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Introduction
- 5 - . L3 - o
The decade of the 70's will be recorded in educational

/

. = history as the era of accountability.

L]

Legislators and. laymen

demanded that educators be more accountable for the practices

b J y
.- ~ . . b
within our public scheol systems. In his 1970 Congressional . f.

»

A;essage, President Rlchard M Nixon stated that- "school adminis-

a A .

trators and school teachers alike are respons&ble -for their

performance and it is in the1r 1nteresékas well as the 1nterest

-~
-

of thelr pupllsxthat they be held accopntable." . .

\ The attitude toward the educational community was changing.

P

A Reports revealed.many students were failing, reading levels were ,

. ) . ) . .

three grades below the norms, and too few students were able to-

performxsimple‘arithmetic. PolT® were conducted and publicized
LN

that revealed a.largye percentage of parents thought teachers

were not performing satisfactorily and schools were not: oper-_

Al

ro atingjeffectivelyx The pubdic demanded re¥orms in the

educatlonal communlty" BUSlness and 1ndustry had 1nst1tuted

.

24

changes in management procedures, so the public believed changes

»Were necessary in the schools. THe demand was made for schools

to-be accountable. ‘ ' ~ ' .
. 4 N »
The claiﬁ*for accountability,was that no complex and

~—

,ex?en51ve equlpment was necessary, merely, the 1nst1tutlon of

measurement and control. practlces that had been in operation for

-

L years 1n virtually every successful business estaplishment.
L {
Bmployment Qf souﬁd\bu51ness pr1nc1p1es to the 1nadequate

. ) .,methods of the eaucatxonal system to produce effié1ency and
N s [} - d
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effectiveness was propagated by the leaders of the accounta-
A N

Y

bility mfovement. -

« - -
Thus the stage was set for the many states to enact some -

7 ¢
-

form of accountability . legislation. The laws ranged in content

ffom definite and explicit to broad and vague in guidelines.

Some required the assessment of students, some required the

. evalua}ion of personnel, and sgme required analysegsof cost-
effecéiveqess. Sevéral of the laws established multiple compo-
nents. Accountability was the focus for legislators, the
concern of educafors, and the panacea for thelﬁublic. ‘
Background ‘ \

The message from the constituency clearly revealed the .

-

’ . i

need for reforms in the education community. In Louisiana,

the /administration’ of the State Education Agency (SEA) chagged

]

in 1976 and cooperated with the State Legislature to énact more .
than a ‘dozen pieces of legisLétion which turned around the
direction of educa£ion in the state. ' . .
P The 'historical role of_the SEA had been that of offering
technical assistancé'ts the local education agencies (LEA'S);
The demand of ‘the public sectoé that educational outcomes be
documented, as well as the involveﬁent of s;ate government’ in

educational manageﬁent, required more and better planning and

] ’

accounting. To satisfy the legislative mandates and to provide
assurance that Louisiana afforded'quality educational experi-

~

b . . . . .
ences in 1its academic institutions, the SEA moved from a passive ¢
rd -

- - ~ »

to an active role. p
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Among the' enactments was the Accountability Law, Louisiani/)/4lu

Y
N .

R.S. 17:391.1-9, passed in the Regular Session, 1977. The law

established six components of acéountability which included, the -
v S
requirement of. assessment and evaluation of all certified and

: a

" other professional personnel--at legst annually for probatiépary

° personnel and &t least once every three years for permanent-

hd -

status personnel. 1In passing this Act, the Legislature's intent

.

was to establish within each LEA a uniform system for the assess-
g : ‘ . .

ment and evaluation of the performance of all personnel in the

’ extension of their teaching duties.
» ( . .
The law required that job %ggcriptions be geveloped for

all personnel included in the -evaluation process. The perfor-

o~

- mance responsibilitfes on the job description served as

" individual goals, and the individual then established objectives
to atgbin the goals. Standard criteria were formulated to

]
L [ N

assess the individual's performance, which included-how well

-

the goals and ob?éctives were achieved. For those persons not s
. \ ! .
. . . 4 . .
t performing in a satisfactory manner, remediation programs were

to be prescribed to remove such noted deficiencies. Thus, a
56b description, individual goals and objectives, evaluation,

and néce§sary remediapion were Ebe ;lements‘to be included in g
the process for pgisonnei'evaluation implemenéed'within the

. ) ) ) N . - N
. - 66 LEA's in Louisiana. (' - v

. . .
. ., The law also instructed the SEA to cFeate a Task Force =
. . . {
' comprised of representatives from the local agencies. The
1 a . * 4 ’ i .
“.Statewide Task Force served in an advisory capacity to develop
\

) ' \

i
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. N « ’ . .
guidelines which the LEA's used in the formulation of plans to
. ~ L A I 1)

N comply with legislation. The guidelines provided structure to ..

develpp' the written plan,‘yet extended flexibility to meet the

v

'Y needs, resources,, and goals'of the local situation.

1The LEA's used the guidelinés disseminated by the SEA and

established procedures, for the'evaluation process. The process
- .
7

.

. ® . .
. required the plan to be submitted annually to the SEA for review
> ! ) >
for a determination to be made as to its compliance or non- .
. i )

compliance with the legislative requirements.

Program Description

L]

S Rgcognizing the need for excedlence in eéucation‘and in
/ orderQié‘co;ply with Louisiana R.S. 17:391.1-9, the Sta£e of
| Louisiaﬂa established a progrdm of shared accountability in the
‘area of personnel evaluation (Figure 1). ‘The system of personnel
evaluatlon, inclusive of data gathering instruments, was de51gned
" by memebers of the SEA personnel evaluatlonzstaff - )

The Law was very thorough in establishing expected outcomes.

Specifically, the products of the personnel evaluation process |,

‘& . .
included: b ) ‘
A i .
1. .Job descriptions that llsted performance ’
respon51b111t1es,
2. 4%oals and objectives that. establlshed and
measured achlevements,u .
3. Written evaluations for all certified and other
i professional person;%}; .
4. Identification of iwdividual strengths and |,
weaknesses; .
) 3+ Prescribed remediation for those persons performing
~ ) . less than satisfactorily; and

6. Ample assistance to remove denoted deficiencies.

The Task Forcé\formulatéd guidelines which LEA's used to
< .
institute programs deemed appropriate for addressing the




personnel who ultimately.deterﬂine the educatiional programsxin

' . 4

the state became involved in a ‘process designed to identify-gnd

[

. retain the most competent’ qualified persons. The procedures
fulfilled tha objectives of retaining competent, professional
. v ! :
employees, embraced sound educational principles, and ensured
r

.

N . ‘_ i,
the strengthening of the formal learning environment.
. . . .

-~

L2

Quality Control

‘ R \
~

The humanistic process of personnel evaluation was
. L
. directed toward professional growth and development of all
L4
N certified 'and other profeSSional personnel Established

—

procedures required. the annual submiss10n og,the LEA S written

1 -

- plan to the SEA for reView.to determine compliance or non-
-

compliance. A checklist was constructed to document‘the status

of the written plan (Figure 2a-i). .

.~

The implementa;ion of the personnel evaluation system also

k required the SEA to collect summary data from the LEA's and to

. ' -
compile the data into a Legislative Report presented énnually

-

to the Joint'Legislative‘éommittee on Eéucation. The 1978-79
Report indicated less than 5 percent of the certified population

A

was evaluated as less than satisfactory. The consensus of
» * [3 .
. committee members in 1980 _was that findinga\did -not represent a

true reflection of personnel performance. ,Concern was created

. - ‘ M

. . among Legislators which resulted in the enactment of %ouisiana ¥
R.8. 17:391.10 (Act 605 of they1980 Session). The mandate. '
requirdd .the SEA to monitor per;odically all‘programs of educa-
tiopal account:bility estaolished pursuant to the provESions of

»
s .« *
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. Report indicated less than 5 percent of the certified population

personnel who ultimately.determine the educatiional programs‘in

* . 4

the state became involved@ in a ‘process designed to identify ‘'gnd
retain the most competent'qualified persons. The procedures

fulfllled tha objectlves of retalnlng ?ompetent Drofesslonal
‘ H
employees, embraced sound educational prlnciples; and ensured
. ’

s . . ‘, 1.
the strengthening of the formal learning environment.
. : . .

-~

* & \

(2]

Quality Control o

- - ~ . \
The humgnistic process of personnel evaluation was
: [ 1

directed toward professional growth and development of all
L4 . ’
certified ‘and .other professional personnel. Establlshed

—

procedures required the annual subm1551on og,the LEA’s written
a -~

plan to the SEA for review. to determine compliepce or non-
-

4 ~
compliance. A checklist was constructed to document«ﬁhe status

of the written plan (Figure 2a-i). .

. . -
The implementq;ion of the personnel evaluation system also

required the SEA to cq}lect summary data froﬁ the LEA's and to

) ' -
compile the data into a Legislative Report presented énnually

N to the Jbint'Legislative_éommittee on Eéucation. The 1978-79

B
N v
A

was evaluated as less than satisfactory. The consensus of

.

committee members in 1980 was that finding%xdid~not represent a |

trueareflectiou of personnel performance. .Concern was created"

¢ - Z, . . - .
among Legislators which resulted in the enactment of Louisiana ¥
R.S8. 17:391.10 (Act 605 of they1980 Session). The manﬁate.

' o
requiréd .the SEA to monltor periodically .all programs of educa-
» <] . &\ A e

tional agcountablllty establlshed pursuant to the prov151ons of

»
s .
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7R.S. 17:391.1-9. 1In accordance with dministrative *

4+, s
~ d . ’

vd
- \ -~
Erocedures Act, the SEA developed guide)ines. to audit the

T

programs formulated and submitted by -the LEA's to the SEA. o
The overall intent of the moni%oriqg process was to

determine: )
’?

1! whether $uch programs as.formulated by LEA'
the assessment of personngl performance have been
implemented; ot

2. To what extent they have been implemented; and’

3., Whether such programs comply with the prov151ons
of shafed accountability legislation.

~

1

The comMpliance auditing was designed te¢ observe on a three- year
cycle the process of personnél evaluatlon 1mplemented within the
LEA's. . : ' v

Tbe guidelines, constructed and approved by the Statewide

Task Force on Personnel Assessment, included the following:

L4 . i .
1. Introduction . ! * o .
2. Rationale , ) >.
3. " pefinition of Monitoring ' SR 1
4. Purpose e . : . ‘ ! '
5. Timelines ‘ )
6. Glossary of Terms :
7. SEA Goals and Objectives for Monitoring LEA )
Personnel Evaluatlon Programs
8. Approach s
= 9. Procedures for Monltorlng Personnel Evaluation
Programs .

10. Instruments

'11. Legislative- Report

+'22. LEA Monitoring Schedule
13. Revisions- B ; s N

The procedures coordinated the efforts of the SEA in

1

attesting to compliance with the efforts of the LEA in formu-
lating a @rltten plan to comply with legislation. An SEA team ,

conducted on-site visits in the spring of 1981 to pilot the

monitoring process. Interview cdhecklists (Figures 3, 4, 5) were

.- . . \
0
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' § Figure .3 ~ ¢
i
‘ INTERVIEW CHECKLIST (LEA CONTACT PERSON)
t .
PARISH . ~ N DATE
. ] ' ’
< . . "YES NO
1. Do all employees have a copy of the plan? Inéervice?
- X , A
‘.. 2. Have LEA gaals and objectives been achieved? ... . .. . . . A
g P
3., Are all personnel listed as evaluatees under 6.1.7 \ / ’
' ' !
4. Are observers same as-‘evaluators? . |
P
’ 5. Are evaluators same as in 6‘1.?
6. Are all instruments utilized the same as in 6.2.7
7. Have goals and objectives been established? ’ -
8. Are goals and objectives appropriately filed?
‘ 5 J
9. Are observers same as in 6.4. A? i .
. ' 10. Are copies of observations properly filed? " ’ '
o . ] .
11. Has any assistance been initiated? N ) -
= -
12, Do evaluations oceur as scheduled?
13. Are evaluations properly filed? i e
14. - Are current signatures on job descriptions? : ‘ . !

<

15. Does LEA inform personnel of criterda for overall rating?

.

~—
16. Are gvaluatees ififormed of expected performance/conditions?




S %

. . ) Figure 4
- M ’)‘ > .
\ INTERVIEW CHECKLIST (EVALUATOR) .-
4 PARISH . X LOCATION
_ POSITION : , ’ DATE i o .
N - )
YES NO r

1. q§vé you given, proper notification of criteria f/;;;;::ed |
performance? » \ : N .
- - Q /\—/
e e m - - B = - L : - ) »
2. Have predefermined conditions been met?

. 4 -

3. Have joals and Objeéiives been established according tfo
plan?

/\ ‘ . ' )

4. Are your procédures for observing according to plan?

kS r
.bt ] _
5. Has any other ‘person observed? !
A1 j
6. Aeg numbTr of observations on schedule? i

7. Are post-observation procedures according to plan?/

4 -

et
8. 1Is assistance procedure according to plan? ‘
9. 1Is evaluatipn procedure according to plan?
10. Have overall rating procedurgb been implemented? ’
11. Are post-evaluation conferences according to plan?
E 3 ‘ o
. &
12. Have evaluations been conducted as frequently as required ,
by thg plan? . .
. FON . .
13. Check records on file: -
Signed/dated job description ' Goals and objectives
Observation forms Evaluation forms

Assistance schedules

20
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DATES:

SUBMISSION OF PERSONNEL EVALUATiON PLAN

Figure 5

INTERVIEW CHECKLIST (LEA CONTACT

‘.

PERSON)

v

COMPLIANCE OF PERSONNEL EVALUATION PLAN F T

SUMBISSION OF PERSONNEL EVALUATION SUMMARY REPORT

SIGNATURE;

/ ) e

j , DATE
(SDE Team Membe7)
b
3
. ‘ :
P
7 i
%
‘ &
’ :
21
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>

developed and completed on-site and records were viewed as-
- well. Areas to be checked were:

) . . . i .
1. Dissemination of a complete peésonnel evaluation

\\\ plan; :
2. Achievement of LEA objectives;
3. Verification of listing of evaluators/observers

in Subsection 6.1.; }
4. Comparison of evaluator/observer 51gnatures on
instruments;
* 5. Verification that instruments listed in S.S. 6.2.

are the same as those submitted in S.S. 6. 7.,,

6. Verification that all certified and other profes-
sional personnel are included in the evaluation
process;

7. Verification of goals and objectives as belng
established‘'by evaluatees;

s : 8. Determination that stated procedures for developing
goals and objectives Rave been implemented;

9. Determination that stated observation procedures
have been implemented; ’

10. Determination that stated evaluatlon procedures
have been implemented;

11. Werification of evaluateé,s knowledge of Griteria
for overall rating; N

12, Verification of dissemination’ of job descrlptlons,
and

13. Verification of necessary professional a551stance
schedules.

>

The ¥aw specifies actions resulting from the monitoring.

#

If; in conducting the monitorihg, the SEA determines that a

, school system.has failed to implément properly its program of
personnel.eval&ation, the LEA is notified ZFigure ba-i) of such
failure and $hall cor:ect such failure within 60 calendar days
after receiving notification. If failure is not corrected with-
in the’prescrlbed ‘60 calendar days, the Superlntendent of
Educatlon shall‘notlfy the State Board of Elementary and Secondary
Educatlon (BESE) of such continued fallure and shall ¥ecommend

t; the BEFE whatever sanctions against géch school system are

deemed appropriate. The BESE shall act upon such recommen-

4
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Figure 6a %

4
>

‘.

.

PEilSONNEL EVALUATION MONITORING DATA GATHERING REPORT ,
) LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION )
J. KELLY NIX, STATE SUPERINTENDENT '

o )




Figure 6b

<

PERSONNEL EVALUATION MONITORING DATA GATHERING REPORT
LOUISIANA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
J. KELLY NIX, STATE SUPERINTENDENT

I

NAME\OF, LEA , - 4
MEQ ‘ .
' DATE OF VISIT 7 -
- /.
SUPERINTENDENT '
' CONTACT PERSON
v o
SDE TEAM
‘e
CATEGORIES OF PERSONNEL INTERVIEWED:
/" SUPERINTENDENT ' ° ' ' CLASSROGM TEACHERS
s : . . '
.ASST. 'SUPERINTENDENT . . PSYCHOLOGICAL STAFF
DIRECTORS R SPEECH THERAPISTS
SUPERVISORS - 'SOCIAL WORKERS
CONSULTANTS GUIDANCE COUNSELORS
. P -~
MANAGERS . LIBRARIANS .
PRINCIPALS AUDIO VISUAL STAFF
’ . \
ASST. PRINCIPALS » . ' OTHER. PERSONNEL
1 % : ’ —_
) . )
S$ITES VISITED ’ '
24
- . 3? ’




1.

Figure 6¢c

Louisiana R.S. 17:391.1-10 . ( ///

Have completed copies of the personnel evaluatioh plan

been provided to all employees? ’ YES

Method #f dissemination : ’

COMMENT ¢

. 4.0. LEA GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

-

Have the stated objectives been implemented according to

schedule? : . YES

NO

Have the completed objectives advanced the system toward

.
the corresponding goal? YES

NO

Have the LEA objectives been achieved? YES

NO

Are copies of evidence on file? ' YES

Locatia; 6f files: .
) / 5

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

S.6. 6.1. EVALUATEE/EVAXUATOR REGISTER

Are all certified and other professional personnel listed

~

as evaluatees {nder $.5. 6.1.7 . YES-

NO .

COMMENT :

25
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Figure 6d

6. Are the observers the designated evaluators according to

»~ / .

5.5. 6.1.7
" COMMENT:

7. Are the evaluators the same as the designated personnel

listed under 5.S. 6.1.2

COMMENT/EVIDENCE: . - N

S.S. 6.2, PROGRAM INSTRUMENT REGISTER

8. Are the process instruments being utilized the same as.

~

those listed in $.S. 6.2.? . . 4

Are all process instruments listed in S.S. 6.2. being

\

utilized in the process?

COMMERT /EVIDENCE ; -

- ' >

°S(S. 6.3. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
9. Did the evaluators adhere to stated procedures for

establishing goals and objectives? .

. COMMENT :

. 10. JHave evaluatees completed goals and objectives

A

specification forms? . :

o COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

4

YES NO
%
YES NO
¢

YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO




11.i

12.

13.

14,

15.

Figure be
/

-

Did evaluatees meet specified timelines for establishing

goals and objectives? YES

NO

" COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

. .
Are the established goals and objectives for the

NO *

evaluatees appropriately filed? ™~ YES

.~

COMMENT /EVIDENCE: -

»

. 6.4.A OBSERVATION PROCEDURES FOR ALL PERSONNEL

\
Are the actual observers those persons as specified

under S.5. 6.4.A? - o YES NO_
COMMENT/EVIDENCE:
v/ v 3
A { . i
. i
Have the required number of observations been conducted? ‘YES NO
COMMENT/EVIDENCE: ]
A
- §
If the required number of observations have not been
NO

conducted, is"the observation prbcess on schedule? YES

COMgENT/EVIDENCE:




. ' Figure 6f

. [ 2 . .t hd
0 » " - ; - ‘ N
< ¢ “ . - . v
. 16. Does LEA adijl pre-established length of time? YES__ ©  NO ‘
COMMENT /EVIDENCE:
v ' §
= e : S
i N ‘
17. Iils ‘a post-observation conference part of the process? YES NO
i . . =
COMMENT: . < R & .
. t ‘\‘ . /\ . ) ' -
- . ' lil ( A
s a v\ . - \ - ~
18. 1Is the required post-observation conference conducted? YES NO
COMMENT /EVIDENCE: - - . 7 ;
‘ : L/ g
Bl - 8
I - 0
-19. 1Is the post-observation; ferenceé conducted within - s
established time period? - e . YES NO
COMMENT/EVIDENCE: __ . . ‘my | ﬁ )
\ . ' + ’ . L WBT _
0 : \ )
20. Are copies of observations properly filed? YES NO
COMMENT/EVIDENCE: ° v . -
) ; y o
-
21. Does. LEA initiate necessary assistance following an ' X
observation? ‘ YES_ JLNO
. " COMMENT/EVIDENCE : SR It

~ - . 2 @




? Figure égmu_

'S.S. 6.4.B EVALUATION PROCEDURES FOR ALL PERSONNEL

4

<

‘' 22. Does the LEA comply with the established procedure for

3
. o °

the assignment of an overall rating? YES NO

COMMENT: . "

ki | \/ .

Are evaluatees informed of procedures used? YES NO

COMMENT/EVIDENCE : o8

23, Doe; the LEA process establish specific periods for

»

conducting evaluations? , YES NO
COMMENT:
Do evaluations occur as scheduled? -YES NO
COMMENT/EVIDENCE : d
\ ~
24. Are there predetermined conditions established §§ the LEA? YES NO
COMMENT/EVIDENCE: r_
’ )

25. Havé the evaluatees been properly informed, of the

»

I - ..criteria of expected performance? YES NO

- . Method of informing evaluatees: R .

29
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26.

COMMENT/EVIDENCE: -

Figure 6h

™,

Is a post-evaluation conference conducted?

Is due process practiced?

Is evaluatee afforded an opportunity for self-evaluation?"

18 establishéd time period followed?

Is there documentation of performance?

Is there written notification of unsatisfactory

performance? !

27.

 28.

s.s.

29.

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

A

!

Are cépies of the evaluation properly filed?

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

-

Are evaluatees provided a written copy of evaluation

results within fifteen working days?

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

6.5. ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Have necessary assistance schedules been completed?

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

30

YES

O
YES X0
YES NO
YES NO
" YES O
)
'YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
YES NO
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Figure 61

.

30. Are assistance gchedules completed by the proper

-

;uthority? _ .

COMMENT/EVIDENCE:

T

\ , e : . )
L] . 7 g « i
5.. ’ JPB DESCRIPTIONS | /

31. Do LEA records reflect current signatures for receipt of

»

"job descriptions? |

COMMENT/EVIDENCE: '

<

32.

. ' “ . /
{Act 621) '
N > . _ ,
4 Was the LEA personnel evaluation plan for the current
- £
“ year submitted by the designated date?

"¢ COMMENT/EVIDENCE: yar .
s ‘

s

f
& , .

& —rr
e <

- 33, Was the LEA pe:ﬁonnhl evaluation plan determined by the

SDE to be in cémpliance prior to the beginning of the

t

current school year? ] - e

COMMENT/EVIDENCE: |

~

L4

. -
.-

k-1

€ , -
34. WVas the personnel evaluation summary report for the
— . :

‘+

C T/EVIDENCE:

£ %

®

cade

progﬁding school year submitted by the designated date?
. < .

31

YES NO
g[
N
(4
/’ ‘
YES X0
-
A
LS
_YES N0~
®
-
Y.
YES NQy
YES! NO
i T 4




v dation(s) within 60 calendar. days after its receipt. Those

LEA's that are reported to the BESE shall be monitored at least *

. . ) ‘
annually .until such failure is corrected.’ =~

P > The 1981 pilot program tested the process of monitoring.

’SlX LEA's were-chosen on the basis of demographlc verlables.
{The on-site audltlng recorded those areas where discrepancies
between the written plan and the actual péactice did exist. The
pProcess al'so attested to those areas where the written plan and

i

> the actual praetice were in accord. The results indicated that
the complefe@ interview checklists and ehe'viewing of records
did assure that persohnel evaluetion systems within the LEA's
were implemented and to what degree thay had beeh implemehted.
Summa ’

The diseatisfaction with educational practicee expfessed

by segments of society caused concern among‘h?uisiana leaders.’ ¥
Segments from’the governmental agencies, educational institu-
tions, and the public sector were in agreemeht‘thqt changes in
the direction of the public schools were necessary. The Shared
Accountability Law, Louieiane R.S..l7:391.1-9, was enacted in
the Reéular Session of the l9<7 Louisiana Legislatare. One of
the six components of the mandate was the establishement of a . \//j

\ unifgrm system for the assessment and evaluation of certified

and other professiopal personnel in the state's public school

system, ~ ) . .

The annual summary datJ reported to the Joint Leglslaklve

e

Conmltgee on Education in 1980 caused concern among the

| C7




legislators that the personnel evaluation system, as implemented,
did€g9t assure q;ality control. The 1980 Regular Session of the
Louisiana Legislature amended R.S. 17:391.1-8 to include
Section 10 which required the SEA to monitor periodically all
' accountability programs. The mechanism to brovide su&h assurance
. 3has'been piloted and is in the first year of implementation.

The success of a school is dependent on how well teachers
teach. Administrators must.make sure instruction {§§0f the
highest quality. Management must plan and be accountable.
L?uisiana, with‘comprehensive legislation, is a leader in peing .

responsive to its citisens. The positive, purposeful, profes-

<

sional personnel evaluation system is one response.
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