Survey 1 in Appendix A).

Another survey response form gathers participant evaluation of
the inservice following the inservice éctivity. (See SET Survey 2 in
ippénéix a).

Other subjective measures of staff development can be rather simple.
Yet; the affective level of bériicipanis can be £abbéé and some idea
of the relevancy of the inservice activity can be constried. (See sample
evaluation forms of inservice workshops in Appendix A:)

The information is Subjective and reflécts individual feelings

concerning the content and format for the staff development activity.
The delivery of the content by the facilitator can influence the

responses by staff. If the delivery promotés ernthusiasm, then the individual

4= 16



may tend to lean févoréhiy toward positive responses regarding content
and format.

Both admi. strators and teachers must be sensitive to the potential
subjectivity of the data available through use of questionnaires so
that a staff activity is not judged effective simply due to enthusiasm
in an activity: Some progress toward the acquisition of skills in instruction
needs to be made.

Objectivity for development of a staff evaluation program is important.
Evaluators’ use of information which is not based on identifiable data
will be less éctépiébié or even refuted by sfaff; and, of course, will

have little or no use in the efforts to insure progress in instructional
improvement.

McGreal (iééi, p. gi, Suééééfs that a supervisor in visiting classrooms
Should "...06 a collector of descriptive data on a pre-determined aspect of
the teacher's performance." McGreal bbiﬁfé out that use of a concept;

Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS), has considerable potential

for adding reliability and usefulness to the inference act of rating.

Goldhamner (1980, p. 70), to make a point, exaggerates the need
for objectively collected data and daéscribes the ultimate in Supervisors

as "marvelous animals whose eyes; ears, antennae, whiskers, tentacles,
Bérbéié, fééiéréi noses, fingers, mouths, tongues, fins, and other sense
organs help them to krow what s happening in their surroundings.” To
further epitomize an ideal supervisor, this enormous data would then
be processed by computer and used to recount and interpret what took
place in a classroom:

More reéiisticaiiy, Manatt ii§77; p: 2,3) suggests that multiple

criteria be used t> judge effective teaching. Rating scales have been

s 17




designed to measure distinct aspects of teacher performance. Some of

the advantages of rating scalés include:

1. are familiar to teachers as well as researchers,

2. are easy to construct and apply,

4: conform to a normal distribution about a mean."

A teacher evaluation system designed for minimizing subjectivity
and emphasizing data-based information is described by Kukic (1985).
The §§é£éi is identified By the acronym SET which stands for Scales

for Effective Teaching. Five characteristics of SET are (p. 7-8):
1. SET is based on effective schoosl literature.
2. SET defines teécﬁiné in 1% areas.
3. SET is a Behaviorally Anchored ﬁating Scale.
4: SET procedures minimize subjectivity in data collection and
data analysis.

5. SET contains an internal mechanism for providing feedback for

teacher improvement.

The fourteen scales used in §Ef, the déécribtion of the first scale
(Learning Outcomes), and the three main forms used in SET are found
in Appendix B:

In summary, both objéciiVé and subjéciiVé information should be
obtained regarding the effectiveness of staff development. Objectively
based information can be acquired through measures tied to behavior
related to desired outcome skills. Subjective information comes from

participants' feelings concerning the success of staff development activities.

Linking staff development and staff evaluation collaborates with

18



éaéééééiéaé in the éééﬁégié Forum Report. It can be expected that in
a school system where teachers and adm1n1strators prov1de skill analysis

and effective attributes for staff development and evaluation, there

wxll be cvltivatid 7;ar1ng attitude. The collegiality aspect referred
to in the report will be encouraged with instructional improvement as
the goai for any staff development or staff évaiuation prograri. éollegiality

occurs when people work together toward the same goal using each other s
ekpertise.

§§arks (1§§éi, identifiés the following as relationships existing
in effective staff development-
Strong links between teacher actions and desifed student outcomes.
Administrative support from both the principal and the superintendent.
The presence of” collegiality and an attitude of experimentation
where teachers share ideas and try them out.
A staff development schedule where sessions are spaced rather
than lumped into one large session:
Specific teacher practices he]p students incre the1r academic
performance scores.
. Classroom management practices can assist in positive student

attitudes.

All of these desirable characteristics will be enhanced by securing

the linkage between staff deveiopment and staff evaluation.

Experiences in One School District
Before sharing information about the progress of Lincoln County

School Dlstrict No 2 in linking staff development and staff evaluation,

a brief descriptlon of the school district willbe given Appendii c



contains some data on student achievement and other comparative data.
Lincoin County School District No: 2 is located in a rural setting.

It encompasses the towns of Afton and Cokev1lle along with eleven other

small towns in Western Wyoming. There is a 1arge geographical area

encompassed by the school district, roughly twenty miles wide and one
hundred twenty miles long. No cities larger than 20,000 are nearer

than one hundred miles. The mountains surround two major valleys giving

rise to a degree of seclusion-—both socially and geographically.

The present enrollment of the district is 2 500 students with 176
professionally certified staff members and 116 non-certified staff members:
The economy mainly depends on agriculture and minerals (coal and

oil). The residential areas are situated amidst the farming areas.

The mineral resources are located several miles south of the residential

areas. Some small business and industry are present. Another contributing
bortion of the economy depends on révenués from recreation such as hunting,

fishing, camping, and tourism.

There are five elementary (K-6) schools in the district, the smallest

has an enrollment of 155 and the largest has an enrollment of 565; The

secondary schools consist of one (7-12) high school with an enrollment of

135, a (7-8) Junior high school with an enrollment of 310, and a (9-12)

There is considerable uniqueness serv1ng in a rural Wyoming school
district. Opportunities for involvement are diverse and var*ed. This
is especially true for administrators who generally assume a broad range
of duties. Since these affect &évéiopment of poiicy and practice, a
short narrative of these uniqUé features is described.

Teachers and administrators often have cioser relationships with

=18= 29



each other in their personal lives as well as their professional lives.

The central administration staff consisting of a superintendent, a curriculum
ébébdinaior; and a sbéciai education COoréinéior are kndﬁn to other
professional staff on a casual or first name basis. Here are some impli-

cations as far as staff aéGéiSE;éﬁé and staff evaluation is concerned.

First, there is a greater sharing of ideas concerning staff develop-
ment activities and staff evaluation: Interaction between the building
staff and the central administration occurs more often because of fﬁé
fewer numbers involved and because of the more casual, personal realtion-
ship.

Séééﬁ&; if the central administrative staff is to brovidé iéédé?éhib;
there is a great need for professional integrity. The central administrative

staff do not represent some person remotely assigned in the district
offices: The curriculum coordinator does rot g0 to a iéﬁéUégé arts
meeting as some far away consiltant. There will be personal and professional
encounters subsequent ot a curriculum meeting where accountability to
teachers will be on a first name basis.

Third, the central staff must serve as generalists in their assignments
rather than specialists. The curriculum coordinator is the leader on

the language arts curriculum committee as well as on the mathematics

curriculum committee: Further, the coordinator deals with every academic
level working with the high school AP history course or the elementary

school remedial reading course.

Fourth, when new skills or highly specific skills are involved, it
is generally very helpful to invite a consultant to the district. There
are some unique problems with this approach: In a rural school district,

remoteness means some reduced access to consultants.

19=
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more likely to come for a single session or at best two or three sessinns
scheduled for larze groups and full days. The large group sessions

are known to be less effective than small groups and especially if provided

at a single presentation. This means that there must be follow-up sessions
through principal inservice for transfer of skill developm2nt to occur.
Now, a description of some development phases which seem to have

occurred in this district but could very well be descriptive of either

In the first phase, ten years ago, the plarned inservice program
consisted of pre-school meetings conducted mainly for business purposes.
This is the "business or bbiici phéSé.“ The content of the pre=school
meetings seldom have information prepared for the purpose of improving
teaching skills per se.’ There may be a remote relationship to instruction

when the discussion or precintation of new or revised policies are made.

At times, a previous assignment is given to a teacher or administrator:
The assignment could be on an inst-uctional technique but often is simply
that of sbafiﬁg a success story Wwith other Staff members.

The second phase of staff development in the district during the
past ten years was the i'ins’p’ix»;'-ii:iori:-ii message" bbaée; This occurs with
the utilization of guest speakers who address the entire staff with

an inspirational topic or subject: The guests typically choose some

hufian relations theme with a special empﬁasis on application to teaching.
This serves as a good "kick-off" activity for the beginning of the school
year. Staff members can, at least initially, be enthusiastic about the

forthcoming school year. Some buildiny principals utilize the inspirational

message for a theme throughout the school year: This varies from principal

tu principal, depending on his/her individual commitment to the guest's
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message and the principal's perceived need with his/her staff:
The third phase of staff development is that of "skill development."
During various committee meetings with curriculum and administrative

Brcps, topics concerning specific instructional skills are identified

as being needed: Some examples may include the teaching of problem

solving, creative thinking, usé of brain hemiSphericity theory in the
classroom, questioning skills, and ciinical teaching. A common method

of initiating the inservice for any of the skill development activities

is by having a recognized expert come to the district and conduct training
in either iaﬁéé or smalil é?éﬁﬁ sessions. The duration and frequency
of the sessions dep-.id upon the availability of time of the staff and

the expert as well as the cost of the activity: The official adopte
school calendar limits the time that can be dedicated to inservice activities.
In order to greater maximize the development of a Specific skill,

continuation can occur through the efforts of building principals or

the curriculum coordinator: Short review sessions conducted during

faculty or curriculum meetings help reinforce thé skills. Those schools

experiencing the most success following a particular skill development

activity are those where teachers and principals relate successes concerning

skill implementation efforts. This involvement is beneficial to those
who have tried the skill and to those who may be reticent in uwing the
skill on a trial basis.

The fourth phase of staff development is the "linked" phase wher
it is linked to staff evaluation and coordinated with specific instructional
improvement goals. This phase will be discussed further fbiiowing a
description of growth phases in staff evaluation:

Staff evaluation goes through various phases of development as
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or perfunctory duty" phase The practice of staff evaluation is part

of the respcnsibility of the administration, usually by mandaté. Rules

aré made to the effect that a principai will make some kind of evaluation

of the teacher's performance. In this phase, there may be little or
no classroom observation. The principal who declares, "I can tell who
are the gaaa teachers by just walking down the halis!" typlifies this

phase in developing staff evaluation. It can easily be seen that this

this kind of evaluation is highly subjéCtivé and suspect.

The second phase of deveiopIng an effect1ve staff evaluation occurs
when there is an accepted policy understood by staff and the board concerning

evaluation and 1ts purpose This is the "purposeful policy" phase. Commun—

ication in some formai written way adds a dimension of Importance and
direction to staff evaluation. Not only does the é’o'verniné board and
staff accept the reality of evaluation but the purpose can lend supportive
elements: For example; the purpose may inciude the need for student
gains, instructional improvement, and administrative recontracting
decisions. The limits of this phase are the availability of technical
know-how on the part of staff as to what to look for; how to identify it,

how to modify it and how to build confidence in all staff

for nore techniques and skills for the delivery of instruction, accurate
observation and appropriate feed back the next phase of development
occurs--that of "goal or systematized" phase. Evaluators, whether adminis-
trators cr ééééﬁé?é; want to be ﬁnowledééable about the science and

art of teachiné. In addition, théy want. to provide assistarce to those

they evaluate. Goals for changing teaching and administratxve behavior
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emerges during this phase of staff evaluation. Clinical supervision
and teaching become significan£ models for districts to QCCébf for their
evaluation progra.

The final phase of staff evaluation is the "linkage phase" where it
is designed to inter-relate with staff deveiopment in order to reach
desired student outcomes. Linkage between staff evaliation and Staff
development occurs when both are motivated by instructional improvement
goals: This means that staff deveiopment activities are désiéné& where
a collective analysis of individual and group evaluations indicates

should be identified in follow-up staff evaluations.

For example, in using the staff evaluation program for Lincoln

which a five-point rating iS madé based on data colelctéd through obsérvation
and interviewing (see Appendix B). Linkage between staff development

and staff evaluation could occur rather specifically.

Suppose it is conjectured that district-wide there is a concern

about order in classrooms; i:e.; classroom discipline. The information
may come through various subjecfive and objective sources. Parental
complaints about poor behavior of kids in classes and responsss of teachsrs
principals express in district mééiinés that £héy have concerns about
discipline in their schools and the classrooms: These concerns and
observations mean that the instructional is sufféring; This becomes
the motivation for géihérihg some evaluation data to suggest ways for
a staff development accivity.

Objective data could be gathered about the state of classroom discipline




through the use of the scale called ciassroom discipline. The principals
could be asked to pf'ovide the rankmg of each teacher in their school on
the classroom discipiine scale. éinCé £Eé rating i§ acquired through a
data-based rating system, a rating as accurate as possible is available for
each teacher: The best information available could then be analyzed on a
school and distric: basis. If the anaiysis showed a general lack of
discipline through a low rating on the scale, a Staff development activity
could be designed to improve skills in classroom management. Thus, an
improvement in instruction is ’accombiishéé.

The linkage between Staff development and staff evaluation is further
éé?éﬁééﬁéﬁéa Bi the method by which the staff 6eveicpmen£ in the éforéi
mentioned example is designed. As principals of schools examine the rating
scales for their individual staff members, they will discover the ones who
are strong in classroom discipline. This provides an excellent obbbrtunity
to use these exemplar or "lead teachers" to assist in various coilegial
ways to improve the instruction: According to the seriousness of the
discipline problem, a consultant may be needed to help direct a district
or school inservice activity. Perhaps, even an entire program in assertive

discipline or precision teaching may be advisable.
Extremely important for the linking relationship between Staff
development and evaluation to be complete is that an evaluation should
follow the inservice activity. The broceduré used for the f’o’ii’ow-’ub
evaluation should be similar to the evaluation used to determine staff
training needs. Information of a subjective and objective kind should

The Sécond evaluation could suggest that further inservice training is

needed, or that a variation in the inservice is needed, or that a significant




change has occurred with staff.

S I
Two of the most important functions that take place in school districts
are staff development and staff evaluation. These two functions need to

be considered as priority concerns for all persons connected with education.

Staff development and staff evaluation Should bé particularly important in
the 1ist of responsibilities assumed by administrators:
The relationship between staff development and staff evaluation is

more than two functions with Some common occurring administrative activities.

Although it is conceivable that one of these functions is driven or

motivated by the other; a better relationship is that the two are lirked
through the goal that both should increase the effectiveness of instruction.

Anytime any staff ééVéiBBééﬁE a&éiviéy occurs in a échooi; there
should be some evaluation of staff to determine the relative effect
of the éciiviiy.

Also, anytime staff evaluation is Séiﬁé carried 6&&; there should
be observations and generalizations made about the Staff déVéiopmén£

potentialities in order to improve the instruction:

There are various phases which staff evaluation and staff development
ééés througb as a district or school atiémpis to improVé. fﬁésé phases
often begin with relatively little linkage between the two functions.

The more éé&éiéééé Bﬁéééé of staff 5évéi6pment and staff evaiuafion

use both subjective and obééciiV§ information to establish linkage. The
linkage betWeen the staff development and Staff evaluation determines

the strength between teaching and learning--the essence of the instructional

program.
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APPENDICES

(Yellow) - Sample Inservice Evaluation Forms
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If secondary. subJect.

For teachers -
For how many years have you taught’____

For administrators - o
For how many years have you been an admxnxstrator°

Please rank the following xtems relatlve to the SET evaluation system.

To what extent are the following items descriptive of the SET evaluation system

g

| ease use the follow;ng scale for your ratings:

S - Extremely descriptive

4 - Very- aescr;ptxve

3 - Descriptive :

2 - Not very descriptive

1 - Not aescriptive

i; it ;ugﬁiies tnformatxon for neeaed changes in teachxng S 4 3 5 i
2. It promotes identification of teacher inservice needs. 5 4 3 2 1
5. it improves teacher teacher interaction. S 4 3 2 1
4. It improves teacher-principal interaction: 5 4 3 2 1
S. It improves teacher student interactlon 5 é 3 2 1
6. 1t improves teacher-parent xnteractlon.r 7 S 4 3 2 1
7. It-1s a valid measure of teacher effectiveness. T
€¢It measures what it says it measures.) S 4 3 2

8. Itffé s reliable measure of teacher effectiveness. . -
- (It allows for consistent ratings.? S 4 3 2 1

9. It is a complete definition of teacher effectlveness. S 4 3 2 1

10. It is useful for making hirlng decisions. 5 4 3 2 1t

11. It 1s useful for making termination decisions: 5 4 3 2 1

12. It is subjective. S 4 3 2 1

13. It 13 objective. 5 4 3 2 1

14. It is ambiguous. 5 4 3 2 1t

15. It is non- amb i guous: S 4 3 2 1

16. It 1s fair. S 4 3 2 1

17. It'ptOthes tEe 2iSis for an approprlate attxtude - - - = -

tcward evaluation. S 4 3 2 1

18. As an evaluation model, it is_ cemplementary to - =

7 the dlstrxct S desired putpose for evaluation. 5 4 3 2 1

19. It allows for the separatton of administrative and - =
~ supervisory behavior. 5 4 3 2 1

20. It makes goal settnng the major activity of evaluation. S 4 3 2 1

21. It aefines teaching with a narrowed focus. 5 2 3 2 1

22. It provides for improved classroom observatxon skills. 5 4 3 2 1

3
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Joo Titie: == o= Last Six qigits of 3SN:_
Grace Level(s): S

F2208ary. LD ect:
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for aaministrators
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~
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; been an aaministrator? -

Please rank the foliowing items relative to your opinion about the ideal teacher

evaluation system: 7 7 S
iggr concept of the ideal teacher evajuation system

How desirable Is 1t that.

Flease use the following scaie for your ratinags:

Extremely desirable
Very-desirable
Desirable -
Not very desirable
Not desirable

A AVIVER X7, [Nl o)

Ui

It supplies information for needed changes in teachling.
It promotes identification of teacher inservice needs.

NO)

It 1mproves teacher-teacher interaction:

‘w\\ml [TV

It improves teacher-principal interaction.

W W

It improves teacher-student interaction.
[t 1mproves teacher-parent interaction.
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is obiect ' e.

1s ambiguous. o

1S non-ambiguous.

s faic.
_provides the basis for in appropriate a°tiitude
ward evaluation.

18. As_an evaluation model; it Is complementary to

~_ the district's desired purpose ior evaluation:.

/9. 1t allows for the separation of adminiatrative and
Supervisory behavior. ) - ]

20. It makes goal setting the major activity of evaluation.

2l. It defines teaching with a narrowed focus. -

22. It provides for improved classroom observation skills.

23. It provides a training program complementary to the L
o /a.uation system. B 4 3
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Job

For

For
For

Grade Level(s):——— .
If secondary, supject:———
teachers - - -
how many years have you taught?
émlnisiéégoéé ’; I C S - Tz ool IIo T oIt
how many years have you been an aaministrator? -

C(PRESENT SYSTEM)

Title: Last six digits of SSN:

system: S o
To what extent are the following items descriptive of your present teacher
evaluation system?

Please use the following scale for your ratings:

= NWa g
LA R

N VO AW N

@

9.
iﬁ;
1.
12.
13.
14.
i5.
16.
17.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22.
23,

RIS

-eva

Very descriptive

- Deseriptive - -_

Not very descriptive
Not descriptive
supplie3 information for needed changes in teaching.

promotes identification of teacher inservice needs:

[ oI TR S
[a 24 4

(o SRR o S o I

improves teacher-teacher interaction.

improves teacher-principal interaction.
improves teacher-student interaction.
improves teacher-parent interaction.

_is a valid measure of teacher effectiveness.

t measures what it says it measures.)

' Ditafs 137! CoMEIENER Ot TASh TS eftectiveness.
1s a complete definition of teacher effectiveness.
18 useful for making hiring decisions.
is useful for making terminat:on decisions.
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1S subjective.

is objective.

is ambiguous.
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t is fair.
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As an evaluation-model, it is complementary to

the district’s desired purpose for evaluation.

It allows for the separation of administrative and
Supervisory behavior.

It makes goal setting the major activity of evaluation.
It . cefines teaching with a narrowed focus.

It provides for improved classroom observation skills.

It éééﬁiaéé a training program complementary to the
uation system. .
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~_SET SURVEY 2
(TEACHER EDITION>

Joo Title:i____ Last six digits of SSN:

Grade Level(s): o

1f secondary, Subject:

For how many years have you taught?

Please answer the £ollowing questions:

Did the implementation of §§§ help you toc improve your téacﬁingé ?Eé or NO

If NO, why not?

If YES. in what ways did you improve your teaching?

If YES, to what desree aid the following aspects of SET implementation help you

to improve your teaching?

Jse the following scale for your ratings:

Extremely-helpful
- Not very heipful
Not helpful

LA R TV R ST 1]

- Helpful

W
N
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1. The Insecrvice

|
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L w
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|
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Pre-observat ion
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Observation
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Interviewon
of Classroom Scales
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Profile

jt
I
(4 Bl
N BN

-

6. SET Eounseiing
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?. Goal SETting Form
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_-SET SURVEY

- St _ ;:2: _ L
(ADMINISTRATOR EB!

TION)

Job Title: Last six Qigits of SSN:_____
Grade Levei(s):

1f secondary, subject:

For how many years have you been an administrator?

Please answer the following quest:ons:

Did the implementation of SET help you to improve your evaluation
responsibilities? YES or KO

1f NO, 65? not?
1f YES. in what ways did you improve your evaluation responsibilities?

Didtherim?lemeﬂtatlcn of SET help you to improve your supervision
responsibilities? YES or NO

If NO, why not?

If YES, in what ways did you improve your supervision responsibilities?

vou answered YES to_oiie_or both of the above questions, to what deores did
he following aspects of SET implementation help you to improve your evaluation
d/or supervision responsibilities?

e the following scale for your ratings:
Extremely-helpful

- Very-helpful
Helpeul oo

Not very helpful
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EVALUATION _SUPERVISION
1. The Inservice 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 i
2. SET Pre-observation 5 4 3 2 1 S 3 2 1
3. SET Observation 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
4. SET Intecview on

Out of Classroom Scales 5
77777 Profile S
SET Counsel ing 5
Goal SETting Form 5
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LINCOLN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 2
Afton; WY 83110

EVALUATION OF THE ELEMENTARY SCIENCE INSERVICE

Please rate your reaction to aspects of the elementary science inservice:

Strongly Wholeheartedly
Disagree Agree L

1. The sessions were scheduled conveniently: 1 2 3 4 5

Comments: - S

2. The inservice accomplished its purposes:
to remind us of effective instructional
techriiques and. to create enthusiasm_for ) : : , )
pééthiﬁg the elementary science program: 1 2 3 4 5
Comments: o

3. The classroom demonstration sessions with 7 : 7 ,
Dr. Daugs were effective: 1 2 3 4 5
Comments: , o

4. The sharing sessions with fellow teachers 7 : 7 ,
?é?é 5§ﬁéf1b1§li 1 2 3 4 5
Comments: o o

5. Science is a way of reinforcing basic | : , ,
skill (reading, writing, math) instruction: 1 2 3 4 5

Comments: S L . o

6. Science is an effective way to teach

observation, describing, organization,

categorization, creativity, problem solving, - E -
research, cooperative processes: 1 2 3 4 5

Comments: N )




EVALUATION OF INSERVICE W-FKSHAp
May 31 = June 1, 1984

Please respond té,tﬁé,féiiéwiﬁéiiéééﬁdiﬁé the inservice on Supérvision

and Evaluation presented by Erlene Minton.

1. Relevance of the inservice to my teaching assignment.

HIGH LOW NONE

2. Overall rating of the inservice.

EXCELLEN GOOD FAIR POOR

3. What specific ideas do you plan to implement?

4. Would you favor a similar Schedulé fur some future inservice
programs; i.e., ‘the program follows closing school with a
modified extension of contract?

YES NO

Comments:

5. Suggestions regarding any future inservice program of this nature.




APPENDIX B

Stntemenf of Philosophy

s 6 sed on the Dremisc

tha cac ynawic in noture.
Hence the process of evaluaticn should
be ongoing ond evolving.

The ii;.siﬁ;oééé of é;viiluaéiiﬁ t::é?é to
improve instruction and to reach
admini tive decisions concerning
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SCALE TITLES

I;EARI'IIIIG OUTCOHES

UTILIZﬁTIUN UF IHSTRUCTIOH“L HEBIGIHATET“ LS

INSTRUCTIONAL TECHMIQUES

ﬁCﬁDEHIC LE“RNING TIHEISTUBEHT INUOLUEHEFIT

PDSITI!!E REIHFBRBEHEHT GF STUBEN
RESPONSES

CORRECTION bF STUIENT ACRDEHIC RESPOHSES

CLASSROOM BISCIPLINE

lNSTRUCTIOIﬁﬁL STYLE

INST RUCTIURﬁ' EFFICIENC?

HOH!TORﬂlG oF STU!EI‘!T PROGRESS

COHHIMIICHTI@N

TEKHHBRK

ORSGH!ZGTIOHQL COHHITHEHT

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT



BEALE I: LEARNING OUTCOMES

RATIONALE: 6oodlad (1984) states that ‘che most effective

classrooms may be_those in which teacters succead in creating ]
commonly shared goails_and individuals c,operate_ in _ensuring each
pPerson’s success in achieving them® (p. 188).  Learning outcomes,

that is, what the teacher expects the student to be able to
do. should be clearly defined, stated, validated, and sequenced:

The specific outcomes should also include acceptable _standards

of performance so that measurement of student progress can

occur. Hhen students clearly understand what is expected of
them and when.teacher expectations are high, there is a positive

correlation with actual student achievement.

BEHAVIORAL STATEME

T. Communicates measurable learning outcomes; checks to
determine that students understand expectations; responds
aFpropriately to feedback.

Communicatas measurable learning catcomes; checks to

m

determine that ‘students understand expectations.

Communicates measurable learning ociitcomes.
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* statements of learning outcomes

¥ clarity of statements === -

* Qquestions used to check understanding of
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* responses to student questions regarding
learning outcomes

* measurability of outcomes
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Lincoin;ébuhi?;gthébi ﬁiStrict No. 2
Afton; Wyoming 83110

Pre-observation Form

Teacher

Observer

Observation Date __ _ _

Observation Time

Specific outcomes for lesson to be observed.

Students with unique ard/or problematic behavior patterns?

Other special considerations (i.e., where are you in the course of study).

Whe ‘e should observer sit?

Jo I8
w0




Lincolin County Screo! District No. 2
Afson; vuo:n*z 33110
o SET -
Data and P*oft];e Form

i‘éééﬁéfﬁw,ififf : Fva‘uauxov# o

Cbserver_ . __ Date . Time____ to_

1. Learning Outcomes 2. Gtilizationm of Instructional
te

——

3. Instructional Tecanigues 4. Academic Lesarning Time
, g

. 5. Positive Reinforcement of Resp0ﬂse 6. Eacrection

Y

8. Instructicnal Stvle

"T" |
Mq
,B

7. Classrocm Disci

- ‘ o dymyeens e O
. . v T

9. Instructional Effxcxency _ 10. Nonx.crxng Progtess

Clarlfy Observation Data:

ERIC . 40
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11. Communication

12.

Teamwork

13. Organizational Commitment

14.

Professional Development

Z e

Teaching Profile
Téééﬁér S

_Scales

Scales for Effective Teaching

Eééiuationé o

1. Learning Outcomes
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Monitoring Progress
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Lincoin deUri:j Schce! District .‘16; 2
Afton, Wyoming 83110

Goal SETting l-:oi'ﬁi

Target 7 E Targec

cale Kating Behavioral Statémént Activities for Improvement Obserygtié
) (2) (3) (4) Date (:
Sagnature o :S;lgﬁét“tei

Posxtton, I Position

bate , o Date
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 CENERAL FUm)
Projected 1986-87 Expenditures

Instruction e, $7,495000
iﬁépru;ti0hﬂl_8ﬁbb6i£ e 190,000
Geriral SUpport v..u.v,svons s 4,152,049
Comnty Sopport .vvvv v, 3500
Capital Outlay e, 1,700,000

caSh HéSBPVé oooiiii;;l;;;;;;ooocooo _ ?06;666
Totat 414,812,089

ébijhi_iy L T T TP 1,318,871
State R T e 7,090,860
Federal T eeeee 1,500

Carey over from 198586 .,,,.....,.. 3,368,121
TBE&i ;;;oooooooiiiiii3;;i;;;;oooooa sia'872’66§

Bond fndebtedress 44,700,000
Percent of bonding capacity 5%

scboo.l.tax—’:fﬁes . o
_ State, County, and Locay 43,00 1ty
Bond and Interest 6,54 nilts

Assessed Valuat 1o $89,819,310
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