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Planning ia planning is planning.f lith so! Y.ets",' it may mean a few'

p'eople _1n a "thin,k-tank setting"

K
\dnalxtic&l xeports, statistical charts 3 researcn reports mathematical

9 .
°

hodel’s, and various b"its and pieces of information &ked on ;he walls.

K

1th floi cha}:ts, data callections,

i Thﬁ'esul“t of t‘\eir work would- be a well-documented sophisti.cated p]lan

which could be issued with orders to implément.
. . D . Altl:;ugh the above descrtiaption w;; wri;ten- facetiOusl it wa}' not
f ' me;nt 7:0 be critical In some instances, ‘the isolated "top-down platmin?
,,‘. ; approach is appropriate however, in thi.a report,. it ‘didn't happen \;hat way. ) \

\

o)

- By "top-down" it is implied that the planning is done at a highe{ !evel iq i
- i an organzation ‘and handed down to the subordina(e units to :Lnrplement without .
° . " - ‘, . ] ,, / ' . ;. i
lyement - in planning.t_ R T S croTe o T e
Y no o P T

'l"h:[s paper wil'l deal with the events which led to a ne for same ’

e theit‘ in

extreme proklem-solving measures in the Richmond (Virgini.a Public\ School - ‘\9
( A\Qdéacriptions of- the planning strategies which have{hevolved aince 1973 <

-

~later_time; the material outli.ned in this paper wﬂl become, the basis _

4

for a: case ‘study of the effects of the planning strategies in Richmond in A

o ' aolving sch061 problems. No attempt wiLl be* nmde topres { findings, B :
, \ - Y
coneluaiona or recommendationsr at this time, wifh the eﬁtion of some .
obvious,reaults. o @ . R wer . . C
o‘ . .,: c 7 ‘ . . . . ." . .“‘%L ‘ .« .
> .,Settingi 1y . ) > : . et T
. . . . | .

. " o - : \ * ] . A . ) ) Ly R

Richmond; Virginig, is an historical city. Records of the site go-.
. . . .‘_ . } . . ¥, “u ’ ) 4 f7 ' .‘ . ~ &
a0 back to the time of. th 'Jar:estown Settlemént {1607) when \{t-was an Indian

2 . -
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, - : . ...' . - _. . . ) - '
E lC ' LN TN " - . a r 1-ﬂ" . o 3 v o -“‘ I3 ‘ . '
e [ . e v . . : P PR T




e SRR LR SN R
'2}14'15'? yvillag?. It was organiz_{* e ? in.l742‘pnd became a thriving trading

. post. Hben the state eapitaI miamsburg was threatened iq 1779, during .-
AR : ] ,JR
-f_“;y”ﬁ,f"h the REVolu ionary War,*covernor M-S Jefterson moved the capital to

."‘- ~\

/ M

u d

the’ conservatism attributed to the city,and state, the-

. ‘ paand in spite ’
"_J" i S cikizens have taken—pride—in*theif—seheels—and~have—supportedlthemxnellh____l__

-

The,events of the late l960's and early 70's had a major impact’ on

.. }the public school system." Thrge changes of superthtendents in the past

\
o

A .

;_decade (whichabtought-thrge reorganizations), court-ordered desegregation

. e . o !

L ,% ,f,'plans, couft-ordered'apnexation,/court 7uit seeking eonsolidation of the .
' i‘ "‘-'I" . h o,

o o metropolitan school qyetems; etc » b;ou%ht the school systgs to a low’ ebb.

ce

.
.o 7 ves

A T

R Taro /,
o - 3 -~ " N

o

o . Desegregation., The Richmond Public Schools were desegtegated PR

° 3 &.. R /'

ffincrementally beginningfin 1960. Racial composiﬁion of the schools at thst .;i

P d
. P \ /
o S time was 45 percent blac& and 55 percent white. City population was 42 pﬁr-

,ﬁ ‘cent’ black and 58 percent white. -3. *" ,”'“ e - e SN

'_3. [ $,: . Pollowing the céllapse of the’ "Massive—%ggistance,' a State/strategy

} .7 to avoid desegregation, in 1959, suit was fg}fd in U.9* District Court-on,

¢’ hbreach for.d\segregation though there}was hostility and %pposition, the 7
! [
- impact of desegregation did ngt result in- violent GEmonstra7ions as {. - T
5, _ \ \ 7 g P
experiencgd el where. Base‘ on a freedom of choice policy, approved by - lb
C 7 _
‘ 1
Y v

‘ aecoqéary schools was put into effect,in September, 19

\.ll.‘ - ’ “_.Q\ . . . 4.,. ‘
EMC - . »\h “ SI' . ' I “,. - [ .- \’




;ﬂ:;ﬁ);?‘ “?lan III,J vas ordered by thelU S District Court to be implemented in

r]

»

“'fsf,ffiv spptember, 1971. Plan III called gdr school pairings, satellite zones, ]

‘ ‘ L T
=;u'237if/.~'cross-tdun busing of approximately Zi 000 students and the desegr ation

- . s
gL - - F]

;7'(~;7/“ of schoolslat alI levels. Prior to this timer Richmond Public Schools ;‘4 ol

T Q;: ‘did not have a transportation system for regular city students. R .
e : -\, A 4 4 _ L T
i ol - ‘;., ° qz ° s 1 ')" ‘,"' v * : - Lo ' 3
. » QD . : ‘ e
- o ’ Annexation and attempt at consolidation. Preceding :he court- e

’
- .

’-f f~~v,-,$ orgered desegregation decrees in 1970 and 1971, the City of Richmond was S

va A

u\ T’,. b\x‘awarded 23 square miles of territo&x\and approximately 47, 000 people (mostly ;,(
e -’ white)'from the adjoining nty of Chesterfield by an annexation coqrt, :ff's
3" ‘Ll‘ effective lanuary‘l, 1970 This a t on,nplus an unsuccesaful attempt by
a;;t;;f?/;'l ;hf Richmond School Board in 1971 to consolidate the city's school system’ :

i . - ,
through»the courts with the systems of two///aoining counties to form a

' meg;ppolitan schoofﬂ\ystem of over 100,00 stndents, compounded the impact

- of the desegregation orders._ Mach bittexness.- was\gfheratgg as & result o? -

I. * u °¢ '

the annexation, consolidation‘and desegre tion actions by the courts,tall“ -

. 7 . e . /

*"‘4“ within a period of two (2) years.m ﬁ. ‘ ’i,; _7 'j,‘ J'ta’ T A"_
:: § -» In the,wahe of these disrupsive events of the laqk 60's and early ,
_ /‘ 3‘{i“'f 70 8, student achieVement test scores dec{ined enrollment declined, teacher ;tE
J " o performance and morale declined ailevidenced by an increasing thrnover rate, . R
o ° j and student behavior problems increased: not only in number but in degree i Thc
- C of violence within the schools. - e : . . ,.
5.-“" AN \ : T ’ A

A dhange of superintendents in the suqmer of 1972 brought new

‘ i
" conduct 4. study and makeqrecommendations foﬁ reorganization. The result was
. ' (s.
‘a change from thn—éentralized organizational patte?n to a decehtralized
3 . .

. . A ""lk,' N

S Coag ‘. /l-f‘
= S resolve to turn ;/}ngs around, ‘An external consulti agencJQwas hired to :

.

4

B ¥ pattern cone}sting of three ptea administrators and staffs in eddition to th;
L /u ﬁlsuperinﬂendept 8 office and staff The reo;ganization was i@plemented in the
SR , /
Q v A,




: ‘lEducational Services Cabinet, a massive participatory“ planning process

e el o o e L -
—.summe' of 1973. ’zhe decline of the.schools enrollment and the city's-"“]

75 s «r

population vas not anticipated at that time, therefore the solution to many

P

[ 4

o i‘of.the internal prohlems of the school system seemed to be to put top

1Y
administratora with staffs out closer to the schools and communities.;

Early in the fall of 1973, ‘the s erin“tegdent (or. Thomas C. Little)

| ) .’ i o

| organigpd a Beries~of retreats for centr;l offiqégadministrators}\supervisors

~

and principals to orient them fully to the new organization and policies as

.

‘ﬁkll Qs L discuss 1ssues, problems and needs facing the school systém in-
’- »
its troubled state. . e ‘

Pl

These retreats marked the beginning of the massive plgmning project'
’o’ - . - 7 -
which follék:d’ Upnder the direction of the newly appointed Associate ' 5.

_§uperintendent for Educationsl Services (or. Richard C. Hunter) and his,

/ [y

3

cess., The basis for

v

has designed - sometimes called a, “collaborativ L

Jthe planning activities was be the needs'w ich were identified at the’

‘ retreéts. \ 5 .

Need identification process. Eveq though the- retreats provided an- -

»

exhaustive list of nﬁeds, it was decided that it would be desitable Lo’ seek

input from sources other than the administrators and supervisoi/ 70

stréngthen the validity of the ne!? identification proces§~{ Specific
I M ’
groups - teacher, parent, stu’de*, PTA, .and 2other ancillary staff groups -

were asked to submit their ideas. Formal meetings as well -88 " informal :
"céffee klatches vere held throughout the city by the school-community

coordinators to ‘discuss the schools problems.

As the need ident fication\process unfo ed, there appeared to be

I
‘ ! ‘/r B 6 \_\ ._t ’ e o%

) ot - 1

~ -
L)

.
.

a.of suggested ideas. Ls tended to-anhance the validity of
3arglcu1ar1y those reg ving n ‘Bnit::n by several groups or .o
e repetition‘also ndicated that mo 'of the educati o



“ the formatiOn of a department of planning and development. A description

needs,had been identified. . - .

' Of courée, the purpose of the needs identification process was to

»

provide material for planniqg program improvements to eliminate the needs. f.,i

" mhe question of. "vlhst )E" \clo next"" begged an ansyer.

5 - - f

L

Plannigggstrategies. The development of the - educational planning
7

tapability of the Richmond Public Schools can be better understood if

1 ) |

vi ed in two (2) stages. Probably a more apprfpriate word w0ulq‘be

evdluation" than “development" because the skills of planning emetged

throughout the system. ' - T B ' B ;.
. /hl v" a "

& .
Stage I, described below, wag ‘known as the "Educaxihnal Services

- /4

°

Priority Planning,Program or “ESP3" and was based almost en eh& on a’

participatory planningistrategy "Partlctpatory planning" in edgqa;ion has
+ L4 . e i
been described as "involving citizen participation, along with school

personnel, in an educational planning process which'seeks to develop group
consensus on needs, goals and objectives and stra;egies for program )
improvément." (Stromquist and Johnson, 76 ) Stage 1 of the Richmond 1

experience adhered tglghis concept.

g Stage II of tbe,developmeggjzi a planning capability was a moreﬂx A
) s

formalized app;&ach and is considered in this paper as having begun with :

”n

ogﬁthis department followstthe  section on-Stage I.

» . ., ' .

z . . . . -
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#oa 'm—anucsnom SERVICES PRIORITY PLANNING PROGRAM (esp?)
. .’ ";.’g*" ~ . h : '

T L,,,,» . Once ahp initial need identification process had been completed

it became evident that some sOrt of systematic planning was necessary if )

' .efficient resolution of the needs whs to be realited The Associate

LR

, Superintendent~for Educational Services (Dr. ﬂ!chard c. Hunter) and ‘his

L \‘ ", Cabinet ﬁeveloped a design which ;ollowed the usual steps in program ' v
'f; o planning:'Identify Needs; Set Priorities; Develop Goals and 0bjectives§
- ‘Plan, Implement, and gvSiuate Programs,_and Modify Program on Bases off
Evaluation. The plan became known as- "ESP3" which stood for "The,
.Educational Services Priorityﬁ?lanning Program."

’”\ -, -

i a , Setting priorities. The identified,heeds.weré listed and-

distributed to each Cabinet,member with instructiohs to rank individually

_.' o1 reach item after'consultation with his immediate staff, Individuals were -

then asked to furrdish sufficient copies for all'aﬁbinet members %f their
- 7 . o .
S rankings - ~ . : 4
r . :
- , ; . The individgsl rankings were summarize and T duced to transparencies /
L 3% . 5 ~ (

" ) , and used to{.as‘isqﬁ Zﬁ.dentifying "common rank ngs and oz‘ersll‘ group priorities.

-

.Every\item'was th ated jointly by the Cabinet Items marked 1 denoted

' . — . . |

. \}Me ghest rating, 2 next, and 3 the lowest priarity. A R -

. ) o ‘5/\ . . , { . _ .
\

;?) B Grouping by categories When all items ‘had been’ given priority

[
~ .

ratings, they were grouped into 8ix (6) categories‘ (l) Staff Development,.‘

(2) Planning and Evaluation, 3 School-Community Relations, (4) Utilization

of Physical and Human Resources, (5) Instructional Program Development' and,
1!_ ) .(6) Procedureb‘and Guidelines., A task force fot each respective cdtegory

was- to be appointed to work as assigned.an; “ : Y

b .
" ..




: e T B ' * ' 'ff, , 7 -
e v Vo N - . . . ) . '
' Task force goals and objectives. An important part of the process

L _ . -
* <was to provide each task force with.specific instructions on each'task to . {
e ., S . .
Y be accdmpiishedl A team-was appointed by, the Cabinet to write individual

v

goals and objectives oﬂ all.specified needs. _ﬁn-example is given in

. :~ égzgggigré_to illusgrate the direction given the task force members. Also,

N ~

"a handbook was developed,for"each task force which included:

.

S

. . l:‘ Members' names : .
. ’ o . 2. Introductory statement : .
‘ ' 3. -Flow chart.of the planning process

- Y ) .4. Guidelines for the respective task forces )
* ., . 5. Objectives to be accomplished r - ’
.. 6. Timetable.for reporting " - Lo .
e 7. Reporting procedures and forms . .

» 8. Bibliography of recommended references

When the task forces were appointed they had specific directiOns and .

could go immediately to the tasks without having to stop and7wonder what

- they were supposed to do. 3 . ,.,;,'
g : iy . N
- The' Task Forces - /hr_ o T S s
. + Six individual planning task forces were established._ They - .‘i

.

included staff development, planning and evaluation, schoolicommuhity
. relations, utilization of physical and human resources, instructional

program develdpment, and procedures and’ guidelines. “Each task°force was

- | subdivided into two committees: worg,ng and advisory. L. '
- ' . - ' s,
' . M C o, ‘ ’ . ’ ' ' ~ . ‘ . ‘
‘. Working committgggb, The working committees were. expected to performi.
. - < N\ .
e .most writing and program developmenv for each task force.’ They,.out ‘of

'.necesw ty, met at prolonge&’sessions, sometimes expending three or four

T . & . . .

. ., hours per day for® several successive days. Individuals assigned to these
¥

comg@ttees were'g!‘ggto spend that'amount of time. Numerically, this

group was small, possibly five or six people in all. AlL plans developed

F
by the working,committees had to- bs approved by their respective advisory )
committees before submission to the Cabinet. o ‘ R v 'j

ERIC 7~ - Ty N
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_— ' j Advisory cqmmittees. pr?-advisory. committees were niuch larger than

the vorking committees. éohpositi’on of these committees was approxinmtely
R
40 per,sons per- task force 'which t‘j'pically included the following membership.

IREAY

6 teachers

6 students™ ;.
'3 principdi¥ vice—principals A
. S other administrators; supervisors; counselors, psychologists,
o ands gocial workers ' .
_4 norfcertified personnel :
. 4

B 4

o

- 2

? ;
. . -The primary ‘role of the advisory committees was to evaluate all plans

. - developed by the wotking’ o:éommittees.I Meetings weré brief and utilizeg a .
s . " critique format. The comittees met aointly a bi-weekly or monthly
. basis for one or two hours , the evening to facilitate maximum participation.
. DL ' The advisory committee members were expected to keep‘iheir various )

3 o constituents ﬁnforn‘\egarding th,e planning status\and, in tura, supply
' ' STy - A < B T

P

their co].:-]jeagues" reactions to the proposed program designs.
- . . :éi..' . ‘ ) .
= .

et _ . . . .
Sta'ndards’ of Quality Coun¢il At virtual‘ly the same time needs were

\ . -

be‘ing, identified by the Cabinet, the Superintendent of Schools and the

Richmond School Board appointed membership for the 1973-74 "Standards
. N [g
T ' Quality Planning Council" (hereafter referred to as the Council). ' =
) S This body grew out of the statutes enacted by the’ General Assembly '
SN

" “of the Commonwealth of ’Virginia_to guide local school divigion plsnning
. o . - . [ i .

for improved educational ‘qual‘ity-. The purpose. of ‘the Council was to advise

the School Board of the status of .Richmond Public 'Schools in relation,"to

(
the Cpmmonwealth of Virginia s Standards of ‘Quality ‘for 1ocal.schpol'ﬁ

P : Loy *

’ div:l__.s_iOns. Further explanation is inclyded lgter. ' R )
. ST : ; A !
. -, The Council had a divéPse m rship 0cluding students, pd‘rents, .
Lo % ¢ \ ,
‘:' v School Board membens‘ and division administrat‘ors. In order to benefit from..
T . - g
= this diversity,,tbe Cabinet desired to/ involve the ds of 'Qu'a}ity ¥
l . ‘ . - F ) ) >
O a0 - COuncil in the _planning process. : 10 L8 T ,




" )‘.

N / o 9 -
. The organizational chatt entitled, “Richmond Public Schools -

Edm{:ational Services Priority Planning..Program Organizational éhart,"

* shown on the next page, indicates this roJ,e. Conceptually, a-plan

* .. approved by the Cabinet. wpuld be examined 'by the Council before implementa- ’
Sy . p .
' ~ tion was recomended to “the Superi?tendent or the School Board .o T

- ‘ _
N - It was deétermined that the Council would continue to consider the

Kl
-8 »

identified educational needs while‘pursuing their primary responsibilities
of monitoring the district’ s progress in meeting state qualéy standards?
Needs identified by~the Council via this process were turned over to the -
o ) cabinét for goal and objective development‘ and appropriate task fg'rce
.‘ assivgmnent. ' o S
The Cabinet served as a clearinghouse for the large \volmne of

n 2 — .
proptﬁals and studies which flowed from the six (6) task forces. Members

. R S

of the Cabinet also served as co-chairmen of the task forces. The ‘dual

- . N . L}

, rolesé:cilitfted communicAtion :ndga\ppropriate pLanning of_ th‘e‘various
o ‘- . psp3 activitiés. |
-~ . S ' All pr‘oposed*_ap'lans °d'eyeloped hy the indi\d.dual task forces'were
| e submitted directly to the ~Gabinet for reView and approval Hearings were '

-

) . . ,
held to which the public was invited. 'lfhose plags which were. approved

. _ - were theen_'sent~to the Sf:and'ard’s of Quality Council for their .-c‘onsideratio'n.-
% - L »
. ESP3 Summarized- | . : ' .

'5.‘ R In retrospect, the work which was donme during the two and one~half

| year period of Esp3 activities was invaluable to the eﬁfort to tutn thev_

8
, .school system around. Over 1, 000 people - students, teachers, ‘administrators,

supeAisors, parents, citizens - were actively involved at some time during
the period/ 'I'he cffects of Esp3 can still be seen in the programs which were. '

-8 V{Q' actually impl’nted, the knwledge and capabilities for planning which were

\ . -~ K
i -~ . - .




gllo Program Planning oo o . o ‘

. : R R A . DR .
. . ) . . _—
AN Goal Stafement , TR Vs S I S
., ', Al : e <t :
o . 'I‘he goal qf staff de\telopment acfivities relating to. program .
\ ‘ lannitg is te develop principal’s' abilitfes to\pl¥n. by utiliz-

a.model- incorpora”t‘kng.-neﬁsrassessment ‘gnd the Yevelopment
ot,goals “and "objgct ives- foldowed .by. program planning, implementa-'p
R tion, eValuation; and modification. :

. " - 4 .
) . . b L- - 'y ' ..
T, \. . ’;- l llzl deucting Needs Assessment R R N
L~ R . ' ‘.
- . . - . ° N .‘ ' @ A . N ) ) \. '
ST . Specifig, Obj\ectives ?__._ . . B Ny ¥
LTt R 1. 141';[. To- deVelop 'an under.standing of' tAe procedures
R S ew i "' of needs agsessment. - o .
. 'f N ’ e A4 A
o T -0t lelsl2 To develop competence to conduct needs.assess-A : .
\‘\ PN o o © . . ment within their schools. - N -,
. _',{\\- oo S 142 Developing School Goals and Objectives
S \\ e Specific Objectives -~ . T /
-~ ‘ ) LI - ;
" \k 1.1421 To develop skills required to write. op rationally
_ \ \\ "ﬁ-“"' { * . atated sthool goals and product objectives based
’ AN - ) dpon results of needs assessment. ; »
i N -
2 ° . q\ : A N~
: : ‘\ 1.1422 To develOp skills required td prioritize goals
v _ i . ., and objectives ‘
1.143 “Pxogram Planning . S : o ’
. - . *
P Specific ?b'b&ectives
4 . v
1.1431¢ o.-develOp an understanding of the process of ’
ogram develOpment
4 I ' 1.1432 To develdp abilities needed to plan programs for
_ A _ ' attainment of school goals and objectives. o
- 1.144 Program Implementation : ' v - I -
- " Specific Objectives:
i
- 1.1441 To develop skills needed to specify operat'ionally
: stated prqgess objectives necessary for program
implementation.

¢

1.1442 To deve10p skills needed to plan monitoring systems -‘

o .that can be utilized tQ determine if process '
objectives, are being implemented as p anned




M ‘4 - . - . A [ N v -
— o oo . ", LK (Y . . _
. Lo ‘ . , ) ¢ 3
d o EE ) l- ) ) . [ A3 s 23 l‘ ' . !
- P . . . ' , ) o
2

PR . ' : . “ .

! ' S ot . s e . ]

' [] , o . R .‘V/ Lo ¢ - i ' "\ \ , . )
. ' Ty . N . 4 . 1

RICHMOND ‘PUBLIC SCHOOLS EDﬁéATIONAL SERV;CES PRIORITY  PLANNING PROGRAWANIZMIONAL CHART
.~‘ ’ ‘._«- " ‘ - ." l, -—"_: ’WI “.. ’ ) “l". ‘

[0

; /',‘ \ - . ' ‘ . ' . ,‘ ' ‘ ' ' ‘ .

.- v b . . ’ “- . ‘ “ .‘q .\' ,l ' ' i I ‘ ' . ..' . ) . ] . . .

. - ‘ ‘.j s . '." ' S ) ‘ﬂ/ S SR

S T VORI Standards of Qullity | | oo .

a0 o o . . /' ' o' "\ ’ o o ‘ .“‘ X ) e . /- N .
e e e B , Counoil o b ‘ ST

. s . , , L. "q/ -v‘ | . "‘.‘.\, I " ‘. [} ‘. . . . - . \ .

.
, . . [ »

W oy } . o .

. . , N . .

. N ( . . . . ‘ Y . v

] TN ‘ Y i
. .~

i

S Educational Cablnet Ml o ‘

. T smw “mmmmﬁ structional | [“Procedures. |
| oBtaft ‘Rlanning and 4| Comunity | | Physical end || Progrgm . | | ad .|/t
- | Development Evaluation Relations - | | Human Resourcs}‘ - Developnent 4. " Cuidelines |

o . . B ‘ : AT EE . E ‘ v
Working - Working o Worklng - Working. - VWorking | Vorking

© Comittee  Comittee. Comittee . Comittee Gotmittee - Comdttee
cad L and ol ed T ad. 0 ad C ad
Advisory . Advisory- ~ Advisory U Mdvigory - Advisory C ddvisory ¢

Comittee  Comittee, . Comittee . Comittee - Com{ttee . Comittee

.  N~ e e



R R T SN P < ’ -
‘\developed, and the many personal relati nships which resulted fromﬁghe

[
meeqings._ It was interesting toﬁpote that the Richmond Champer of *\)
i . ., . ' - . /D, - o
o ,Commerce d the higﬁeBt contingent in a number of the meetings, outside, e

of the school personnel.- Do

P -

'.\

Th\ ESP3 activitief outlined above, extended over the yearsl -

1973—74::1954-75, and through the fall of 1975-76 A rather high level o , (\;

»

~ . of interest was maintained o

Ler the two-year period' however, An the fall .
of,1975 the project began t wind down.

As e;cpressed earlie; inl the paperf(tAhe ESp3 program adhered A°

\the usual\aesign of particiéatory-planning. Some—of the characteristics
o, v ‘ ‘;' ' - N N
‘which could be identified in the process were:

. 1. e process proVided a vehicle for comprehensive participation S
- ag various ‘types of individuals in a group process, “where
: ) diverse points of view gould be expressed while working toward
T - consensus. . ' o S

. , L
. 0 . R . .
- . - 2. It was a problem-solving process where the problem could be,
. \p .> . addressed in a rational, logical, analytical and systematic

manner - step by step.

3K’ It\was an educational process Participants learned as they
worked . ,

4, It was a political process. In the consensus building process,
‘many times priorities were determined and(recommendations were
‘made which led to allocation of resdurces or decisions of who

gets what and'why. : // : _ . J} :

LS T 5. It was a communication process which informed and provided
' ' feedback on actions taken.

N .
~ [

LI 6. It was a change process which flowed naturally into a "manage-
dient by objectives" plan. . .
. ) <
7: It became a continuous process with periodic updating of the
: plans. : . . s
‘ \ o ’ 3
8. It allowed for research findings to be integrated into the
. process. - - . . ‘

At the time the process was used in Richmond it seemed to be the best

L - . ]

L approach. In retrospect it still seqns to have been a wisge decision. The

e

i

b T 7/ 'k i :
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- T | A o . = A
> cixe stanc'es-pa]_.l/ed for a major effort. . L ?
Cow J i M ’ ' ‘ N .
'A* \‘~ ) - ) 1 © ’

- . .. . * - ‘ - . './

ELOPMENT OF THE PLANNING -CAPABILITIES & .

s Y ‘. L - A e .I. | / >V
o . . N N\ . :

pact of the ESP3'e,3>erience begane a ms'jor factor in the ‘ -,

. develoﬁ'ment o?'thq planning capsbilities of personnel eroughout the :

. . s " : r\ Co oo o‘
school system. f ':d, » s, o : o e

The ESP3< project was thoroughly documented therefore, ‘a reconstruc-

tion of the events fs fairly simple. Beginni’ng with the ini&a]., ")' _7‘ . <
5 identificatiOn of approximately 200 needs, there 'were a number of items' -
) which called for "planning-type" activities. Some examples of these .
’ identified planning needs were: ) R . ‘
| 1. :Neqd to deve'!Yp a cadre of eva.lua'tors‘vf:l‘;i systm
o« 2 .Need & develop procedures (model) fot: program devil&gnent
) o 3. Eeed to determine goals fog Richmond Public Schools
~ :«’ 4» -Need to develop medels for planning . . ,
| ’| - 5: ‘ed to increase staffs ’ parents . and students’ thvolvement
AT in. decision-making,ﬂplanning, etc., Coa, '
R - 6. pNeed more basic in_f.ormation: o " e i ‘.":
7. Need buildingeuse survey‘ | : | . ,
} ‘ o 8. Need to improve budget preparat@ procedlures_ ) N . . “ ".v
| VU . . 9,7 Need to develop c_riterion referenced tests .‘ | . . |
\& - - 1o, Need to Svaluate current prog.rams : | . * il
l’he ESP3 Planning and Evaluation Task Forc‘e was giv‘en specific oﬁj:‘.c'v ves
* i . \ to accomplish vhich flowed from these types of identified heeds. f‘or tlhe
. moot part, their work centered on developiﬁModels as well as plans and
.ptocedures to’gccomplish the objectives. ‘ o Y
The Planning and Evaluation Tasklorce,\assisted by “the Department/ o
ﬂ,‘,,‘,—% fﬁﬁducted a aeries of ataff development sessions in the

T T =
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) L - co . ",.'

° . .
N

sprinzu1974 foryntral office administrators and ,supervisors, and -

i . L . _). ‘\ . ‘-—{ .
‘>"b"° ‘principals and, asgistant princtpals Also included in the training ‘___\\7 '
R I sessions were the curriculum specialiStB, a newly Created POBitiOﬂ in g
o ° - 4 < L ~
L ' each school 0 give close support to thé teachers in.improvem nt of ' .k\q,7 _
N ‘ s L4 &‘ ' . ' .
vl instruction. ‘They also became the chiefj}lanneJL in each sch ‘l . :
RN S e T S AN '
S ' 'Impact of State Standards of Quality. Concurreﬁjlyjithe State - -
" ‘ nandatedetandards ot Quality‘werevhaving their effect. The StandardsAof' '
- Quality and Objectives were first establ%é“;d by the State Board of . '.ff
¢ . - . ?W
. ", Educatioh in August, l97l and were revised and\enacted by the Virginia‘°pg’ i
o General Assembly, effective July 1, 1972. .An item in the section pnf_ _ /-
: Planning;and Managedient ‘Standards statéd: ‘:_fl o
. : : ) . : R o gy
e The superintendent shall develop the cgpability,’ procedures I
o e {d organizational structure to ‘epable- the school divﬂgyon to* - '
' plan for future needs, and . . T »: v - b
’7 °¢ u .
"x c oy
The superintendent shall,involve the commpnity and his : .
B staff in the preparation of a five-year plan, “which shall be ‘ a
= updated annually. Such a plan shall be based on a study of : 5
the extent to which. pupils are achieving the. . objectives
formulated by the Board of Education and shall bé¢ designed
— to raise the level of pupil performance This plan shall
:;g. _ be reviewed and approved by the School Board and submitted j\
T vé to the State Superintendent of Public Instruction fbr , }
i approval by the Board of: Educatiod\\ - _ e s
o . . . . .
‘:, --Also, under the section on Individual School Planning and

skated: , . L S
s . - v ks - .
. ' The principal shall involve)the community and his
: © + +«  stdff in the preparation and implementation of an annual
school plan, whith shall be. congfstent with the division-
- wide plan and which shall be appioved by the division
S superintendent

L4

A third'dimension of planning requirenents in the standards was under the-
® . / .
- . - e , S
: ,M?section—Jb-Giassrﬁoﬁ*Planning;;ﬁd Ma gement Objectives which required that

teachers shall be responsible for humanizing instruction, providing Tor

. individual differences, éting available instructional materials and other ¢




e, . v o -, o v _— v - )
. .’_. ’//. «.h - ) . . . ? f‘ . . /. __. ] _
: oL . 3 N, ' N
) - a T2 ) X . . - . .
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. resources effective:.:;iusgani%ng rning act&vities‘ to achieve 'sp’ecific i \0‘.
L. .

) o obj}c::{ves, providing™s favorable psychological enviromnent for 1earning, ol
) . \} 9 » S . )
A and evaluating pupil ogfess,” - - 1 : B
- . N fr 3 o ' ‘ 1. ‘. :k‘
S S In 1974 a ser:t@ of staff development sessions vas conducted by ’
. et
° t/ 4

V'members 'of' the Depattment of Researsch,to ~assist adm\inist!jato;:s and el
v_ . ~ . . h

. . L2 . . . .
LA supervi%ors in—-fulfilling ‘the \State!s req&irements. A handbook@ - > .

. 1

\?]eveloped to a.ssist ‘the individual school bhnners in working up their T

: P A - .
1 annual.school plans. From these. beginnings, each year the "A.nnual School

’ d o

Y T ‘5 . \ . Plans have become more expertly done than the previous year. Also,
-because each member of the respective faculties has been involved to some

degree in“)eveloping his/her school's goals, objectives and strategies,

.

the plans- are more than a me_x;e plece of paper. Status reports are -
v v : . "

submittedaat the-end of the year to report on the achievement of‘ objectives

‘ o which were stated the vear before.
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e er OF PLANNING AND\\DEVEmeT

.4 . - .STAGE Il ~

a
.
; '.,.‘\ : , . -
) . ., - A s
[ ° . , ° . -
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! . - - - . .

. Il

- o ‘.In the report of a study made - in 1973 by an

»
.

. oorganizational structure of ' the R'ichmonq) Bublie\Sch
k r‘egommendations was tha-t. ,"A\new Department of Plan

.shou].d be initia ad:e!! The repcrrt further stated th

C - wass needed to¢ deve‘ snd :melen@nt a .formal.planni

oo s-ibilities .should: include t{e

.« T~

. » A
Iy "

extei'nal -agency of the- -

9

ools, one of the , -
rs
ning and Development :

)

at . this new departmen\u

ng program, and that

the functio\al following'}
L 4 . - .
. 1. Long-range administrative planning 4
. : PR \
2. d Program planning and budgeting system Ry N
< e _h.c‘ 4 y ' , “'
3. Manageméht information services .
. . N
- N &4, Research - includipg ba.sic (in conjunction with colleges and
univér;sities), 'applied and operational , s
5. Expanded program evaluation i
- - o
6. Coordination of fPedexal programs T, \ -
Such a \'lepaz:tment was “not established immedjely, in spite of the obvio/ud
'need. The delay prdved tQ be a wise decision on the part of the N
SR e .
administration, for tw:%ia{’ns C N
. ."1. The ESP3 participatory planning process changed au»titudes and
, . perspectives: of people (both school and community) to the
peint ofwaccepting the notion of planning for the future
. -~ o B 8
A ) © 2, Sufficient skills and expertise was.not available for formal
¢ ' planning by incumbent persdnnel. Much had to be learned.

e

~

.+ . On February l l976, the four;\h change in Superintendents in less

than a decade occurred Dr. Richard C. Hunter, the fermer Associate

‘

Superintendent for Educational Services who guided

the ESp3 planning

i N
! activities, ‘as well as other planni functions, became superintendent The

—

gl reorganization of the central office which came in

. najor department to be called, "Department of Planning ‘and Development\ "

L.

s . .- a ' ' ]
ey T g

-

July, \1976 included a
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| , . . { - . )
- The initial co/ﬂEpt of. the-department as recoﬁhended ip‘the 1973
. &,
SK v study was followed however, some changes in emphasis were made.' Chart

..

@

v L a

, was to prepare 'to. assume. Not éhly was efficiency expected to improve by

) bringing the various functions together dnd cutting down on duplication,

L ]
ﬁ"_~~";(b‘t the‘data and information\generated ‘from the various reports, prpgram .
Y ’ v B :
T +
'Q”':» planning and budgeting, group testing, etc., f\rmed the basis for a
Y § )
, " comprehensgive gement Information System for decision-makinglvpd

J range.planning. The “director reported to the superintendent in the

3 .

o initial reoré;nization. . (////,//;in“ o . _ ‘ .
. v ’ t 9 . . . . . 14 'y '
/4\ g ) * D : ] ' .

utting It All Together

, ' . ’
The ratioﬂhle for bringing the various.}antions together in 0ne

‘m-'

department was' to bé able to interface them in developing the total planning

.? function within the school ‘system\ - The major fyhctions which were brought

~
. ' into the Department of Planning and Development were formerly located as
- follows:' ' ’ ' S . ’
Functign =~ - . _Forme"r l‘.oétion &
" 1. Accreditation : Instruction A ’,. Q“ T )
] ‘2, ?%udget'Preparation " General 9dministration o " (
3,:-Data Processing\ General Administration .
4. Evaluation} ’ Research
o o 5. Management lnfarmation {‘Research ‘
y - ’6.~,Program'Planning Research b v
N e Research .»§> . | Research
T8 Testing, Gro p ' ‘.Pupil Persontiel Services o
Aa the membeta of the new department set to work on developing the functions
assigned to, themg.an overall design was mapped out and departmental
* ot .- : Q. . -

No. 2 on the next, page outlines the specific functions which the. department T



N b .
1. Educationgl Planning

/ 1.7 Sumative evaluation
1.2 Group testing
~ 1.3 Educational planning ’
174 Support school levyel
-—— planning

‘Regsearch

2.2 Conduct and/or
) coordinate research:
activities within the
scope of the planning
pracess .
,2.3" Coordinate research
‘conducted by college
and university

- personnel
'?."gggg;am.yevelqpment
4. Accteditetion.
- 8,1 State

4, % Southern Association

- - ' ,J N h - . . .
.- . * .;; \_‘Av.‘ . '
. .\ . . , . . 17 ¢ |
o CHART #1 . -
u_‘ s . . . « ) - .' R . .A
. - ) ’ FUNCTIONS & ° - - ’ o
. Nv’/_'1 ‘ #‘ .I:. . i \’
* N : Lt ke - i J .
N e DEPAR jF mmc AND DEVELOPMENT Lo
) « - ‘. / . 1 . : . . AN
> - < * T L. . ° o
PLANNING AND EVALUATION . MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 1 . FISCAL PLANNING .
* SECTION AND ANALYSIS SECTION SECTION =~ - -
R 2 \ -

n'Y Data-based Information . 1.

System |

1.1 Collect, analyze,
' interpret and report
on schools data

Collect,_analyze,
interpret and report
on community data

1.2
1.3 Develop and mafntain
efficient information

storage and retrieval
. system§

Develop appropriate

. reports of manage- ,
ment information for -
regular and special
distribution as needed

1.4

2.

»

Utiliz;tion of Facilities

3. Coordination of Reports

- : - .
3.1 Coordinate all reports,
response to questionnaires,
etc., requested of the
. division

3.2 Verify uniformity of

o information being

reported

2¢

~ .
Collect, analyze, .
jnterpret and re-.
port on fisbal
data RS
Develop and;miintain
program budget -
integrated with’
planning process

Prepare funetion/
object budgets as

needed

Long-range planning

AN

%
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.odhmittees were cr;sted to wofk out_strstegies andiprocgdures'for bringing -

~ . . : ‘ v . N . R

| their work together. . . » < : ". . "‘_ .
. . .- To guiqe the deyelopment of the department; the ;ollowing mission'»
? . . . fe L w N : ® .
'statément and- goals were formulated: ' . . L \Mﬁ L
. . N ' . v P_..\ / :,I . '
- - Mission o v o . o . }
o o R L. ,

2 . . : The primary mission of this. department is to provide leadership
B < . °~ -and support to the admipistrative. dec ion—makers in planning .
v and developing instructipnal programs, - intstrative and® .

’ 3 . (operational functions and accountabili ocedures. i
. . » ‘. - -
" Goals
. 1. To foster effective planning, evaluation, evelopment and
- f related practices throughout the system. ©’

~

2. To develop- and maintain long-range planning at the system
level. . .

\

3. To develop and msintain_a’basic management information -and -
analysis capability.

4, To foster basic research activities as appropriate for the 4.

,> \chool systen. S

& v

5. “To coordinate planning of programs and resourtes. R .

6. To provide staff development support in planning and .-
. development functions. !

During the intervening period - from 1976 to the present writing in

Y

'1978 - much, has been done by the "P&D" Department in attempting to fulfill
o ) : ' . . - ’
' -its mission. This paper does not propose to report.on the level of its
succ%fg~or effectiveness;\however,‘a subsequent case study will attempt‘to

: anslyzelthe impact which the plannin§ strategies havé had in the solution
;of-some of the school problems.
‘ - -
' SUMMARY

—

The concept of ‘planning and development'hss become a "way of life"
. . Y - N
in the_Richmond School System,'primarily through the evolution of the

processes” described irf this paper. ‘The systematic'and analytical techniques

&
i
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v pfiiianning are accepted, ﬁgnerally, as the. way that problems should be :

A
3P '1blved. Sometimes factots intervene.phat prevent the carryi ~out of the

N

A ' full'procéss, e.g., ressure of time, politicnl pressures, o 11&\ of .
{ - _op;nions, etc., hoiizer, the_basic noti&n,of dete;mining goalsgind‘.’
objhctives, program plans and implémentation strategies with subsequent
. .'-v e;zluations and £eedback is well estaplished. .
e m \

Increasingly sophisticated techniques\are being: developed\fbr\

N automated data analy* and various uses of the computer, in addition to -

%, the ‘standard studemss nformation system, scheduling.and-reporiing,

- personnel data'records, and finance accdunting systems. Some of these

are: computerized instructional management systems, yest data item analysis, -

LN

longitudinal and comparative test data analysis, automated spot mapping

’ using the Dual Independent Map Encoding (DIME) system, computerized
membership projections, and various management information reports.

- The underlying’ attitude of the currenmt Administration and School .

)

Board in Richmond is that they cannot affort to-let things "work themselves

%ﬁgﬁ out" but'that'planndné skills and techniques based ‘upon solid datafandi'
‘. information must be developed to improve the.schools and prepare them
to edycate children'for the future. The current‘guperintendent and
School Board are committed to this approach and are providing the leader-

ship in devéloping this capability. .

.
. b
s -

25
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. gllo Program Planning oo : . PR
L R S . R .
T Goal Stafement , TR e S R S
. .f A . . s T .o . -

, . 'I‘he goal of staff de\telopment acfivities relating to. program
\ ‘ lannitg is te develop principal’s' .abilitfes to\pl¥n. by utiliz-

a.model- incorpora”t‘kng.-neﬁsrassessment ‘gnd the Yevelopment
ot,goals “and "objgct ives- foldowed .by. program planning, implementa-
R tion, eValuation; and modification.

R -‘~. ’ . . ’
* .. R L- w 4! :
T, \. . ’;- l llzl deucting Needs Assessment R R N
t~ R - ' ‘.
T e v .. .4 N . N . )
oL . Specifig, Obj\ectives ?_-._ . . N Ny 5
e "Z < A 1. 141';1_ To. deVelop 'an under.standing of tAe procedures )
R S ew i "' of needs agsessment. - o .
. 'f ’ : i I L4 1-
. .+ . " l.1412 To develop competence to conduct needs.assess-- S
‘\ T s o o © . . ment within their schools. - N -,
. _'_.{\\- oo - L 142 Developing School Goals and Objectives
\\ e Specific Objectives -~ ¢ - /
-~ ‘ 3 LI - ;
: \k 1.1421 To develop skills required to' write. op rationally
\ R "ﬁi-“—' { ° - gtated school goals and product objectives based
A - ) dpon results of needs assessment. : ,
. '\ -
: N . N .
® ‘ ' \\ 1.1422 To develOp skills required té prioritize goals
YRk ) . . .. and objectives
A . v ‘ . - » . ‘— N . -
1.143 “Pxogram Planning L S : . ’
. Specific ?b'b&ectives
4 . v
1.1431¢ o.-develOp an understanding of the process of ’
ogram deve10pment : _ .
4 o ' 1.1432 To develdp abilities needed to plan programs for
» _ . ‘ attainment of school goals and objectives. o '
- 1.144 Program Implementation » ' v - I -
- " Specific Objectives:
i
- . 1.1441 To develop skills needed to specify operat'ionally
: stated prqgess objectives necessary for program
implementation.

‘ 1,1442 To deve10p skills needed to plan monitoring systems -‘

o .that can be utilized tQ determine if rocess '
objectives, are being implemented as p anne




Ln145g Program Evaluation

'_"'Spééific Objectives:"/)

o> - N

"1 1451 To develop an understanding of the procedures

23

involved in designing summative (product) and -

. formative (process) type program. evaluations.

’ 11,1452 To develop the ability to collect #nd analyze
Sy ' , - ‘product and process data for the purpose of
S . determining the ent to which product and

- ,~PFOCcess o‘bject.e attained. @ -’
©. 1.146 Program Moaif;,catio‘n' . | .
. Specific Objective .
. N "
1.1461 To develop an understanding of how results of
. : *& - the formative evaluations may be used for
Program modification. - <
. s
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