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Introduction 

Executive Summary 

The Hopkins School District implemented the Staff Personal Learner Goals 
(SPLG) program during the 1997-98 school year. In the year just prior, the district 
piloted a similar program (SPIS) among 100 staff to better work out the details for 
design of the SPLG system. The Center for Applied Research and Educational 
Improvement (CAREI) at the University of Minnesota was contacted by the Hopkins 
School District Administration to conduct a formative evaluation of SPLG during 
its initial year to gain feedback about how the new system was working, in order to 
make refinements for the 1998-99 school year. 

A review of the literature about staff development reveals that there are a 
number of factors essential for successful staff development activities. These 
characteristics include (1) availability of adequate resources of money and time for 
teachers to observe new practices and time to reflect upon their own efforts; (2) 
training; (3) support by administration; (4) freedom from sanction; (5) non
evaluative feedback; (6) staff involvement in planning their own professional 
development activities; and (7) choices from which to select professional 
development activities and approaches . From many recent research studies, we also 
know that there is a potential for confusion about growth enhancement versus 
summative evaluation activities, and the need for those to be clearly differentiated. 

Methods used to collect data for the evaluation included the following: 
individual interviews with building principals; focus groups conducted with staff; 
written surveys distributed to staff; a review of an anonymous sample of the written 
goal sheets; and observations of SPLG team meetings. Findings from the data are 
most easily reported by category of respondent. 

The primary findings from the principals indicate that they all have looked at 
the SPLG goals which were turned in by their staff. The degree to which action was 
taken on them varied by school. Principals see their role in staff professional 
development as being one of a facilitator or supporter of new initiatives. Also, they 
understand the importance of being available when needed, but find that shortage 
of time sometimes precludes their reviewing goals and meeting with staff about 
them. The principals liked the goal-setting aspect of SPLG, but many commented on 
the need for clearer definitions of what constitutes a goal and action steps in the 
SPLG system. The question generating the most strong response dealt with the mix 
of accountability and professional growth in the SPLG design. The principals do not 
see those two aspects in opposition to one another, but they believe that the 
processes need to be separated and clarified. 

Data from the focus groups and the written survey, both of which were 
conducted with classroom and support staff, mirror much of what was discovered 
with the principals. The one issue that arose in the focus groups was that, with each 
school being given a choice as to how to proceed with SPLG implementation, there 
were some vast inconsistencies in conditions and expectations among and within 
buildings. Respondents did not want the concept of choices to be eliminated, but 
they did seek to have some of the more effective strategies employed in certain 
buildings to be used by administration in other buildings. Also, the confusion about 
accountability versus professional growth arose within the first few minutes of each 
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focus group. Most of the focus group respondents were in SPLG teams, and felt that 
the team structure was sufficient to hold them accountable for their goals, and that 
no other review by administration was necessary. This, they continued, is based on 
the assumption that the principal expects the teams to regularly meet, and that the 
principal holds them accountable in that regard. 

The written survey was distributed to staff at the building level. The return 
rates varied considerably among the schools. In general, the staff perceive 
professional goal setting as a worthwhile activity, with more than 70% of the 
elementary staff believing that it has an impact on their work. Secondary staff are 
less sure about goal-setting having an impact on their work (56%), with more 
feeling neutral about it (30%) than any other grade level. Questions about the staff 
being adequately informed/prepared for writing goal statements, action steps, and 
measurable indicators elicited a range of responses . Overall, the Hopkins staff 
agreed or disagreed with those statements in fairly equal proportions among the 
three broad grade level groupings of elementary, junior high, and high school. 
However, there were very large differences among the three groups in answering 
those questions when the response was at the strongly agree or strongly disagree 
ends of the continuum, with the high school staff feeling much less well-prepared, 
the junior high staff feeling somewhat poorly prepared, and the elementary group 
feeling the most well-prepared. Furthermore, the high school staff had the highest 
proportion of staff asking for further training on writing goal statements, action 
steps, and measurable indicators. Time to meet in teams or with the principal was 
overwhelmingly cited as an unmet need by staff at all levels. 

Finally, the observations of the SPLG groups offered insight as to the kinds of 
topics and discussion formats being used in various buildings. In all twelve 
observations, CAREI observers noted groups being on-task; however, differences in 
organization of the teams were apparent. For example, team members at some sites 
had written group goals and utilized their meeting time to work toward 
accomplishing those goals, while others on teams had solely written individual 
goals and consequently discussed their own progress on these goals during 
meetings. In only one school were the goal sheets actually present and being used as 
a reference. Some of the groups kept notes, especially for when they were expected 
to report their team activities back to a larger group. In all cases, it was apparent that 
staff enjoyed working together and benefited from the collegial aspect of the teams. 

In summary, the SPLG program has experienced an initial year of ups and 
downs. This is to be expected, given that a system is being asked to adopt some new 
thinking, or that certain individual behaviors are now being routinized. The 
positive findings in the evaluation, however, point to the fact that many good 
things are happening across the district with the implementation of SPLG and that 
useful lessons are to be learned from those areas where improvements can be made. 

Kyla L. Wahlstrom, Ph.D., Primary Investigator 
Arny E. Bemis, Lead Graduate Research Assistant 
Gordon Wrobel, Graduate Research Assistant 
July 1998 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 2 



Introduction 

Section I: Introduction 

A. BACKGROUND 

In Spring of 1997, the administration of Hopkins School District contacted the 
Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement (CAREI) at the 
University of Minnesota about the possibility of CAREI conducting a formative 
evaluation of their new staff development program, Staff Personal Learner Goals 
(SPLG). Several meetings were initially held among school district administration, 
staff involved with the SPLG pilot, and CAREI staff, in order that all parties could 
better understand one another's role in the SPLG process and the desired outcomes 
from a possible evaluation (see SPLG Implementation Guide in Appendix C). 

As requested, on June 5, 1997, the evaluation plan was presented to the 
Hopkins School Board and, after some discussion and questions, the Board voted to 
proceed with the evaluation as designed. Because the evaluation was formative in 
nature, the information to be derived from the evaluation was intended for use in 
refining the SPLG system. The purpose of the evaluation was not to decide whether 
or not the SPLG system should be continued or eliminated. To that end, this report 
reflects what was discovered about the workings of the SPLG system and provides 
feedback to all stakeholders about ways in which one might adjust or refine the 
system currently in place. 

B. METHODS 

Methods used to collect data for the evaluation included: goal review; 
individual interviews with building principals; focus groups conducted with staff; 
written surveys distributed to staff; and observations of SPLG team meetings. 

Goal Review 

In the fall of 1997, CAREI requested that each site provide copies of 10 
randomly selected, anonymous goal sheets for review. A total of 100 goal sheets 
were received and were reviewed merely for their content. No attempt was made to 
evaluate the emphasis of the goals; this process was simply undertaken to help 
inform the study and will not be discussed elsewhere in this report. 

Individual Interviews with Principals 

Ten building principals were individually interviewed in their school offices 
using a structured questioning route. All interviews were conducted by the primary 
investigator for the evaluation, who took hand-written notes during the 
conversation. All respondents were assured of complete confidentiality and that 
their comments would never be identified with them or their building. The 
interviews were from 45-60 minutes in length. Candor was encouraged, in order to 
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gain the most complete picture of how the process was proceeding at each building. 
It is believed that honest and open comments and reflections were spoken during 
these interviews, and that the interview findings reveal a comprehensive picture of 
the range of responses. 

Focus Groups 

It was decided by CAREI and district administration that four focus groups 
would be held: one with the Hopkins Education Association's executive committee, 
one with junior high school staff, and two at the elementary level. The three 
schools were selected based on the fact that they appeared to have higher levels of 
implementation than some of the other schools. After obtaining staff lists from the 
three buildings that were chosen, a random sample of names was drawn for each 
school and invitations from CAREI to participate were placed in these individuals' 
school mailboxes. 

A total of 21 respondents participated in the four groups . These individuals 
came from six different schools at the elementary (N=16) and junior high school 
(N=5) level. Eleven of the 21 participants were male and 10 were female. There 
were elementary teachers representing grades 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6; elementary and/ or 
secondary music, foreign language, social studies, and physical education specialists; 
social workers; counselors; and special education teachers. 

Project staff from the CAREI developed a draft of the focus group questioning 
route and distributed it to district administration for review and comment. Based 
on this feedback, a final draft of the questioning route was prepared (see Appendix A 
for a copy of the questions used). 

Limitations and Reporting of the Focus Group Data 

It should be noted that the focus group data is only one aspect of the current 
study and as such interpretation of the information reported here must be compared 
and contrasted with the other sources of information. The context in which the 
focus groups occur is important in that the responses can be affected by any of a 
number of factors operating outside of the group itself. While there may not be a 
way to control for the influence of context, the observations of the researchers can 
help those who will use this data to assign value to the findings and 
recommendations. 

It is also important to note that while participants in all except one of the 
groups (the executive committee) were randomly chosen, not all of those who were 
invited agreed to participate. While the input of the staff who participated is 
important, one must be cautious of the interpretations made regarding generalizing 
opinions to represent the entire staff of the Hopkins schools. 
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Survey 

Items for the survey were generated from SPLG material provided by the 
district and information obtained from focus groups and principal interviews. The 
original draft of the survey was written by evaluation staff at CAREI and then 
presented to district administration and the elementary and secondary principals' 
groups for review and comments . Final revisions were made to the survey and a 
copy of this instrument can be found in Appendix A. 

In May 1998, all eligible staff members in the Hopkins School District were 
administered a survey addressing the topics of goal-setting in general and Staff 
Personal Learner Goals (SPLG) in particular. Because Glen Lake Elementary staff 
had chosen option IV (design your own model) and implemented study groups as a 
means of professional development, it was decided by district administration that 
the survey as written would not be applicable and thus these staff members were not 
administered the survey. 

Principals were encouraged to provide envelopes along with the survey to 
ensure confidentiality and designate a drop-off site in the office where staff members 
could leave their completed questionnaires. These were then returned to CAREI for 
quantitative and qualitative data analysis. The number of surveys that were 
appropriately completed and returned to CAREI are as follows: 

Epsilon Program N=19 Alice Smith N=23 
Katherine Curren N=16 L. H. Tanglen N=29 
Eisenhower N=18 North Junior High N=46 
Gatewood N=31 West Junior High N=36 
Meadowbrook N=35 Hopkins High School N =180 
TOTAL N=433 

It is important to note that the numbers above do not represent the entire 
population of the district's staff. The only school with close to a 100% response rate 
was Hopkins High School. The moderate return rate of most schools means that 
this information must be viewed with caution in that it is possible it does not 
represent the opinions of the entire staff. 

Observations 

In order to gain a more complete picture of how SPLG teams were operating, 
a total of 12 observations were conducted at seven schools between December 1997 
and May 1998. It was hoped that every school could be included in this process. 
However, Meadowbrook staff worked individually so there were no teams to 
observe. In addition, despite several phone calls to (and voice mail messages left at) 
Tanglen, North Junior High, and Hopkins High School asking when CAREI project 
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staff might observe SPLG teams, no return calls were forthcoming, and thus these 
schools were not included in the observation process. 

Because the observers were not looking for anything quantifiable, each 
meeting was approached with the intention of simply recording the events taking 
place. The observations conducted, therefore, were unstructured and qualitative in 
nature, with running notes being taken for later analysis and comparison between 
sites. 

C. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

It became clear at the onset of this evaluation that significant variance existed 
between schools in terms of how SPLG was being implemented in each building. 
The resulting complexity of this study can be demonstrated by Table 1, which 
describes the option selected by each sitet, the process used to select that optiont, and 
the percentage of staff who ultimately worked individually, on teams, or used both 
methods*. 

Table 1. Options selected and staff effort by site. 

School Option Process Used to Select Staff Effort on SPLG 
Selectedt Optiont by Method:* 

Ind. Team Both 
Epsilon II Staff chose 0 90 10 
Katherine Curren III Staff chose 6 75 19 

Principal chose and 
Eisenhower III staff agreed 6 78 17 
Gatewood III Unclear 84 16 0 
Glen Lake IV Staff chose ** ** * * 
Meadowbrook III Staff chose 89 6 6 

General consensus in 
Alice Smith II staff meeting 0 91 9 
L. H. Tanglen III Staff chose 59 38 3 

Representatives on the 
North Jr. High III leadership team 27 71 2 
West Jr. High III Teaching staff voted 69 31 0 

Certified staff given 
Hopkins High III choice 59 37 4 

tlnformation obtained from building principals in the fall of 1997. 

*These percentages were obtained from the staff surveys returned to CAREI and as such may 
not represent the entire staff (see previous page for return rates). 
**Glen Lake was not administered the district staff survey. 
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Review of the Literature 

Section II: Review of the Literature 

Professional development is a significant component of education that has 
been examined and written about throughout the years with continuous efforts 
toward its improvement. This section will examine the most recent developments 
in this area based on a review of the literature. The specific topics to be discussed 
include: 

1. The evolution of teacher evaluation 
2. Essential factors for successful professional development 
3. Goal setting as a means of professional development 

The Evolution of Teacher Evaluation 

Traditionally, teacher evaluation has served dual purposes in the field of 
education: formative evaluation and summative evaluation. The latter type, to be 
discussed first, has been much more prevalent than the former. It is used mainly 
for accountability, in that it "provides information for use in making personnel 
management decisions, such as dismissal, promotion, and salary increase" (Stiggins 
& Duke, 1988, p. 2). 

Summative evaluation has typically been accomplished by way of classroom 
observations, complete with checklists, carried out by an administrator. While this 
process may be necessary for beginning, non-tenured teachers, there are numerous 
problems inherent with utilizing this type of teacher evaluation with more 
experienced individuals. Not only is it a time-consuming process for administrators 
(Duke, 1990; Glatthorn, 1984; Sweeney, 1994), it also may disrupt staff-administrator 
relationships (Stiggins & Duke, 1988). Brundage (1996) points out that "many 
experienced teachers likely have a broader knowledge base, grounded in experience, 
than do the persons who supervise them" (p. 90). Peterson & Chenoweth (1992) 
describe the process as "faultfinding, discrepancy-reporting, prescriptive, and 
ritualistic" (p. 181), while Scriven (1981) discusses its doubtful reliability, validity, 
and adequacy and characterizes such classroom visits as "a disgrace" (p. 251). At best, 
summative teacher evaluation only affects incompetent teachers (McGreal, 1983; 
Stiggins & Duke, 1988), and has been found to be ineffective for the majority of 
people in the field (Good & Mulryan, 1990; Glatthorn, 1984; Stiggins & Duke, 1988; 
Sweeney, 1994). It is hardly surprising, then, that teachers distrust and criticize this 
process, according to Stiggins & Duke (1988), who cite the need to "reexamine the 
basic assumptions and procedures underlying traditional, unproductive systems of 
evaluation" (p. 121). 

While most evaluation practices have tended to address summative goals, 
there has been movement in the past decade toward a more formative approach, 
which is intended to stimulate professional growth (Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985) 
rather than to "judge" teachers. Rationale for this shift is offered by Duke (1990), 
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who explains, "Given the fact that most tenured teachers are judged competent by 
their supervisors and peers, there is little reason to subject these individuals 
annually to the meaningless ritual of accountability-based evaluation" (p. 137). 
McGreal (in Brandt, 1996) agrees: "We can't press teachers to develop alternative 
sources of assessment to get richer pictures of kids' performance and then evaluate 
teachers the same way we did in 1950" (p. 33). The fact that the National Education 
Association and the American Federation of Teachers have both endorsed the use of 
teacher evaluation for formative purposes is cited as evidence by Stiggins & Duke 
(1990) that interest in this area is increasing. 

However, a problem remains concerning the potential for confusion about 
growth enhancement and summative evaluation activities (Duke & Stiggins, 1990) 
and the need exists for these to be clearly differentiated (Cousins, 1995; Duke, 1990; 
Glickman, 1990; McGreal, 1983; Scriven, 1988). Cousins (1995) describes progress in 
this regard: 

In an increasing number of districts, dual track systems have been mounted 
that distinguish between teacher evaluation for the purposes of supporting 
summative personnel decisions (e.g., promotion, tenure, placement, 
dismissal) and accountability requirements, on the one hand, and 
professional development, formative evaluation, supervision for growth, or 
general professional improvement activities, on the other (p. 200). 

If summative evaluation, including accountability, is on one track, and 
professional development on the other, is one to conclude that there should be no 
accountability for teachers' professional development? Sweeney (1994) addressed 
this issue with the following remarks: 

Accountability can be built into growth-orientation evaluation systems. 
Performance can be monitored through informal observation; supervisors 
who are out and about in their buildings can visit classrooms, can observe 
teachers interacting with students, and can, during the course of the day, 
collect other data that alert them to performance problems (p. 227). 

Cousins (1995) views the dilemma somewhat differently: 
While central administration need to know for accountability purposes that 
genuine growth-enhancement activities are taking place, personnel files need 
not provide a compulsory home for detailed records about the achievement 
of growth objectives. Policies that require nothing more than a brief activity 
statement to appear in the board office file are more likely to engender a sense 
of trust in the process among teachers while simultaneously satisfying 
accountability demands (p. 216). 

Essential Factors for Successful Professional Development 

In addition to having separate growth-oriented and accountability-based 
teacher evaluation systems, several other components emerged in the literature as 
necessary for successful professional development. One of the most significant is 
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that of resources, namely time and money (Costa, Garmston, & Lambert, 1988; Duke, 
1990; Wildman & Niles, 1987). Duke states this quite clearly: 

If there is one consistent finding from research on teacher growth, it is that 
professional development takes time--time to interact with other educators, 
time to visit other schools and classrooms, and time to read and reflect.. .. It 
means little if school leaders advocate teacher growth and school policies 
encourage teacher growth, but school resources are insufficient to support 
teacher growth (p. 136). 

Another factor considered to be necessary for professional development is 
that of training (Duke, 1990; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; McLaughlin, 1991). "It should 
not be assumed that experienced teachers and administrators already possess the 
knowledge necessary to undertake professional development in an effective 
manner," according to Duke (1990, p. 137). 

Support by administration of the process was found to be important in the 
Rand Change Agent Study (McLaughlin, 1991). Specifically, McLaughlin's findings 
were that: 

School principals and high school department chairs are primarily 
responsible for estalishing the norms, values, and expectations essential to 
consequential professional development. This normative climate is not self
creating or self-sustaining; it requires school leaders to reinforce and 
encourage it" (p. 73). 

It has been reported by Duke (1990) and McLaughlin (1991) that freedom from 
sanction is an important part of a professional development plan. Although Duke 
(1990) includes this issue in his discussion of setting professional goals (to be 
elaborated on shortly), his comments are appropriate to this more general 
discussion of necessary factors: 

If teachers feel failure to achieve professional growth goals may result in 
some form of punishment, they will be less likely to tackle ambitious goals .... 
It is far more desirable to encourage these individuals to 'stretch' 
professionally and risk not completely accomplishing goals than to induce a 
cautious approach to growth by attaching sanctions to failure (p. 137). 

Duke adds that incentives are likely to have the same effect as sanctions, 
especially concerning "comparability of goals across teachers and differentiation of 
rewards" (p. 142). 

Another characteristic of successful formative evaluation is that of feedback 
(Barber, 1990; Duke, 1990; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; McGreal, 1988; Natriello, 1990; 
Sweeney, 1994). It has been proposed by Duke & Stiggins (1990) that: 

Once individuals have exhausted their own mental and emotional resources, 
they are unlikely to be motivated to grow without the intervention of some 
external impetus. Such an impetus can come in the form of a judgment or 
observation by a peer, supervisor, student, or parent (p. 119). 
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In his discussion of this issue, Sweeney (1994) cautioned, however, that 
feedback delivered by a supervisor may have a negative effect on some teachers and 
speculated that "self-evaluative feedback and nonevaluative feedback are more 
likely to promote reflection and the desire to change" (p . 225-6). 

Because, according to Duke (1990), "professional development is based on an 
individual's judgment of what is required to grow professionally" (p. 132), it follows 
that in order for teachers to experience such growth, they must be involved in the 
planning of evaluation systems to promote their own professional development 
(Cousins, 1995; Duke & Stiggins, 1990; McGreal, 1988; Natriello, 1990; Peterson & 
Chenoweth, 1992; Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985; Vartuli & Fyfe, 1993; Wildman & 
Niles, 1987). Duke (1990) further contends that this involvement must occur 
throughout the entire process: "Professional development is not something done to 
teachers. It is a process in which teachers must play an active role. Involvement 
begins with planning and policy-making and continues through training and goal
setting" (p. 137). Increased teacher participation, according to Peterson & 
Chenoweth, will produce benefits that are "technical as assessment is made more 
accurate and comprehensive; sociological as relationships, roles, and rewards are 
altered; psychological as career satisfaction is enhanced; and political as public 
decision making is improved" (1992, p. 184). Wildman & Niles (1987) assert that: 

Increments in cognitive growth, positive self-concepts, and a feeling of power 
over one's own learning are all expected outcomes when learners (students 
or teachers) exercise responsibility for their own growth. Quite the opposite 
effects occur when systems of accountability replace systems of responsibility 
in a profession (p. 6). 

Taking the concept of teachers' involvement in their own evaluation one 
step further, some educational researchers contend that these individuals should be 
involved in evaluating themselves; that is, self-assessment (Barber, 1990; Bodine, 
1973; Costa, Garmston, & Lambert, 1988; Good & Mulryan, 1990; Stiggins & Duke, 
1990). As early as 1965, Brighton discussed the opposing sides of this issue. For 
example, while it is the case that this type of evaluation is the most accepted by 
teachers, "few are able to be objective in assessing their own performance, with the 
rsult that self-evaluation is both inaccurate and unreliable" (p. 25). In a study 
conducted 30 years later, Cousins (1995) found that supervisors "did not necessarily 
concur that teachers are the best judge of their own performance or that they were 
well aware of their own shortcomings" (p. 216). However, it is the view of Costa, 
Garmston, & Lambert (1988) that "an evaluation system that challenges, 
intellectually stimulates, and honors teachers as professionals must engage them in 
the process of judging their own performance" (p. 166). 

The final characteristic found in the literature to be important to this process 
(and related to teacher involvement) is that of offering choices to experienced, 
tenured professionals (Glatthorn, 1984; Poole, 1995; Sweeney, 1994). For example, 
Glatthorn's differentiated system allows teachers to choose between clinical 
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supervision, cooperative professional development, self-directed development, and 
administrative monitoring (1984). While acknowledging the fact that there was no 
solid evidence that this approach would result in improved teaching, Glatthorn 
cited several advantages of this system: 

1) it responds to teachers' individual growth needs and learning styles; 
2) an administrator is able to focus supervisory efforts where most necessary; 
3) teachers value the fact that they have a choice, which may lead to improved 

school climate (1984, p. 6). 

The school-based evaluation/ supervision/ development (S-BESD) model, 
designed by Sweeney (1994), offers five growth alternatives from which teachers 
may choose based on their personal and professional needs, developmental needs, 
and learning styles. These include: clinical partnership; collegial partnership; action 
research; performance-based developmental evaluation; and assistance and support 
team. Although this system was still in the early stages of implementation in 
several states at the time of publication, preliminary findings indicated that the 
model did promote collegiality and teacher reflection. Finally, in his examination of 
successful assessment systems in the state of Florida, Gardner (1993) found that three 
of the four districts examined allowed teachers to select either traditional 
("observa tion-conference-eval ua ti on") or nontraditional ("goal-setting") procedures 
(p. 215). 

Goal Setting as a Means of Professional Development 

One model that, depending on its implementation, can align quite nicely 
with the above characteristics of successful professional development is that of goal 
setting. A fair amount of literature has been published in the past 15 years on this 
topic (Bey, 1986; Brandt, 1996; Donaldson & Posluszny, 1985; Duke, 1990; Erffrneyer & 
Martray, 1990; Gardner, 1993; Hughes, 1995; McGreal, 1983, 1988; Poole, 1995; Stiggins 
& Duke, 1990). In 1983, McGreal described goal setting as the "second most 
frequently practiced model for teacher evaluation" (p . 14), the first being what has 
been referred to previously in this discussion as the "traditional" or "summative" 
model. 

Before actual goal setting can begin, it is necessary for teachers to identify their 
professional growth needs (Duke, 1990; McGreal, 1983). This awareness can result 
from working with peers and supervisors, attending conferences, taking graduate 
classes, questioning accepted routines, and reflecting on professional development 
(Duke, 1990). McGreal (1983) recommends that teachers use an instrument wherein 
they rate themselves on various aspects of teaching to assist them in focusing on 
areas for growth. 

Once their needs have been assessed, it is likely that teachers will require 
some training in the area of goal setting (Duke, 1990; Hughes, 1995). Identifying a 
meaningful goal has been the most difficult aspect of growth-oriented evaluation 
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for a number of teachers with whom Duke (1990) has worked. In a study on goal 
quality, Hughes (1995) reviewed 686 goals written by 62 teachers and concluded that 
"when teachers are not consistently provided with ongoing involvement from their 
supervisor and are left to their own devices, the resulting goals are often of low 
quality" (p. 250). 

Another issue concerns whether teachers' goals should be written in 
accordance with district mission statements. Iwanicki (1990), McGreal (in Brandt, 
1996), and Stiggins & Bridgeford (1985) agree that individuals' professional goals 
should be aligned with those of the building or district. However, Duke (1990) 
disputes this notion: 

A few districts insist that growth goals be linked to school or district goals. It 
is my judgment that teachers should be trusted to know what goals are most 
likely to contribute to their professional development. Otherwise, they 
cannot be regarded as professionals, and the matter of professional 
development becomes moot (p. 142). 

There is also controversy surrounding whether or not teachers' goals should 
be measurable. McGreal (1983) notes that "the nature of teaching and learning does 
not always promote large numbers of traditionally measurable events, particularly 
outside of controlled research conditions" (p. 64), adding that teachers are "very 
uncomfortable" with having to develop measurable goals. Glatthorn (1984) does 
not believe that goals need to be either quantifiable, measurable, or precisely stated. 
One example of a goal setting process that included "standardized, quantified goals" 
was found in a study by Erffmeyer & Martray (1990), where 337 teachers in Kentucky 
participated in a career ladder program in which an objective basis for evaluating 
their classroom performance was necessary. However, using goal setting in this way 
is more closely aligned with summative evaluation purposes than formative ones. 

Historically, it has been the case that goals are agreed upon by both the teacher 
and administrator (Donaldson & Posluszny, 1985; Erffmeyer & Martray, 1990; 
McGreal, 1988). In fact, McGreal (1988) describes this as "a cooperative process that 
occurs between two people and forms the basis for a working relationship that 
carries through the entire evaluation period" (p . 18). 

However, there is some indication that this may be changing. As the process 
moves even further from being evaluative and toward its being solely for teachers' 
professional growth, some districts (including the one that is the basis of this report) 
are allowing teachers more autonomy in this regard. In her description of the 
Supportive Supervision Model developed by one school district, Poole (1995) 
explains one of three teacher options as follows: 

Self-directed supervision gives the teacher responsibility for developing 
short-term or long-term goals for professional growth and a plan for 
achieving those goals. Teachers self-direct their professional growth and they 
account for their progress toward mid-year and again at year-end. Teachers 
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are encouraged, but not required, to select someone to serve as a cognitive 
coach throughout the growth process (p. 572). 

Interestingly, Poole found that approximately 15% of the teachers found it 
"inconceivable that teachers could or should be held responsible and accountable for 
self-managing and self-evaluating their professional growth" (p. 578) . This would 
likely not surprise Vartuli & Fyfe (1993), who assert, "Change is a gradual and 
sometimes difficult process for teachers. A knowledge base must be clearly 
established so that teachers understand the reasons for change" (p . 41). According to 
Poole (1995), others had no difficulty adjusting to their newfound power to direct 
their professional development. In fact, some teachers even expressed dismay when 
their principal requested they submit their goals for the purpose of feedback, stating 
that their goals are their own and citing this as "evidence that administrators were 
unwilling or unable to let go of traditional hierarchical interaction patterns" (p . 576). 
It was the case, however, that administrators were concerned that low-risk goal 
setting by some teachers might discourage others who were setting more 
challenging goals, leading them to question whether their role within Supportive 
Supervision should include ensuring that teachers established appropriate goals. 
The article relates an account of a debate between teachers and administrators 
wherein the question of whether the latter should even see, much less approve, 
teachers' goals is discussed (pp. 582-3) . 

A recent issue that is beginning to gain attention in the literature on goals is 
that of goal setting in teams. While there is not a lot of information on the topic at 
this point in time, there is plenty of evidence that teachers value collegial 
relationships (Brandt, 1996; Brundage, 1996; Costa, Garmston, & Lambert, 1988; 
Vartuli & Fyfe, 1993; Wildman & Niles, 1987). In his discussion of trends in goal 
setting, McGreal states (in Brandt, 1996): 

Now, the next step--the next generation of models--comes from schools 
where teachers have said, 'Hey, we're doing so many things in teams now, 
why couldn't we do this in a team rather than individually?' So in most of 
these districts you can now put a team together, if you prefer, and develop a 
professional development plan for the team. Many times the professional 
development teams are the same teams that are already established ... so 
they're not being asked for another layer of work. They can use 
improvement projects they're already involved in (p . 32). 

Considering this information regarding the direction in which professional 
development is heading, it is clear that the Hopkins School District has developed a 
professional development model (SPLG) that is up-to-date and based upon the 
research. The following sections describe the first year of its implementation. 
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Section Ill: Interviews with Principals 

1. What did you think of the staff reaction in the meeting where the SPLG 
evaluation plan was presented? 

Ten of the 11 principals were not surprised by the staff reaction to the 
discussion with the staff about the evaluation of SPLG . Nine of the schools' staffs 
reacted with few questions and were generally quiet when presented with the 
evaluation plan. In two of the schools, the staff reacted with active, and sometimes 
pointed, questioning of why SPLG was initiated in the first place. One principal was 
surprised by the strength of the questions. The second principal expected the 
vigorous, and sometimes negative, response. 

2. How is SPLG being received by your staff this year? 

The reactions of staff at the schools towards SPLG range from quite positive to 
quite negative. There were four major themes that emerged from the comments: 

OK 
• "It is OK because it is seen as part of the process of being a professional." 

• "I haven't heard any grumbling about it, except that they would like more time 
to meet. They like the team structure of it." 

MIXED 
• "My teachers are annoyed for sure--maybe disengaged, disinterested." 

• "SPLG was received unevenly--some like it, others find it a waste of time." 

• "It's no big deal because only a small proportion of my staff are doing it." 

• "Mixed reaction, especially because it relates to how staff development dollars are 
spent." 

BURDEN 
• "It is seen as a burden. This may not be real, but it is the perception because it 

added to team and department goals [already being done]. It's as though we are 
being 'goaled to death'." 

• "[SPLG goals] are one more of the many things expected of them to do." 

TRUST 
• "The board is being perceived as not trusting teachers--their work efforts 

especially." 

• "District motivation is being questioned. Is it to 'check up on us'?" 
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3. Have you [as the principal] read the goals? What has happened as result, if the 
goals were read? 

All of the principals have at least looked at the SPLG goals developed by their 
staff, with most of the principals having read the few or complete sets of goals that 
were turned in. The kinds of actions that resulted from reading the goals ranged 
from no formal action (n=S) to informal contact with staff (n=3) to using the goals to 
plan staff development and align staff study groups (n=2). 

NO FORMAL ACTION TAKEN 
• "I read them all, because I had asked that they be aligned with district and school 

goals." 

• "Yes, I read them, but only for interest; maybe next year they could be used for 
planning for staff development." 

• "I have only scanned a few of the goals that were turned in. Most of the goals are 
kept personally [by the staffl. Now that the staff is expected to write them down 
to be reviewed by someone else, it feels like management and not leadership." 

• "I have seen only a f ew of the goal sheets. Because we were piloting a new report 
card, a lot of the goals reflected that work." 

• "I read them and made brief notes on them. The study groups idea has not gone 
well due to a lack of time and staff leadership. I will probably discard this 
approach [study groups] for next year." 

INFORMAL/INDIVIDUAL ACTIONS 
• "I read them all. Then, when a flyer [about a workshop] comes in [that relates to 

one or more goals], a team or a person can be informed about it . " 

• "I read all the goals and gave the staff informal feedback only. The goals were 
not a surprise and were consistent with what individuals had expressed to me 
about their interests." 

• "I read them because I meet individually with the staff about them. The goals 
are valued here and emerge from team planning." 

PLANNED ACTIONS 
• "I read them, and then at a staff meeting, I had each group tell their goals to the 

others." 

OTHER 
• "The staff groups have not written down the goals, but the groups have been 

meeting to develop their own areas of interest." 
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4. To what degree should goals be district-based, school-site based, and/or 
individually-based? 

Four of the principals believe that the individual goals need to be tied to both 
the school goals and the district mission statement. Several of them, however, 
noted that some staff are having a difficult time "buying into" the district plan, 
because of the feeling of having a lack of input into it. Another principal explained 
that "writing a goal that does something for the kids is what should drive this, and 
not that the staff person is doing something for the district." 

Two of the principals support the idea that the goals should be primarily tied 
to the district mission, and two others believe that the goals should be based 
primarily in the local school site plan. The other three emphasized the individual 
nature of goal-setting, and thought it should be left at that. 

5. What is your understanding of the role of the principal in the SPLG system? 

All of the principals interviewed prefer to see their role as being a facilitator 
and mentor and not as a manager. As several principals explained, "the leadership 
piece is to give the message that this is important, and giving support indicates 
that." Another principal noted the "importance of creating a climate" where 
professional development is expected and that the staff "feel like it's worth it." 

Another theme that emerged in the responses by half of the principals was 
the belief that the principal's role is one of "modeling," where their encouragement 
of staff to grow and develop can be replicated by teachers working with one another. 
One principal specifically mentioned that the "modeling" also meant that the 
leadership at all levels of the district should be seen as and expected to be doing the 
same type of professional development. 

Several respondents noted the importance of "being available as needed," 
which is often very hard to do with the huge demands upon the principals' time. 
Also, the principal is instrumental in setting expectations and then allocating time 
for SPLG as professional development to occur. Said one respondent, "I operate 
under the assumption that they will perform at the highest professional level," and 
another person explained, "I trust my teacher leaders to make good decisions, so for 
the most part, I just get out of their way." 

6. There is an accountability aspect and also a personal/professional growth aspect 
to SPLG. What is your opinion of those dimensions of SPLG? 

Seven of ten principals answered this question with very strong reactions, all 
of which resonated on the same theme: "they need to be separate processes." The 
responses were thoughtful and merit full reporting here: 
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• "There is not an alignment between the two pieces [accountability vs. 
professional growth], and it will not work unless or until there is. This current 
system does not address either aspect well. 'Can the coach be the supervisor?' 
Yes, only if the processes are distinct. Risk-taking involves coaching, yet 
accountability/evaluation causes people to do 'safe' things. " 

• "It is important not to use this as an evaluative process . The accountability piece 
needs to be clarified-- 'accountable for what and to whom'-- ." 

• "A professional growth goal should be evaluated in some way [to determine its 
impact], but a personal growth goal should not." 

• "I see these as separate pieces, but they are not necessarily m opposition to each 
other. However, they must be kept separate." 

• "The accountability piece is undefined and nebulous to me. SPLG was initiated 
as professional growth, and then the accountability piece was inserted after. If it 
is accountability, then 'put the cards on the table' and call it that. However, we 
have had zero training in peer review, where the accountability aspect [of SPLG] 
seems to lead us." 

• "The mixing of the two aspects is not helpful, and it causes reduced motivation 
to develop goals in the first place." 

• "I have chosen to make it clear to my staff that it is not the [SPLG] goals that I am 
holding them accountable for." 

Several of the principals also brought out the notion that SPLG does not serve 
the needs of the principal who is concerned about the professional capability of one 
or more teachers on his/her staff: 

• "This process [SPLG] does not bring me to know that a teacher is in trouble, and it 
won't." 

• "The 'not quality' teachers are not being picked up by SPLG. And there is no 
accountability process for principals about their following district guidelines for 
observing and writing up observations about a probationary teacher." 

• "SPLG is not the solution for the problem [of there being some poor quality 
teachers in the district] as the problem was identified in the discussions of the 
district's strategic plan." 
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7. Is it good to have a choice in the range of Options I-IV or does having choices lead 
to inconsistencies and inequalities among schools? 

All ten respondents to this question believe that having a choice was not only 
a good idea, but necessary for acceptance of SPLG. As one principal noted," Choices 
are good, as long as everyone is working towards the same end." Another believes 
that "inconsistencies are a natural outgrowth. Eventually one system would be nice, 
but this must happen over time." A third respondent echoed those sentiments in 
the following remark, "I agree with both parts of the question; it was good to have a 
choice at first. However, as the process gets more defined, fewer options would be 
better." 

Interestingly, two of the principals made particular mention of the 
importance of choice in the Hopkins district. "There is a long and deep history in 
our district of freedom of choice. However, a model to fit all would be so bland or 
non-descript that it would be meaningless," said one. Another expressed the same 
sentiments this way: "This district has a tradition of independence. It 
[independence] is both a strength and a weakness." 

The concept of a local "culture" was brought up by two different principals 
who spoke of the need to acknowledge that "individual buildings have their own 
culture, so keeping choice in this is important." The second person to note this 
suggested that the same basic elements need to be defined for all SPLG options, with 
"choices of how to implement those elements being guided by the building culture." 

8. Which features of professional development and SPLG would you keep, which 
would you eliminate, and what would you add? 

Half of the principals specifically mentioned that the goal-setting aspect of 
SPLG is good and should be part of any professional development system. They also 
felt that it was important to have the staff goals related to the goals of the building 
(which, in turn, would relate to the district goals and strategic plan). In this 
question, as in Question 6 above, the need for clarity between professional growth 
and teacher accountability was brought up. 

• "SPLG needs to focus more on coaching and less on the evaluation system. SPLG 
is excellent for teachers that are self-motivated, but not good for teachers that are 
marginal." 

• "SPLG needs to be viewed as being supportive of teachers and not judgmental of 
them." 

• "[In professional development] we need to find a system that is meaningful to 
the staff and a system where they can feel safe." 

Two principals likened professional growth to being "an assignment that 
forces staff to grow and think and stretch" and believe that a system such as "SPLG 
helps to maintain professionalism." 
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Suggestions included developing clearer definitions of terms and what is 
expected in each option. Also, the expected link between the district and the 
building level goals is vague and should be clarified, maybe with examples, because 
the concept embedded in "having a link is a good." Finally, several principals 
thought that more of elements of Classer's theories should become more evident in 
structuring building and district goals. 

9. Please describe the kind of support you have and haven't received from the 
district in order to implement SPLG. 

Nine of the ten principals feel that they have been supported in 
implementing SPLG, however the way in which they each experienced the support 
was quite different one from another. Four of the principals said that, although they 
each had not contacted the district central office for some kind of support, they 
clearly feel support very nearby. 

• "It's there if I need it." 
• "Sure, I just know that it's there." 
• "Knowing that the support is there, if I need it, is support enough; knowing that 

I will be responded to fee ls supportive." 
• "The district has supported us by leaving us alone. I feel a sense of confidence 

from them with this approach." 

For the few principals who contacted the district office, they feel that the 
response to their requests was immediate and of quality. As one noted, "I got a little 
money from the district when I asked for it, and without a lot of hassle." 

The one principal who did not feel support from the district described the 
unmet needs: "We needed clearer intent and definitions, and then training to do 
this [professional goal development]." Finally, one principal had a mixed view of 
the notion of support by the central office: "The information and materials were 
fine, but they came too close to the implementation time in late August." 

10. Is there something different that the district should be doing right now (i.e., in 
March 1998) with regard to SPLG? 

This question was asked during the school year to determine if the central 
administration should take some kind of immediate action before the school year 
was over. Because this information was 'time sensitive', it was shared orally with 
district administration. Fortunately, there was not a critical need to take immediate 
action as based on the feedback from the principals. The following is what was 
discovered by asking Question 10. 

Four of the ten principals believed that nothing more should formally be 
done regarding SPLG until the summer. 
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• "I think that making any changes now would send a very wrong signal, even if it 
were meant to be a support." 

• "No, no changes should happen now." 
• "Benign neglect is what is needed now--[that means] knowing that there's good 

faith out there and that people are working thoughtfully." 
• "Changes would be poor timing right now, and would have a connotation of 

pressure. 

The remaining six principals had suggestions that grouped around the theme 
of communication. Communication is perceived to be needed within the 
administrative ranks, as well as with staff. One person reiterated the need for 
clarifying and then distributing written material to staff of what SPLG is and is not. 
The other five spoke about having a dialogue with various stakeholders. 

• "It would be good to have administrative discussions about how to close out this 
year to wrap up SPLG and how to transition to SPLG for next year." 

• "We [administrators] need to decide soon whether to 'drop it' [SPLG] or to 'put 
some teeth into it'." 

• "Administrators need to sit down together, discuss, and decide what will be 
policy and procedures to deal better with the 2-3% of poor performing teachers. 
SPLG is not the answer to that problem." 

• "[The district] should be telling us to sit down with our staff and have a dialogue 
about SPLG." 

• "[District administration] needs to communicate to staff that we will be 
continuing to use SPLG next year." 

11. Additional comments about SPLG, staff development, accountability, or 
professional growth in general. 

The positive comments centered around the opportunity that SPLG provided 
to make the district more inclusive of all staff: 

• "SPLG includes non-teaching staff; this is a good thing because it adds a 
perception of value to their work, that their growth is important to this school 
too." 

• "I hear positive comments about SPLG from clerical and EA staff, maybe because 
they are being included for the first time." 

• "This system [SPLG] lets me sit down with each teacher to have a personal, 
professional dialogue--which is a real positive." 

The negative comments were almost exclusively about the frequent 
references to the district's strategic plan in SPLG materials: 

• "Stop bringing up the strategic plan. It is f ine, but it 'turns people off' because it 
doesn 't feel as though it touches the affective side of our district very well. " 
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• "Reliance on the strategic plan concerns me. Where is the inves tment in it 
beyond the 30 people who 'went to the mountain?' " 

Finally, several needs were identified as suggestions for future action: 

• "The development of an intensive periodic review for veteran teachers would be 
a good idea, using peer review, instead of administrator review, as the method." 

• "There needs to be more inservice around writing goals, and taking measurable 
action steps." 

One final comment, noted by one principal, actually could be reflective of the 
sentiments of all principals interviewed: 

• "The SPLG process needs to be in place longer than one year to know whether or 
not it works." 
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Section IV: Focus Group Data 

The following information was obtained from the four focus groups that 
were held in the spring of 1998 (see Appendix A for a copy of the questioning route). 
It is important to keep in mind that only 21 staff members out of the several 
hundred in the district participated in these groups, so while it was possible to 
obtain rich data, it does not necessarily represent the opinions of the entire district 
staff. For more information on focus group methodology and participants, see pages 
3-4. Following are the themes that emerged from these groups, which were then 
used to assist in developing the survey (see Section V) . 

Past Experiences 

During some of the focus groups, participants reflected upon what the goal 
setting process had been like in previous years. Comments in this regard tended to 
point out some of the difficulties that had been experienced: 

• "In the past, if you had to sign up with the principal [to review goals], generally 
my meeting got canceled because [the principal] was out doing something in the 
building and it wasn't that big of a deal." 

• "I think that in the past, [the principal] has been so busy that [the principal] has 
not been able to follow through. " 

• "I can remember years making goals and never even seezng the thing again." 

• "They [the goals] disappeared--we didn't follow up." 

• "I know that in the past when we've set some personal goals, I had some sort of 
negative outcomes of the supervision from our past leadership ... I didn't get any 
substantial encouragement." 

SPLG Initiation 

Focus group participants were asked specifically about their understanding of 
how SPLG had come into being in their district. Few were clear on the specifics. 
Compare these comments from the various groups: 

• "I think it's basically the state was or is going to make people more accountable, 
so that this way, if we develop the program first, we'd have more of a choice 
rather than them developing something for us . That's what I heard." 

• "It was a new way of implementing the tenure system or something like that." 

• "I think it was kind of developed by people in our district, wasn't it?" 
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• "My understanding was that teachers were gozng to be held accountable for 
supervision. 

• "None of this was to be used for evaluative purposes.... It was designed as more 
of a peer collegial, we called it collegial coaching, just because it was a way for 
people to sit down and talk about things, to support each other, to help each 
other out as opposed to evaluate each other." 

Two very different attitudes held by staff are represented by the following 
statements: 

Positive 
"I think we understand that the district 

is looking for things to improve. " 
"I appreciate the fact that the district 

likes to allow us to develop something 
rather than having something forced on 

us by the state; it's more proactive than 
reactive." 

Negative 
"This is the district's answer to the 
state's legislative mandate for peer 

II revzew ... 
"So this is something that we agreed to 
at the negotiating table." 
"No, this has never been at the table. 
This was ... forced upon us." 

It is probably safe to say that most people would put up more resistance to 
something they feel is "forced upon" them. Even though only one process exists 
here, there are clearly two very dichotomous views of how it came to be a reality in 
this district. 

Options 

While all staff were to have been given options for SPLG implementation, it 
is apparent that the manner in which options were selected appears to have differed 
by building. While an individual from one school said, "I think we voted," 
someone from another site recalled, "I think it was like nodding heads, 'How many 
are okay with this?"' Another inconsistency appeared regarding whether staff truly 
believed they had had a choice: 

• "I chose the individual [option] and I'm in a group of seven. " 
• "I never had that [individual choice] as an option." 
• "I think my colleagues respect the fact that we were given choices and we 

were respected in our wishes." 

In this regard, it was suggested: 

• "It needs to be a consistent message. Not that everybody in our building 
has to do it the same, but everybody gets the same options ... " 
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SPLG Goals 

The actual writing of goals was discussed as well. Many respondents seemed 
to view the overall process favorably: 

• "I think these goals are more focus ed and more structured." [than in the past] 

• "As a newer teacher ... there's a lot of things I know I can improve on, and it just 
helped me to clarifiJ what I should be working on, so that was helpful." 

However, not everyone agreed: 

• "It's a hurdle and all I want to do is get over that hurdle so I can get it in the file 
and then I'm done with it and I can do stuff that actually has to be done for me to 
survive in the classroom everyday." 

In addition, it did appear that the requirement of including measures along 
with each goal was difficult for some: 

• "I have a problem with goal writing, and that is this cockamamie notion that 
only goals that you can specifically measure are worth writing.... I think the 
tendency then is to go for what is safe, what is the shortcut way to make sure you 
get the goal, never mind taking a risk to learn something that might be really 
hard for you." 

• "I found the figuring how to measure them was kind of difficult. I think what I 
cam up with were very vague measures." 

District Mission Statement & Objectives 

When asked about the process of aligning their goals with the district mission 
statement and objectives, the following remarks were made: 

• "They had them on an overhead and I thought we were encouraged to look and 
see how our goals fit in with the district's mission statement." 

• "Principal mentioned goals needed to be in line with strategic plan." 

• "I think there was an awareness that [our goals] needed to be in line with that in 
some way. 

• "We're always being asked to write things in light of the strategic plan because 
this is the mission of the district, so I think it's focused things more." 
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• "I would think that [my goals] are in line with the district mission, but I didn't 
really use it as a guide. I remember my goals mostly, but I can't really remember 
a lot of the district mission statement offhand, just vague ideas about what it is. " 

Accountability 

Accountability was an issue that tended to arise unprompted within the first 
several minutes of each focus group. Individuals who were involved in teams 
(which includes most of the focus group participants) viewed the team process as 
holding them accountable for their goals. Examples of statements include: 

• "You know, when you actually have a staff meeting with that on the agenda, you 
better have something prepared. " 

• "There is a certain pressure to show some movement towards one's goals when 
one meets with one's team, or I felt a certain pressure." 

• "Because each group is working on some common goals, then we as a group are 
holding each other accountable to be a better group and to see that something 
happens and that's what happened in the group I was in. I know that activities 
and things took place probably a little better than if I had only written individual 
goals." 

• "I think group accountability is a strong motivator." 

This increased team accountability may have led to some positive outcomes 
in terms of goal completion. The first two remarks below came out of one focus 
group, while the third comment was heard in a different group: 

• "Within this group, people are saying there's a higher rate of achievement zn 
reaching goals. " 

• "I agree, I think it 's been a higher rate of being focused on completing my goals." 

• "One of the reasons why I think we were somewhat successful is that we set a 
date and we set a project. If you set a date and a project and you let the world 
know that you 're doing it, then you've gotta do it." 

However, when it was pointed out by one person who had both group and 
individual goals, "The weakness of this program is that there is no accountability 
that I can see for the [personal] goals that you set," the following comment came 
from a co-worker: 

• "So you ' re saying that we were treated professionally and we were expected to 
meet our own goals. That's what we did and I like that." 
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Positive Team Outcomes 

In addition to feeling a sense of accountability to one's team and the fact that 
some participants noted a higher rate of goal completion, some other positive 
outcomes of SPLG team participation included: the social aspect, the mutual support 
and learning, and the sharing and feedback inherent in the process. 

• "I also found a very congenial group and we have had a good time." 

• "It was really nice to decide that we were going to make that a priority to get 
together and share things other than 'Guess what Johnny did today' or "I have so 
many papers to correct,' so it's really nice to know each other on a personal and 
more professional level." 

• "It's with a group of people that I can learn from and benefit from discussing 
things with." 

• "What it does zs to legitimize some of the discussions we would have anyway 
and makes them more focused." 

• "At first, I thought, 'How is that going to work?' but it's really nice 
sometimes to run a goal by someone, and it's not as threatening as I 
thought it might be." 

• "It was really interesting to hear what the [other team members'] goals were and 
then we formed kind of a group goal around that because we thought quality 
work or excellence kind of ran through everyone's mind." 

• "It was really nice to have somebody help me put down on paper what I wanted 
to do." 

• "[At first] the thought of peer evaluation was kind of scary, but once you got into 
the process, you found that there's not a lot of difference except you 're just 
evaluating your goals with peers versus the administrator." 

• "I think a part of any good goal setting is to have other people involved with it. I 
realize that that's important, I go over that with my kids when they set goals, but 
yet the ones I've set involve mostly myself monitoring, self-evaluation, rather 
than somebody else." 

• "I don't need to have a principal to do this, but I do like to have this feedback of 
sharing it with somebody else. " 

The idea of receiving feedback came up again in one group when they were 
questioned generally about how the SPLG process could be improved . 
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• "Incorporating in talking about all the goals with somebody." 

• "And that could be informally, it could be with a smaller group, it could be 
during an already scheduled faculty meeting." 

• "My daughter works for [a large corporation] and the process that they were going 
through, I had an opportunity to look at and I was so envious of her. They had 
set group goals and personal goals, but they had a method where everybody in a 
wide circle of her colleagues looked at what they were doing and there was tons 
of positive feedback that came back.. .. People knew what the group goals were, 
they knew what her personal goals were, and they were required at a certain time 
to write back to her and say, 'I observed you doing this and this and this and this,' 
and she got a lot of positive feedback. I do get random positive feedback for what 
I do, but it's real random, and I would like to have more specific positive 
feedback." 

Team Difficulties 

Negative comments regarding SPLG groups revolved around three issues, 
the first being some frustration with the process of choosing teams. 

"It's just kind of like you go around and find somebody, 'Hey, do you 
wanna be on a team? '" 

"I think the process of choosing ... was almost too unstructured." 

A related issue was that of not being able to be a part of the team of one's 
choice. 

"The grouping thing has been a little frustrating for me in terms of the 
people that I really trust and feel open enough to discuss my goals with 
are on different teams because of the subject that they teach. " 

One individual raised the topic of whether or not team members are able to 
be honest with each other. 

• "I don't think it really encourages people to be honest because I think when you 
are with a group of people, you are not going to be completely honest about what 
your goals and objectives are .... [You may be] just saying what you think maybe 
they want to hear or what's gonna fit with the group." 

Time issue 

As the issue of having sufficient time for this process was the most often 
raised by the survey respondents, it is not surprising that it also emerged in the 
focus groups. 
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• "Why isn't the MEA lobbying then to either get funds to fund this 
program or get the time for us to do the program ... We didn't get any 
money, we didn't get any time for it, it was just slopped onto us." 

• "They [central office] need to free up the time or somehow give me some 
support and some resources because otherwise it's just not acceptable." 

• "We could opt to participate in groups which involves several hours during the 
year, plus the inconvenience of trying to meet with groups that are already so 
heavily scheduled that it's impossible." 

It is important to compare the above, however, to comments coming from 
staff who had administrators who did provide the time for them to work in teams. 

• "I was just pleasantly surprised that it doesn't take up tons of time ... " 

• "This [process], to me, makes sense because people do want to get better at 
what they do and it's nice to have some resources ... time legitimately set 
aside for this ." 

Administrative support 

Staff were asked specifically to describe what the administration had done to 
support the SPLG process and came up with an extensive list. One principal, in 
particular, had structured it such that SPLG team meetings took place at the time of 
previously scheduled staff meetings . Consequently, these individuals did not see 
SPLG as taking any additional time from their already busy schedules. 

• "Flexibility is one thing. " 

• "He's real relaxed." 

• "He just has a non-threatening attitude about the whole thing." 

• "You're trusted that you're going to be working on them, there's not somebody 
hovering over your shoulder." 

• "The time that he's given us to revzew [our goals]." 

• "And the structure that we all get together." 

• "He realizes that it's asking us to 
[already scheduled] meeting time. 
to be less than perfect." 

do one more thing, so he's taking some of our 
He's bringing treats, he's giving us permission 
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Additional Comments about SPLG 

• "It seems to be that people are generally accepting of the process. I mean, I 
haven't heard a lot of complaining about it." 

• "When it was introduced last year, I think there was a lot of really 
skeptical people and then when it started this fall, everybody 's just doing 
it. And I haven't heard any complaints, I don't think." 

• "What I like about it is that it's a choice program, it's a choice in the sense that 
you select something that you' re interested in. It's not a choice because you have 
to participate, but aside from that, people pursue what they see as important and 
meeting the needs of kids ." 

• "It's much better than the previous form of supervision, which I never really got 
a whole lot of feedback on. It was more I would do something and turn it in and 
so it was done, as opposed to getting any real ongoing discussion of things I could 
do to improve what I do." 

• "I think it's leaps and bounds better than what we had. " 

• "It's been a good process. It works. " 
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Section V: Survey Data 

This section of the report describes information obtained about the SPLG 
process, based on survey data gathered from Hopkins staff. It should be noted that 
throughout this report, the percentage of responses reported are based on the 
number of responses available rather than on the total number of respondents, as 
some individuals left certain items blank. 

As individual school reports were previously provided to each respective 
school (with district administration receiving copies of all of these), the numerical 
data in this report were aggregated so that comparisons can be made between the 
elementary school staff responses, those from the two junior high schools, and 
those from the high school*. The number of completed surveys by school level 
were: 

Elementary schools N =152 
Junior high schools N = 82 
High school N =180 
TOTAL N=414 

*Note: Because Epsilon is a specialized program serving a unique population, it is not included 
in the aggregated numerical data. For further information regarding the survey results from 
Epsilon, please refer to this program's individual report, located in Appendix B. 

A. Demographics 

In the way of demographic information, respondents were asked to identify 
their gender and whether or not they had been involved with the piloting of SPLG 
(known as SPIS), as well as to provide the number of years they had been in their 
profession and the number of years they had been in the Hopkins School District. 

Table 2. Gender of respondents by school type. 

Male Female 
Elementary schools 17.9 82.1 
Junior high schools 21.1 78.9 
High school 34.8 65.2 

The number of respondents who reported having been involved with the 
piloting of SPLG (known as SPIS) were as follows: 

Elementary N=20 
Junior High N= 6 
High School N =14 

Total N=40 
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As is apparent from Figures 1 and 2, high school staff respondents have been 
in their profession, as well as in the district, for less time than the respondents from 
the elementary and junior high schools. 

Figure 1. Number of years in profession. 
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Figure 2. Number of years in district. 
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B. Goal Setting in General 

This section of the questionnaire attempted to determine how Hopkins staff 
feel about the process of goal writing and the impact it has on their career, 
professional growth, and personal growth. For each item, data is shown in a table 
and in a graph that combines the agree/strongly agree responses, as well as the 
disagree/ strongly disagree responses. 

Question la: I believe that setting measurable professional goals is a worthwhile 
process in my profession. 

Table 3. Staff's perception of goal setting as a worthwhile process. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 1.8 1.8 10.8 53.3 32.3 
Junior high schools 2.6 3.8 16.7 55.1 21.8 
High school 3.4 4.5 17.0 46.0 29.0 

Figure 3. Staff's perception of goal setting as a worthwhile process. 
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As is apparent from Table 3 and Figure 3, there was strong agreement by the 
respondents that goal setting is indeed a worthwhile process in their profession. It is 
also clear that this sentiment was strongest among elementary school staff and least 
strong among high school staff (although 75% of the latter group did agree or 
strongly agree with the item). 
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Question lb: I believe that setting measurable professional goals is something I take 
seriously. 

Table 4. Seriousness with which staff regards goal setting process. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disal!:fee nor disal!:fee agree 

Elementary schools 1.8 3.6 16.8 53.3 24.6 
Junior high schools 1.3 10.4 24.7 44.2 19.5 
High school 4.0 6.8 24.4 42.0 22.7 

Figure 4. Seriousness with which staff regards goal setting process. 
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There was somewhat less agreement with this item than the previous one, 
although it was the case that almost two-thirds of the secondary staff agreed or 
strongly agreed and over three-quarters of the elementary staff agreed or strongly 
agreed that they take goal setting seriously. 
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Question le: I believe that setting measurable professional goals impacts my 
teaching, counseling, etc. 

Table 5. Staff's belief that goal setting impacts practice. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree 
disagree nor disagree 

Elementary schools 1.8 4.2 23.4 
Junior high schools 5.2 13.0 26.0 
High school 4.7 8.8 30.4 

Figure 5. Staff's belief that goal setting impacts practice. 
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Table 5 and Figure 5 demonstrate that there was less agreement with this item 
than either of the two preceding it. While nearly three-quarters of the elementary 
staff agreed that goal setting has an impact on their teaching, counseling, etc., just 
over half of the secondary staff agreed with the item. 
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Question ld: I believe that setting measurable professional goals impacts my 
professional growth. 

Table 6. Staff's perception of goal setting as a worthwhile process. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 1.8 4.2 16.2 53.9 24.0 
Junior high schools 5.2 11.7 23.4 42.9 16.9 
High school 3.4 8.5 25.0 37.5 25.6 

Figure 6. Staff's belief that goal setting impacts professional growth. 
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Across all three groups, more staff members agreed that goal setting impacts 
their professional growth than agreed with the last item (that goal setting impacts 
their practice). Once again, elementary school staff showed the most agreement, 
with over three-quarters noting their belief that their professional growth is 
impacted by goal setting. 
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Question le: I believe that setting measurable professional goals impacts my 
personal growth. 

Table 7. Staff's perception of goal setting as a worthwhile process. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 2.4 7.8 23.5 47.6 18.7 
Junior high schools 6.5 13.0 26.0 36.4 18.2 
High school 4.0 11.4 26.9 34.9 22.9 

Figure 7. Staff's belief that goal setting impacts personal growth. 
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It appears that it is less the case that these respondents' personal growth is 
impacted by the goal setting process than that their professional growth is affected. 
While two-thirds of the elementary staff agreed or strongly agreed with this item, 
only half of the secondary staff who responded agreed or strongly agreed that this is 
the case. 
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C. The SPLG Process 

The next section of the survey dealt specifically with several aspects of the 
SPLG process, including its initiation, level of preparedness of staff, goal writing and 
review, district mission statement, and the individual vs. team options. 

Question 2: Did you write SPLG goals this year? 

Table 8. Percentage of staff members who wrote SPLG goals. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 98.8 1.2 
Junior high schools 91.4 8.6 
High school 81.5 18.5 

While it is the case that a significantly higher number of high school staff 
members acknowledged not having written SPLG goals, it is important to keep in 
mind that this was the only school that had nearly a 100% response rate. It is 
possible that some of the staff members from other schools who chose not to 
complete the survey had not participated in the SPLG process this year. Another 
possibility is that the above percentages reflect differences in expectations at various 
schools. Finally, it is the case that some confusion existed throughout the district 
(among both staff and administration) as to what exactly constituted an SPLG goal. 
For example, one focus group participant wanted to know if the SPLG process was "a 
group doing something in common, or is it still personal goals?" and one school 
principal was surprised to learn that group goals written by staff still fell under the 
heading of SPLG (which this individual had thought to be synonymous with 
individual goals). 

Staff were then asked about the number of SPLG goals they had written this 
year and how many they believed would be an appropriate number of goals to set. 
As is shown in Table 9, elementary staff wrote the highest number of goals 
compared to their junior high and high school counterparts (an average of 3.75 
compared to 3.46 and 2.73, respectively). In terms of an appropriate number of goals, 
it was the case across all three groups of respondents that the average number was 
less than that of the previous question (see Table 10). One possible interpretation 
here is that Hopkins staff would like to have fewer goals required of them. It bears 
noting, also, that 17 respondents shared their belief that no one number is best for 
every individual, that it really depends on the person and/ or the complexity of the 
goals. 
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Question 2a: How many goals did you write this year? 

Table 9. Number of SPLG goals written by staff. 

1 2 3 4 5 > than 5 Mean 
Elementary schools 1.9 23.9 34.8 16.8 11.0 11.6 3.75 
Junior high schools 1.4 24.3 44.3 17.1 2.9 10.0 3.46 
High school 9.4 38.8 36.7 7.9 3.6 3.6 2.73 

Question 2b: What do you think would be an appropriate number of goals? 

Table 10. Staff's opinion of an appropriate number of goals. 

0-1 2 3 4 5 > than 5 Mean 

Elementary schools 4.3 19.9 47.5 16.3 8.5 3.5 3.22 
Junior high schools 15.6 34.4 31.3 15.6 1.6 1.6 2.58 
High school 13.0 36.6 38.2 9.8 0.8 1.6 2.56 

Initiation of SPLG 

Questions 3a and 3b attempted to ascertain respondents' opinions about 
whether they had had input into the SPLG process and the extent to which their 
administrators had provided them with adequate notice of its initiation. As is 
shown in Table 11 and Figure 8, elementary staff were evenly divided in terms of 
whether or not they felt they had had input. It is significant, however, that 
approximately half of the secondary staff disagreed that there was sufficient input 
from staff for the implementation of SPLG. The second question elicited slightly 
more positive responses. More elementary and junior high school staff agreed than 
disagreed that administration had provided them with adequate notice of SPLG 
initiation (this was not the case with the high school staff, however, only 28.7% of 
whom agreed with this statement). 
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Question 3a: SPLG was initiated with sufficient input from staff. 

Table 11. Staff's perception of having had input into SPLG. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree 
disagree nor disagree 

Elementary schools 12.1 22.4 31.5 
Junior high schools 27.5 20.0 31.3 
H igh school 17.8 32.2 35.6 

Figure 8. Staff's perception of having had input in to SPLG. 
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Question 3b: SPLG was initiated with adequate notice by administration. 

Table 12. Staff's perception of administrative notice of SPLG initiation. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 4.8 17.5 30.1 34.9 12.7 
Junior high schools 7.6 16.5 38.0 29.1 8.9 
High school 12.6 27.0 31.6 23 .0 5.7 

Figure 9. Staff's perception of administrative notice of SPLG initiation. 
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Respondents were next questioned about the extent to which they had felt 
informed and prepared for implementing SPLG generally, and specifically for 
writing goal statements, action steps, and measures. They were also asked whether 
or not they would like training in any of those areas. 
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Question 4a: I was adequately informed/prepared for implementing SPLG. 

Table 13. Staff's level of preparedness for implementing SPLG. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 7.1 15.5 26.8 37.5 13.l 
Junior high schools 7.8 22.l 32.5 31.2 6.5 
High school 14.7 34.5 28.8 17.5 4.5 

Figure 10. Staff's level of preparedness for implementing SPLG. 
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As is shown in Table 13 and Figure 10, there were significant differences 
between school levels as to how informed and prepared these staff members were 
for the implementation of SPLG. While half of the elementary staff indicated they 
had been prepared, less than one-quarter (22%) of the high school staff felt similarly. 

In terms of each component of the goal setting process (writing goal state
ments, action steps, and measures), elementary staff once again rated themselves as 
having been more informed and prepared than their secondary counterparts. 
Interestingly, it was the case across all three groups that they felt less prepared for 
writing action steps than goal statements, and even less prepared for writing 
measures than they had for writing action steps (see Tables 14-16 and Figures 11-13). 
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Question 4b: I was adequately informed/prepared for writing goal statements. 

Table 14. Staff's level of preparedness for writing goal statements. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 5.9 17.2 23.l 40.8 13.0 
Junior high schools 7.8 20.8 29.9 31.2 10.4 
High school 14.0 30.9 23.6 25.8 5.6 

Figure 11. Staff's level of preparedness for writing goal statements . 
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Question 4c: I was adequately informed/prepared for writing action steps. 

Table 15. Staff's level of preparedness for writing action steps. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 5.9 18.9 24.3 39.1 11.8 
Junior high schools 7.8 20.8 36.4 27.3 7.8 
High school 15.2 32.0 24.7 22.5 5.6 

Figure 12. Staff's level of preparedness for writing action steps . 
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Question 4d: I was adequately informed/prepared for writing measures. 

Table 16. Staff's level of preparedness for writing measures. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 

Elementary schools 6.0 21.6 24.6 37.7 
Junior high schools 7.9 23 .7 38.2 21.1 
High school 14.8 32.4 29.0 18.8 

Figure 13. Staff's level of preparedness for writing measures. 
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Question 4e: I would like training in one or more of the above (b-d). 

Despite the fact that 28%, 32% and 47% of elementary, junior high, and high 
school staff, respectively, acknowledged that they had not felt prepared for writing 
measures, only 12%, 4%, and 16%, respectively, voiced a desire for training in this 
area. Figure 14 shows the latter percentages, along with the number of staff who 
would like training in writing goals statements and action steps. 

Figure 14. Staff desiring training in various SPLG components. 
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Questions 5 and 6 queried staff about their belief that they were provided time 
to write goals, as well as time to review and update their goals. As is demonstrated 
in Table 17 and Figure 15, roughly half of the elementary staff reported that they had 
been provided time to write their goals, while only approximately one-third of the 
secondary staff agreed that this had been the case. These numbers decreased further 
when asked about time to review and update goals (see Table 18 and Figure 16). 
While slightly less than half of the elementary school staff responding suggested 
that time had been provided for such, only 23.5% and 15.7% of junior high and high 
school staff, respectively, felt similarly. 

Question 5: I was provided time to write goals. 

Table 17. Staff's belief that time was provided for writing goals. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 7.7 22.6 20.2 35.1 14.3 
Junior high schools 18.5 30.9 16.0 29.6 4.9 
High school 20.8 26.0 19.7 28.9 4.6 

Figure 15. Staff's belief that time was provided for writing goals. 
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Question 6: I have been provided time to review/update goals. 

Table 18. Staff's belief that time was provided to review /update goals. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 8.3 26.0 21.9 33.1 10.7 
Junior high schools 27.2 39.5 9.9 18.5 4.9 
High school 27.9 35.5 20.9 12.8 2.9 

Figure 16. Staff's belief that time was provided to review /update goals. 
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Items 7 and 8 attempted to determine the opinions of staff regarding SPLG as 
a tool for both professional development and accountability. While the three school 
levels were almost identical in terms of how many staff marked "neither agree nor 
disagree," there was a large difference between how elementary and junior high 
school staff, especially, felt about SPLG being effective for professional development 
(see Table 19 and Figure 17). In all three groups of respondents, these numbers 
decreased further when asked about SPLG's effectiveness for accountability (see 
Table 20 and Figure 18). 

Question 7: SPLG is an effective tool for professional development. 

Table 19. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as a professional development tool. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 5.9 8.9 36.7 39.1 9.5 
Junior high schools 18.8 16.3 36.3 20.0 8.8 
High school 13.8 12.l 37.4 26.4 10.3 

Figure 17. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as a professional development tool. 
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Question 8: SPLG is an effective tool for accountability. 

Table 20. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as an accountability tool. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 13.6 15.4 36.4 29.0 5.6 
Junior high schools 27.3 24.7 29.9 15.6 2.6 
High school 18.4 17.8 31.9 25.2 6.7 

Figure 18. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as an accountability tool. 
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The next items on the questionnaire asked staff how often they had thought 
about their goals and how much effort they had put forth in working to achieve 
their goals. Figure 19 demonstrates that at least half of the respondents in all three 
groups stated that their goals were often in the back of their mind, with elementary 
staff having the highest percentage (68.1 %). Elementary staff also claimed to have 
put forth the most effort in terms of working toward their goals (see Table 21), 
although the means for all three groups shows that at least moderate effort was 
exerted overall on the part of these respondents. 
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Question 9: I have thought about my goals: 

Figure 19. Frequency with which staff thought about goals. 
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Question 10: How w ould you describe the level of effort you put f orth in working 
toward your goals? 

Table 21. Staff's self-reported level of effort put for th in working toward goals. 

A tremendous 
No effort amount 

1 2 3 4 5 Mean 
Elementary schools 1.2 10.3 30.9 48.5 9.1 3.54 
Junior high schools 6.5 13.0 35.1 35.1 10.4 3.30 
High school 6.8 15.1 27.4 34.9 15.8 3.38 

Figure 20 demonstrates the results of the responses to the next question, 
which inquired about staff's familiarity with the district mission statement and 
objectives. Over three-quarters of the respondents in all three groups reported that 
they could at least paraphrase them and know the main idea. 
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Question 11: How familiar are you with the district mission statement and 
objectives? 

Figure 20. Staff's reported familiarity with district mission statement and objectives. 
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The next items on the survey dealt with the options that were available to 
staff members as part of the SPLG process. Question 12 simply inquired as to 
whether staff had been aware of these options. The data in Table 22 indicate that 
there was some discrepancy across the district in terms of awareness of options. 
While the almost 90% of junior high school staff knew about the different options, 
only two-thirds of high school staff claimed they had had this knowledge. 

Question 12: Were you aware of the SPLG options? 

Table 22. Staff's awareness of SPLG options. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 79.0 21.0 
Junior high schools 88.8 11.3 
High school 65.0 35.0 

Those who responded affirmatively to the above question were then queried 
about their satisfaction with those options and whether they had gotten the option 
they had wanted. It is clear from Table 23 that the vast majority of respondents were 
indeed satisfied with the options with which they had been presented. Similarly 
high numbers were found regarding whether staff had gotten the option they had 
wanted (see Table 24). 
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Question 12a: Were you satisfied with the options that were presented to you? 

Table 23. Staff's satisfaction with SPLG options. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 93.2 6.8 
Junior high schools 88.6 11.4 
High school 95.6 4.4 

Question 12b: Did you get the option you wanted? 

Table 24. Staff's belief that they got the option they had wanted. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 95.3 4.7 
Junior high schools 95.7 4.3 
High school 98.1 1.9 

The next items was included in order to ascertain how each respondent had 
worked on their goals, either individually or on a team. Table 25 illustrates that 
respondents were quite evenly divided and that while more elementary and junior 
high school staff chose to work on teams, this was not the case in the high school, 
where many more people chose to work individually. 

Question 13: Ultimately, did you work on a team or individually? 

Table 25. Staff's mode of working on SPLG. 

Individually On a team Both 
Elementary schools 44.4 48.0 7.6 
Junior high schools 45.7 53.l 1.2 
High school 59.4 37.3 3.3 

Based on their response to the last item, respondents were directed to answer 
either questions 14-16 (for those who had worked individually) or questions 17-22 
(for those who had worked on teams). 
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Individual Only 

Question 14: What was the most significant reason you chose to work individually? 

From the ten schools, a total of 169 reasons were offered in response to this 
question (and it is this number that the following percentages are based upon) . 
Almost one-third (31 %) of the responses dealt with the lack of time available for 
(and related inconvenience of) being involved with a team. A secondary teacher 
pointed out, "We don't have access (time) to ever work together," while others 
described the individual option as "fast," "easier," or "the most expedient way to 
accomplish this expectation." 

It was noted by 33 teachers (20% of those responding to this item) that the 
personal or individual nature of their goals caused them to select this option. For 
example, it was explained by one, "My goals were mostly based upon 'individual' 
work," and by another, "My goals relate to my strengths and weaknesses ... not 
anyone else's." 

Fourteen percent of the staff members who responded announced that they 
had been unaware of their options. One individual (from a school that had selected 
option III - individual choice) wrote, "I understood everyone worked individually," 
while another shared, "That's the way it was presented to us at a faculty meeting. I 
don't remember having a choice." 

Nineteen respondents (11 %) indicated that they simply prefer working 
individually to working on a team. It was volunteered, "Trusted myself to work 
effectively on goals - some groups are not productive or efficient," and "The idea of 
teams doesn't appeal to me for goals - too often the team doesn't give honest 
feedback to a team member - it (the process) isn't considered important enough." 

A similar number of individuals (11 %) felt that due to their position, they 
have different professional needs than those around them. "My job is really unique 
and complex and I'm the only one who does what I do," and "My profession 
requires that I work independently in most areas," were examples of this type of 
reasoning. 

Some other explanations given included: preferring to work one-on-one with 
an administrator (N=7); lack of a team or interest by others to form a team (N=6); 
working individually proved to be effective in the past (N=3); building staff had 
chosen this option (N=2); inability to work with others in department (N=2); and 
being non-tenured (N=2). 

Questions 15a and 15b asked respondents who had worked individually if 
they had shared or reviewed their goals with a colleague and with an administrator. 
As is evident from Tables 26 and Figure 21, roughly half (44.6% to 56.8%) of the staff 
members in all three groups acknowledged having done so with colleagues. There 
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was a much wider gap, however, between the number of individuals at each level 
who had shared or reviewed their goals with an administrator, ranging from 22.l % 
of high school staff to 83 .5% of elementary staff (see Table 26 and Figure 21). 

Question 15a: Have you shared/reviewed your goals with a colleague? 

Table 26. Staff reporting having shared/reviewed goals with a colleague. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 48.1 51.9 
Junior high schools 56.8 43.2 
High school 44.6 55.4 

Question 15b: Have you shared/reviewed your goals with an administrator? 

Table 27. Staff reporting having shared/reviewed goals with an administrator. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 83.5 16.5 
Junior high schools 43.8 56.3 
High school 22.l 77.9 

Figure 21. Percentage of staff working individually who shared their goals. 
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The final question posed to respondents who chose to w ork individually 
regarded whether or not they had monitored their own progress toward their goals. 
Table 28 indicates that while 80.5% and 86.5% of elementary and junior high school 
staff, respectively, claimed to have done so, this number was only 62.2% for high 
school staff. 

Question 16: Have you monitored your own progress toward goals? 

Table 28. Staff's monitoring of own progress. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 80.5 19.5 
Junior high schools 86.5 13.5 
High school 62.2 37.8 

Teams Only 

Questions 17-22 were posed to respondents who had worked on teams. First 
they were asked to describe their teams and the types of goals written. 

Question 17: Describe your team: 

Here respondents were asked to describe their team, in terms of the size of the 
group and the members' roles in the school. Overall, team ranged from two to eight 
members, although most consisted of between two and six members. Seven of the 
ten schools appeared to have homogeneous teams (e.g., "three social workers" or 
"same grade level teachers"), while the other three buildings had heterogeneous 
groups as well (e.g., "teachers, counselor, challenge teacher" or "social worker, Title I 
tutor, paras, principal"). 

In terms of the types of goals written by team members, it is apparent from 
Table 29 and Figure 22 that there was a significant difference in how team goal 
setting was approached in different buildings. While most elementary and high 
school team members revealed that they had written both individual and group 
goals, it was the case that most junior high team members (63.6%) indicated that 
they had only written individual goals. 
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Question 18: My team members wrote: 

Table 29. Types of goals written by team members. 

Individual Group goals A combination 
goals only 

Elementary schools 22.6 
Junior high schools 63.6 
High school 16.4 

Figure 22. Types of goals written by team members. 
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Combination of both 

It was the intent of questions 19 and 20 to ascertain whether or not teams had 
met to review their goals during the year (and, if so, how many times) and if they 
planned to review them at the end of the year. While over three-quarters of the 
elementary school team members reported having reviewed their goals during the 
year, less than half of the junior high and high school team members indicated that 
this had taken place (see Table 30). When asked how often they had reviewed their 
goals, most individuals reflected that this had taken place between one and three 
times over the course of the year, though some respondents did reply "quarterly" or 
"monthly." Finally, when asked if they planned to review their goals at the end of 
the year, more than half of the staff members answered affirmatively, although 
again there was a significant difference between the three groups (see Table 31). 
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Question 19: Did your team review goals during the year? If yes, how often? 

Table 30. Monitoring of team members' progress during the year. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 78.9 21.1 
Junior high schools 46.5 53.5 
High school 47.5 52.5 

Question 20: Do you plan to review them at the end of the year? 

Table 31. Team members' plans to review progress at the end of the year. 

Yes No 
Elementary schools 84.l 15.9 
Junior high schools 67.5 32.5 
High school 52.6 47.4 

The next items, questions 21a-d, asked team members to rate different aspects 
of working on a team, in terms of it being worthwhile, providing support, holding 
them accountable, and making them more likely to accomplish their goals. It is 
important to note that, in an effort not to appear biased in question wording, 
question 21a was framed in a negative way, while the rest were positive statements. 
Based on a comparison of the data gathered from these four items and the fact that 
the responses to 2lb, c, and d were much more positive in nature, it is quite likely 
that some respondents mistook question 21a to read, "Being on a team was 
worthwhile," rather than "was not worthwhile ." Therefore, the information in 
Table 32 should be interpreted with caution. 

Question 21b generated the most positive response (see Table 33 and Figure 
23). Between 57% and 77% of the individuals who worked on teams agreed that 
their teams were helpful in terms of providing support. In contrast, only 35% to 
47% of these respondents agreed that involvement with a team held them more 
accountable for their goals (see Table 34 and Figure 24) and a similar number (33% to 
47%) agreed that being on a team made them more likely to accomplish their goals 
(see Table 35 and Figure 25). 
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Question 21a: Being on a team was not worthwhile. 

Table 32. Staff opinion regarding team as worthwhile. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree Strongly 
disagree nor disagree agree 

Elementary schools 27.2 28.3 18.5 18.5 7.6 
Junior high schools 25.6 30.2 20.9 14.0 9.3 
High school 18.0 26.2 32.8 16.4 6.6 

Question 21b: Being on a team was helpful in terms of providing support. 

Table 33. Staff opinion regarding team providing support. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree 
disagree nor disagree 

Elementary schools 1.1 5.3 17.0 
Junior high schools 9.5 14.3 19.0 
High school 4.8 4.8 22.6 

Figure 23 . Staff opinion regarding team providing support. 
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Question 21c: Being on a team held me more accountable for my goals. 

Table 34. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as an accountability tool. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disagree 

Elementary schools 5.3 12.8 35.1 35.l 
Junior high schools 9.3 30.2 25.6 27.9 
High school 8.1 21.0 35.5 24.2 

Figure 24. Staff opinion regarding SPLG as an accountability tool. 
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Question 21d: Being on a team made me more likely to accomplish my goals. 

Table 35. Staff opinion regarding likeliness to accomplish goals. 

Strongly Disagree Neither agree Agree 
disagree nor disa2:Tee 

Elementary schools 4.3 10.8 37.6 37.6 
Junior high schools 9.3 27.9 30.2 25.6 
High school 6.5 21.0 30.6 32.3 

Figure 25. Staff opinion regarding likeliness to accomplish goals. 
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Question 22: Please comment further on the team process: 

Responses to this item ranged from very positive to quite negative. 
Following are examples of staff members' comments: 

Positive 

• "Working on a team helped us to divide responsibilities for contacting 
additional staff needed for the process--also share information from our field of 
expertise." 
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• "It was a goal that this team has had for years and SPLG allowed us to implement 
it with administrative support." 

• "It was valuable to hear experiences of others when developing and executing 
goals." 

• "Teaming generates a wealth of ideas and provides support fo r common areas of 
concern. 

• "I plan to do it again because the sharing was . exciting/affirming/supportive/eye
opening!" 

• "It did give me the opportunity to get f eedback on how others felt about a variety 
of issues and what they were doing in their classroom." 

• "I received much valuable input from other team members. I enjoyed the time 
we spent together." 

• "Not only a time for discussing goals, but also a time for building relationships 
which means having a better work environment." 

• "Thoroughly enjoyed it and felt supported." 

Negative 

• "The team really accomplished nothing. People really didn't want to be there 
because everyone already has a heavy enough workload." 

• "A real waste of time since we never looked at [our goals] except to review. Our 
jobs are day-to-day, put out fires --no long-term training from supervisor(s)." 

• "Teaming takes time--need for discussion, planning, implementing, 
observations, evaluations, etc. We were FRUSTRATED." 

• "I started with a team but we just never had time to work together." 

• "Meetings were squeezed in and the number of district/state initiatives 
overwhelmed our time to really focu s on our SPLG goal in which we were 
intensely interested." 

• "It was hard to work on a team that did not all have a common goal since we 
don't all work in the same 'area. ' " 

• "It became clear the team had different view/interpretation of goals to 
accomplish or how to accomplish goals." 
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All Respondents 

Regardless of whether they had worked individually or in groups, all staff 
members were requested to answer the final two items on the survey. Interestingly, 
although question 23 asked these respondents if they anticipated working 
individually or on a team next year, almost 10% of the elementary school staff 
members marked both options (see Table 36). Overall, however, the percentages 
below are remarkably similar to the choices staff made last year, shown in Table 25. 

Question 23: Which choice do you anticipate making next year? 

Table 36. Staff's anticipated SPLG choices for next year. 

Individually On a team Both Not sure 
Elementary schools 41.5 44.5 9.1 4.9 
Junior high schools 53.8 42.3 0.0 3.8 
High school 52.2 40.4 4.3 3.1 

Question 24: What, if anything, would you need in the way of support in order for 
the SPLG process to be successful? 

A total of 166 valid responses were offered for this item, and the following 
percentages are based upon this number. By far the most common statement (made 
by 60% of staff responding) was that more time was needed in order for the SPLG 
process to be successful. These respondents noted their need for "specific, allotted 
time" for "teams to meet," as well as to "write and review goals," to "implement 
specific goals," and "to really process the entire thing." Volunteered one individual, 
"It was very difficult to complete my goal because we had no time to do it--people 
will not do anything meaningful with this unless they get time to do it." 

Sixteen percent (N=26) of the respondents discussed the need for more 
information and/or training around the process and its components. Examples of 
their needs include: "models," "inservice," "list [of] district expectations for SPLGs," 
"information about what we are supposed to do once a goal has been written," 
clarification of "how we can use this for professional development," and "a resource 
person to ask questions of." 

The remaining issues were raised by a comparatively low number of 
individuals. Nine respondents shared their belief that the entire process should be 
optional. Sharing goals or checking in with an administrator was desired by six staff 
members, while a similar number (N=6) wanted to share goals and/ or receive 
support from a colleague (e.g., "possibly a partner to discuss with and help hold me 
accountable or help me evaluate progress"). Five individuals called simply for 
formal check-ins, without specifying with whom these should occur, and an 
additional five spoke of needing administrative support for this process. 
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Other suggestions included: keep the SPLG options; have staff "write goals at 
the end of year, for the next;" "honest input;" and for the process to be "designed 
and driven by teacher and support staff as opposed to administrative tool." 

It should be noted that an additional 18 respondents took this opportunity to 
express their unhappiness with the process, which was characterized as a "waste of 
time," "demeaning," "time consuming," and "one more hoop to jump through." 
Several individuals pointed out the existence of other initiatives (e.g., graduation 
standards) competing for their time. Noted one, "It was the burden of other things 
which impeded this process more than any other factor." 
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Section VI: SPLG Team Observations 

This section describes what was observed when project staff from CAREI 
visited 12 SPLG team meetings representing seven different schools. As the 
following descriptions will demonstrate, there have been several interpretations of 
what exactly constitutes an SPLG team and team meetings. 

Katherine Curren 
Two separate 45 minute long observations of one SPLG team were conducted 

at Katherine Curren on December 18, 1997 and January 29, 1998. This team (which 
consisted of staff with diverse roles in the school) had developed a team goal at the 
beginning of the school year and it was this goal that was the topic of both of the 
meetings that were observed. It was the case that these meetings were quite 
productive. While there was just enough joking around to keep the mood pleasant, 
group members were consistently on-task. In fact, they were so enthusiastic at 
times, that two or three would be talking excitedly at once. It became apparent 
during the second observation that since the previously observed meeting, this 
team had indeed carried out the project that was their goal. This second meeting 
was spent debriefing the event, including a discussion of positive outcomes and 
how the project could have been improved, and planning their next event. Overall, 
this appeared to have been a very successful SPLG team. 

Eisenhower 
The principal had indicated that the grade level teams "functioned" as SPLG 

teams, although none of the grade-level teams considered themselves as such. One 
grade-level team offered to meet with a CAREI observer. The "observation" was 
really more of a conversation with the teachers about SPLG and the writing of 
individual professional gr9wth goals. The teachers had not written any goals for 
themselves as individuals, since the principal had developed school-wide goals 
with the whole staff. The teachers were not sure what they would have focused on 
as individuals had they written goals, and thus the conversation centered on what 
might have been included. The teachers were clearly engaged in thinking about 
their work and had goal-focused activities, even though they were not formally 
written down as part of the SPLG process. The "observation" ended with good 
feelings on the part of all participants (including the "observer") about the 
professional growth efforts being undertaken at this school. 

Epsilon 
Two staff members from CAREI conducted three observations at Epsilon on 

December 9, 1997 and February 10, 1998. Teams at this school were made up of 
diverse participants who agreed on one topic (per team) to study over the course of 
the year. Team members then jointly wrote goals that were connected to this 
particular topic; therefore, each member of the team had identical goals. 

On December 9, one of the teams that was observed had a speaker come in to 
teach them more about the topic that was their team goal; this took the entire 40 
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minutes. On February 10, the same team was visited, but the members (though 
together) were each reading a book on their topic and thus were not observed again. 

A second team was observed on both dates . These team members, while 
digressing often (and participating in brief side conversations), discussed their topic 
at length. Specifically, they shared with one another how they had incorporated this 
topic into their curriculum, as well as discussed their need to communicate more in 
order to coordinate their curriculum. 

Gatewood 
An observation was conducted on January 16, 1998 of what turned out to be a 

grade level team meeting. Four teachers were present and discussion included two 
upcoming field trips, finances, and other grade level activities. It was not apparent 
that any of the conversation was related to SPLG goals, therefore the observer 
questioned the team at the close of the meeting. They reported that they had written 
individual goals only, had no team goals, and that their goals were not discussed at 
team meetings. When asked specifically if there was any difference in these team 
meetings before and after SPLG implementation, they replied that they have always 
had team meetings and the meetings are no different now that SPLG is in place. 

Upon explanation to the building principal that the meeting had not 
necessarily been related to SPLG, it was suggested that CAREI staff could attend the 
segment of an in-service meeting to be held at French Regional Park in which the 
teacher study groups would be meeting and reporting back to the larger group. 
Apparently, the study groups met during regularly scheduled staff meetings so they 
were not an "add-on" for staff. On January 26, 1998, a one hour observation was 
conducted at French Regional Park. 

Initially, each of the five groups met to reflect upon what they had been doing 
and any questions that they had. The members of the study group that was observed 
by a CAREI staff member during this portion of the meeting had read two articles 
and part of a book, watched a videotape, and had a guest speaker. They seemed quite 
enthusiastic about their topic and even talked about branching off into subgroups at 
some future point. Other topics raised included: frequency of meetings (had been 
monthly); how what had been learned had been implemented into the classroom; 
how they could share information with the rest of the building staff; and concern 
about lack of time for doing the reading. 

When the entire staff reconvened, each team briefly reported to the large 
group on what they had been working on and what questions they had, if any. 
Questions raised included whether recertification credit could be obtained through 
participation in these groups, whether the groups were mandatory or voluntary, 
and if it would be possible to find out what other groups were learning. The overall 
atmosphere was light-hearted and it appeared that groups felt they could speak 
candidly. For example, one group acknowledged that they were not really sure what 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 68 



SPLG Team Observations 

their goals were or if they were going to continue working together, but were 
"excited" nonetheless . 

Glen Lake 
Glen Lake was the only school that selected SPLG option IV, the 'design your 

own' model. Reportedly, all staff agreed to be involved in teacher study groups as a 
way to fulfill the SPLG requirement. One important distinction between this model 
and those used by other sites is that these staff members were compensated (either 
with pay or credits toward a lane change) for the time they invested in their projects. 
After being assigned to one of seven groups by their principal, staff members met 
with their groups and chose a topic to study over the course of the school year. 
Group meetings could take place in the school building, but staff were encouraged to 
meet in less formal environments, such as restaurants or individuals' homes. 

On February 17, 1998, a staff member from CAREI observed the hour-long 
segment of a staff meeting that was devoted to reflection and discussion of teacher 
study groups. There were two objectives on the agenda for the hour. First, the 
various groups were to discuss amongst themselves what had been the focus, key 
points, and highlights of their group discussions, as well as positive outcomes of the 
process, and any questions or concerns they might have. Second, each group was to 
report back to the entire staff on these topics. 

Based on the large group discussion, it certainly seemed as though this had 
been a positive experience for the Glen Lake staff. In their group meetings, it was 
reported, these individuals had discussed books and articles, and watched and 
discussed videotapes. Meetings were described as "a lot of fun--we talk fast and 
interrupt each other." The collegial aspect was valued by all of the groups, who like 
meeting outside of the school and "enjoy each other's company a lot." It was 
reported that through the course of these meetings, "We find out we have similar 
concerns and offer support to each other." Positive outcomes for their teaching 
included: discussion of different teaching strategies, re-writing of science units using 
inquiry-based learning, and a plan to look at individual students ' learning styles 
using case study methods. 

Alice Smith 
The organization of this school 's SPLG team meetings really stood out as an 

exemplary model. Apparently, three previously scheduled staff meetings were 
replaced with SPLG team meetings over the course of the year so that individuals 
did not have to use their own time to meet to write and review goals with team 
members. On February 4 and May 6, 1998 (the second and third of the three 
meetings held during the year), a CAREI staff member entered the gymnasium at 
Alice Smith to find 11 tables (one for each team) set up, each surrounded by chairs. 
Upon each table was a placard stating a team number, a list designating the members 
of each team, and a manila folder containing the Professional Growth Plans of each 
team member. In addition, there was a table set up that contained coffee, juice, and 
doughnuts, and staff were encouraged to help themselves. 
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On February 4, the principal began the meeting with a brief history of SPLG 
and the following agenda on an overhead projector: 

1) Review goals and progress with your team; 
2) Fill in any new information such as timeline dates, revisions to the 
original plan, etc.; 
3) As appropriate, ask your team for feedback or other supports you need to 
complete your goals; 
4) Turn in your revised goal sheet by February 6. 

At that point, the teams went to work. One team (consisting of three teachers 
from one grade level and one special education teacher) was observed for the 
remainder of the half hour period. Initially, the three team members who had co
written one goal discussed their progress on that goal and concluded they had been 
"very successful." Next, each member in turn reviewed progress on other goals 
with the rest of their team. Level of goal accomplishment seemed to vary, and no 
embarrassment or negative affect was observed to exist with lack of goal completion. 
It was noted by one staff member that she felt "good about some of them." Another 
individual was heard to say in regard to the meeting, "It's a way to keep on target. " 

The final all-school SPLG meeting took place on May 6. Staff were asked by 
the principal to complete the far righ t column of their Professional Growth Plans 
(Status and Progress Notes) and turn these in by the end of the week. Over the next 
40 minutes, two different groups were observed. The process was similar to the 
previous meeting, with individuals reviewing their goals aloud and noting that 
some had been met, and others not. There was, at most, mild embarrassment on 
some people's parts regarding unmet goals . 

The observer did query team members at this meeting about the process of 
coming together in this manner to discuss goals. While individuals from both 
teams voiced their opinion that the meetings are helpful in terms of re-visiting 
goals, and one staff member commented on the fact that they are given the time to 
do so, it was interesting that no one mentioned the collegial aspect. However, it was 
the case that a supportive remark ("You've done a great job") was offered by one 
staff member when a teammate reflected on a goal that had been accomplished. 

West Junior High 
One observation was carried out at West Junior High on January 26, 1998. 

The team that was observed consisted of members with related job titles who share 
mutual goals (in fact, they wrote them as a team). The 45 minute meeting was spent 
discussing the details of the project they had planned together at the beginning of 
the school year. These individuals worked diligently throughout the meeting and 
appeared to be quite committed to achieving this goal. 
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Section VII: Conclusions and Recommendations 

A. Conclusions 

The Staff Personal Learner Goals (SPLG) program undertaken by the Hopkins 
School District this past year has both positive and negative perceptions 
surrounding its implementation. The research literature on professional staff 
development indicates that Hopkins' emphasis upon self-directed learning and 
growth is appropriate, and is the preferred course for authentic development for 
adults. It appears that some of the difficulties that the district has encountered 
during the year for full acceptance and adoption of SPLG are normal and to be 
expected, since changes in systems are often accompanied with feelings of 
ambivalence, discontent, and suspicion. This is because people are being asked to 
change their usual course of behavior or to try new things that they have not done 
before. 

The positive findings in the evaluation, however, point to the fact that many 
good things are happening across the district with the implementation of SPLG. 
The district has incorporated most of the seven critical characteristics necessary for 
successful staff development, including staff involvement in planning their own 
professional growth activities, having choices in approaches and methods to 
enhance growth, and support from administration at the building and district 
levels. 

Areas in which improvements could be made, as based on the feedback from 
principals and building staff, is to separate the accountability aspect from the 
professional growth aspect of SPLG. Many respondents noted that "persons will not 
take risks to write personal growth goals, when they believe that they will be held 
accountable for the attainment of that goal or held to a standard of achievement 
measuring the success of the risk-taking behavior." 

The evaluation also discovered that the relative "success" of implementing 
SPLG was highly dependent upon where the principal positioned himself/herself 
with regard to the utility and efficacy of the SPLG program. In the buildings where 
time for SPLG processes and meetings was embedded into the regular school 
schedule, there was a greater satisfaction among the staff for having to undertake 
the SPLG mantle. Also, where principals had had extended conversations with 
their staff about the various SPLG Options and how to successfully weave SPLG into 
the regular staff routines, there was a perception among the staff that setting goals 
had value and purpose for them both professionally and personally. Principals who 
were pro-active about SPLG being a site-level activity found less resistance within 
the staff than those who saw the implementation of SPLG as a professional growth 
initiative that the district was embracing at the district level. 

The feedback from the staff via the written survey and in the focus groups 
found that the staff were generally positive about writing goals, and believe that 
professional development is an important part of their life as a professional. Staff 
feel that goals are appropriate for their own growth, just as they ask the same of 
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their students. One of the most prominent findings of the evaluation is the degree 
of confusion about SPLG terminology and the differences among the four SPLG 
options. 

In summary, the SPLG program has experienced an initial year of ups and 
downs. This is to be expected, given that a system is being asked to adopt some new 
thinking, or that certain individual behaviors are now being routinized . It is 
important to note that this is not to say that professional growth activities were not 
happening until now. That is to the contrary! The evaluators found instances, time 
and time again, that staff were thoroughly engaged in professional conversations, 
and that this has been common practice for many years prior to the initiation of 
SPLG. What SPLG has done is to regularize such practices across all staff and all 
buildings. Certainly, some fine-tuning needs to occur with the SPLG program. 
Without listening to the concerns and needs of the staff, the SPLG approach will not 
move out of the perceptions that have been generated during this first year. 
Moving to address needed changes will allow all district personnel to feel involved 
and invested in professional growth as a goal in itself. 
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B. Recommendations 

Based on the findings from this study, the following recommendations are 
offered as possible ways to improve the SPLG process for Year Two and beyond: 

1. Provide more general information. - The fact that many staff members are 
unclear as to how and why SPLG was initiated, as well as its intended purpose(s), is a 
signal to the district that more information, discussion, and questions being 
welcomed and answered are necessary next steps . It is likely that staff who believe 
that this is an evaluative process would appreciate some reassurance that it is 
intended solely for their own professional development. 

2. Provide training in writing goals, action steps, and learning how to collect and 
use data for instructional decisions. - If staff are going to be expected to write 
effective goals, along with action steps and measures, they need training in these 
areas. This training needs to be provided to both principals and staff, so that they 
can be a resource to one another. To do so would send a clear signal to all that the 
district values this process . 

3. Clarify definitions, terminology, and options. - This is a significant area needing 
attention. Even the evaluators read and re-read the descriptions of SPLG options 
many times, and were never fully sure of what was expected or how the options 
differed. Based on the information provided to staff about SPLG, the following 
format may serve as a base for explaining the essential components of SPLG: 

Essential Actions Present in All Four SPLG Options: 
• Write professional, measurable goals 
• Turn in photocopy of goals to principal in fall; turn in original copy with 

progress notes in spring 
• Review goals during the school year 
• Solicit either supervisory or collegial support and input into goals 
• Collect feedback data to be used to evaluate own performance 

Additional Actions, Depending Upon the Option Chosen: 
Option 1: All staff work individually on SPLG goals; review goals with 

principal at beginning and end of year. 
Option 2: All staff are on SPLG teams; goals are reviewed at quarterly team 

meetings . 
Option 3: Mixture of individual and team efforts; goals are reviewed 

quarterly in teams, or at beginning and end of year with 
principal if working individually . 

Op tion 4: Design a p lan that, a t the minimum, incorporates the five 
essential actions noted above . 
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4. Hold continuing discussions among administrators about SPLG. - There needs to 
be an on-going dialogue among principals and district administrators about the 
implementation of SPLG. As questions and issues arise at the building level, 
principals should be bringing these to principals' meetings. Developing a shared 
understanding of a major sys temic reform requires regular discussion about its 
implementation. 

5. Allocate time during the school day for SPLG activities. - School staff are 
undeniably busy and are constantly having new things "put on their plates" (such 
as implementing the graduation standards). For SPLG to be successful, it is essential 
that staff regularly be given time during the duty day for goal setting and review, 
particularly if they need to coordinate schedules with several other group members. 

6. Develop accountability for completing SPLG tasks, and not for achieving SPLG 
goals. - Whether staff choose to work through the goal-setting process individually 
or in groups, there must be follow-through in terms of progress towards goal 
attainment. The expectations for follow-through must be consistent from building 
to building, and must not be dependent upon the option chosen. 

7. Provide further training to staff on teaming as it relates to peer coaching. - Being 
an effective team member is not something that happens just because certain people 
work well together. The giving and receiving of feedback about one's work and 
one's goals is difficult to do well. Such training would be important for all staff and 
not just those choosing a "team" option for SPLG. 

8. Continue to evaluate and refine the SPLG process. - Evaluating the progress of 
SPLG implementation is very similar to what is being asked of staff, in that they are 
being asked to periodically assess how their growth goals are progressing. Formative 
feedback will assist in keeping SPLG relevant and ever-evolving. Personal 
professional growth presumes formative feedback as well. The two processes are 
inter-twined and should be mutually supportive. 
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SPLG Evaluation 
Questions for Interviews of Hopkins Principals 

1. Think of the faculty meeting last fall when I met with your staff to go over 
the plan to evaluate the SPLG process. Tell me about how you perceived the 
staff reaction, questions, and general tone of that meeting. Was any part of 
that meeting a surprise to you? Why or why not? 

2. How do you think SPLG is being received by your staff this year, now that it 
is expected to be a part of every school? 

3. For those staff who wrote goals, have you read some or all of what was 
turned in? What might you do/ are you already doing with those goals? (e.g., 
meet with teachers or teams, design inservice around them, etc?) What have 
you done in the past with the goals? 

4. To what degree(s) should the goals be district-based, school site-based, and 
individually based? 

5. What is your understanding of the role of the principal in the overall 
SPLG system? 

6. There is an accountability aspect and also a personal/professional growth 
aspect to SPLG. What is your opinion of those dimensions of SPLG? 

7. Last spring, schools could choose whether they wanted Option I, II, III, or 
IV for professional development activities. Some say that a range of options 
is good to allow for individual needs. Others would say that the range only 
leads to inconsistencies and unequal expectations. What is your thinking 
about this? 

8. If you could design a professional development system, what might it look 
like? (i.e., What features of SPLG would you keep, which would you 
eliminate, and what would you add?) 

CARE! March 4, 1998 



9. Have you received the kind of support from the district to successfull y 
implement SPLG? (If yes, describe what it was that you received. If no, please 
describe what it was that you needed.) 

10. Is there something different that the district should be doing right now 
with regard to SPLG? 

11. What else do you want to say about SPLG, staff development, 
accountability, or professional growth in general? 

CAREI March 4, 1998 



Hopkins Staff Development 
Staff Personal Learner Goals (SPLG) Survey 

Directions: For each item (unless otherwise noted) please circle the one number which most 
closely describes your level of agreement with each statement. 

Goal-Settine in General 

!=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

1. I believe that setting measurable professional goals: 

a. is a worthwhile process in my profession . 2 3 4 s 
b. is something I take seriously. 2 3 4 s 
c. impacts my teaching, counseling, etc. 2 3 4 s 
d. impacts my profess ional growth. 2 3 4 s 
e. impacts my personal growth . 2 3 4 s 

The SPLG Process 

2. Did you write SPLG goals thi s year? Yes_ No - (If no, go to Question 3) 

a. How many goals did you write thi s year? __ 

b. What do you think would be an appropriate number of goals? __ 

!=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

3. SPLG was initiated: 

a. with sufficient input from staff. 2 3 4 s 
b. with adequate notice by admini stration . 2 3 4 s 

4. I was adequately informed/prepared: 

a. for implementing SPLG. 2 3 4 s 
b. for writing goal statements. 2 3 4 s 
c. for writing action steps. 2 3 4 s 
d. for writing measures. 2 3 4 s 
e. I would like training in one or more of the above (b-d). Yes_ No_ (If yes, please identify): __ 

5. I was provided time to wri te goals. 2 3 4 s 
6. I have been provided time to review/update goals. 2 3 4 s 
7. SPLG is an effecti ve tool for professional development. 2 3 4 s 
8. SPLG is an effecti ve tool for accountability. 2 3 4 s 
9. I have thought about my goals (circle one): 

Never Only when rev iewing them alone or with my team Often in the back of my mind 

10. How would you describe the level of effort you put forth in working toward your goals? (circle one#) 
(No effort) 1 2 3 4 S (A tremendous amount) 

11. How fami liar are you with the district mission statement and objectives? (circle one) 
Know it verbatim Could paraphrase/Know main idea Don't know/remember it 

OVER --> 
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Hopkins Staff Personal Leamer Goals 
Focus Group Questioning Route 

1. Imagine that a colleague from another district asked about the SPLG 
process. What would you tell them? 

2. What is your understanding of how SPLG came about? (Probe: How do 
you feel about that process?) 

3. I understand your building has selected Option [II] . Can you tell me about 
how the options were presented to you, and how that particular option 
was selected? 

4. What, if anything, have you heard about this process from others in this 
building? In other buildings? (Probe: What do you think makes it 
different in different buildings?) 

5. Let's talk for a minute about how this year's goal setting process differs 
from what you have done in previous years. (Probes: What has it been 
like for you? How could this be improved?) 

6. Think back on the SPLG goals you wrote earlier this year. Did the district 
mission statement and objectives play a role in your goal writing process? 

7. Compared to other staff development processes, do you think the SPLG 
process will lead to a greater level of accountability? How so/Why not? 

8. What kinds of administrative support have helped the SPLG process? 
What has hindered the process? 

9. Compared to the staff development process in previous years, how 
successful has the SPLG process been? What do you think are some of the 
factors contributing to its success or failure? How could it be improved? 

10. If you had two minutes alone with Mike Kramer for the sole purpose of 
discussing Hopkins staff development and the SPLG process, what would 
you say to him? 

11. Is there anything else you would like to add? Is there anything we have 
missed? 



AppendixB 



Summary of Staff Survey Data 
Epsilon Program 

May1998 

From a staff of approximately 30 (employees working 30 or more hours per 
week), a total of 19 completed surveys were returned to the Center for Applied 
Research and Educational Improvement (CAREI) from the Epsilon Program. 
Respondents have been working in their fields for one to 30 years (mean=16 years) 
and in the Hopkins School District for one to 29 years (mean=lO years). Fifteen 
females and four males completed the survey, and three of the respondents had 
been involved with the piloting of SPLG (known as SPIS). 

It should be noted that throughout this report, the percentage of responses 
reported are based on the number of responses available rather than on the total 
number of respondents, as some individuals left certain items blank. Following is a 
summary of the results, both quantitative and qualitative, generated from the 
surveys. 

Goal-Setting in General 

The first section of the questionnaire attempted to determine how Hopkins 
staff feel about the process of goal writing and the impact it has on their career, 
professional growth, and personal growth. 

1. I believe that setting Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 

measurable professional goals: Disagree Agree nor Agree 
Disagree 

is a worthwhile process in my 5.6 0.0 5.6 61.1 27.8 
profession. 
is something I take seriously. 5.6 0.0 16.7 50.0 27.8 
impacts my teaching, counseling, etc. 5.6 0.0 27.8 44.4 22.2 
impacts my professional growth. 5.6 0.0 22.2 50.0 22.2 
impacts my personal growth. 5.6 0.0 22.2 50.0 22.2 

The SPLG Process 

The next section of the survey dealt specifically with several aspects of the 
SPLG process, including its initiation, level of preparedness of staff, goal writing and 
review, district mission statement, and the individual vs. team options. 

2. Did you write SPLG goals this year? 

All 19 of the respondents acknowledged having written SPLG goals. 



2a. How many goals did you write this year? 
2b. What do you think would be an appropriate number of goals? 

The number of goals written ranged from 2 to 6, with the most common 
response being 3 (N=9). In terms of what this staff sees as an appropriate number of 
goals, these responses ranged from 0 to 4, with a mean of 2.4 goals. 

3. SPLG was initiated: Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree nor Agree 

Disagree 
with sufficient input from staff 15.8 31.6 31.6 15.8 5.3 
with adequate notice by administration. 0.0 26.3 52.6 15.8 5.3 

4. I was adequately Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 

informed/prepared: Disagree Agree nor Agree 
Disagree 

for implementing SPLG. 5.3 31.6 26.3 31.6 5.3 
for writing goal statements. 5.3 36.8 21.1 36.8 0.0 
for writing action steps. 5.3 36.8 31.6 26.3 0.0 
for writing measures. 5.3 36.8 26.3 31.6 0.0 

As a follow-up to the above questions about preparedness, respondents were 
then asked if they would like training in any of the areas listed. Three staff 
members acknowledged that they would, in fact, be interested in training in the 
following areas: writing goal statements (N=3), writing action steps (N=2), and 
writing measures (N=2). 

The next questions dealt with time allotted staff to write and review /update 
their goals, as well as respondents' beliefs about SPLG as a professional development 
and accountability tool. 

Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree nor Agree 

Disagree 
5. I was provided time to write goals. 10.5 21.1 0.0 47.4 21.1 
6. I have been provided time to 5.3 15.8 5.3 52.6 21.1 
review/update KOals. 
7. SPLG is an effective tool for 21.1 15.8 26.3 26.3 10.5 
professional development. 
8. SPLG is an effective tool for 29.4 17.6 17.6 23.5 11.8 
accountabilitv. 

The last questions in this section inquired about how often respondents 
thought about their goals throughout the year, how much effort they put into 
achieving their goals, and their level of familiarity with the district mission 
statement and objectives. 



9. 1 have thought about my goals: 

Never Only when reviewing them Often in the back of my mind 
alone or with my team 

5.6 44.4 50.0 

10. How would you describe the level of effort you put forth zn working toward your 
goals? 

Respondents were asked to circle one number on a scale that ranged from 1 
(No effort) to 5 (A tremendous amount). While answers ranged from 1 to 5, the 
most common responses were 3 and 4. 

1 2 3 4 5 
(No effort) (A tremendous amount) 

5.3 26.3 31.6 31.6 5.3 

11. How familiar are you with the district mzsszon statement and objectives? 

Know it verbatim Could paraphrase /Know Don't know /remember it 
main idea 

5.3 78.9 15.8 

Options - Individual vs. Team (Questions 12-13) 

Eighty-nine percent of the respondents reported that they had been aware of 
the options available through SPLG. Those who were aware of the options were 
then asked if they had been satisfied with them (82.4% answered "yes") and if they 
had gotten the option they wanted (88.2% indicated that they had). One staff 
member who answered "no" to the latter question added, "Wanted to work 
individually, but the school apparently voted to work in teams and so I had to be 
part of a team." Finally, all individuals were queried as to whether they had 
ultimately worked individually (0%) or on a team (89.5%). It should be noted that 
two respondents (10.5%) reported having worked both individually and on a team. 

Individual Option (Questions 14-16) 

One of the two respondents who had worked individually (as well as on a 
team) offered an explanation for this decision: "I had an individual goal that could 
not be team related." 

Next, those who worked individually were asked whether they had shared 
and/or reviewed their goals with a colleague (both had done so) and with an 
administrator (one answered "yes," while the other left this item blank). 



Finally, these respondents were asked if they had monitored their own 
progress toward their goals and if so, how often they had done so. While both 
individuals reported having monitored their progress, only one specified how 
often, with "monthly." 

Team Option (Questions 17-22) 

Those who worked in teams were asked to describe their groups, in terms of 
the number of members and roles in the school. These staff members reported that 
their teams had from three to seven members, and were both homogeneous (e.g. "6 
teachers") and heterogeneous (e.g. "social worker, Title I tutor, paras, principal") in 
nature. 

18. My team members wrote: individual goals only/group goals only/a combination 
of individual and group goals. 

Individual goals only Group goals only A combination of individual 
and group goals 

22.2 11.l 66.7 

Most of the respondents (73.7%) indicated that their teams had reviewed goals 
during the year, and that this had occurred "once or twice" or "when applicable ." 
Asked if they were planning to review their goals at the end of the year, 83.3% of the 
staff answered "yes." 

21. Being on a team: Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree nor Agree 

Disagree 
was not worthwhile. 10.5 36.8 26.3 15.8 10.5 
was helpful in terms of providing 5.3 10.5 15.8 47.4 21.1 
support. 
held me more accountable for my goals. 15.8 15.8 42.l 15.8 10.5 
made me more likely to accomplish my 5.6 5.6 44.4 33.3 11.1 
;;;oals. 

Finally, people who had worked on teams were offered the opportunity to 
comment further on the team process. Six valid responses were written in this 
section, with all but one being positive in nature: 

• "The team really accomplished nothing. People really didn't want to be there 
because everyone already has a heavy enough work load." 

• "It was a goal that this team has had for years and SPLG allowed us to implement 
it with administrative support." 

• "Enjoyable - talked about issues, which we usually don't have time to do." 



• "It did give me the opportunity to get feedback on how others felt about a variety 
of issues and what they were doing in their classroom." 

• "Lots of sharing and discussing of relevant issues related to our topic(s)." 

• "I received much valuable input from other team members. I enjoyed the time 
we spent together." 

SPLG in General (Questions 23-24) 

All respondents were asked to specify which choice (individual or team) they 
anticipated making for next year. Some difference was found between which option 
they chose this year and which they would prefer next year. As noted earlier, the 
breakdown this year was: 0 individual/17 team/2 both, while the choices this staff 
would make for next year were: 3 individual/9 team/3 both/2 not sure. 

The final question on the survey asked respondents what, if anything, they 
would need in the way of support in order for the SPLG process to be successful. 
One individual took this opportunity to share the belief that it is a "waste of time, 
more stuff to do, no time allowed to it, another 'chore'," while another wrote that 
participation should be "optional." 

Of the remaining nine responses, one spoke generally of "administrative 
support," while another staff member wanted to "touch base regularly with 
administration." It was also suggested that the "opportunity for direct feedback" 
would be helpfut although it was not specified from whom this should come. 
"Time" and "money" were both included as necessary in the way of support for this 
process. One individual expressed the need for "more information on the rationale 
and purpose for the SPLG program and expected outcomes/benefits." Other 
recommendations included, "For it to be designed and driven by teacher and 
support staff as opposed to administrative tool," and, "Much more productive if not 
mandated .. . This is a necessity in our profession." 
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I. Introduction_ 

Hopkins Public Schools 
SPLG Phase 2: Action Research 

GUIDE TO IMPLEMENTATION 

Purpose of SPLG and Its Relationship to the District Mission and Strategic Plan 

The Staff Personal Learner Goal System (SPLG) has everything to do with your direct participation in 
achieving the Hopkins School Districts mission and carrying out its strategies. 

As you know, the Districts mission is to 
"instill each learner with a passion for learning and a commitment to reach ones potential throughout life by 
creating participatory learning experiences that are challenging, relevant, and dynamic." 

Further, one of the Districts objectives, as stated in the strategic plan, is 
"Each learner will develop and achieve personal learning goals that are relevant and challenging." 

The mission and objectives intend that every individual associated in any way with the District is one 
of those "learners" who has a passion for learning and a commitment to reach ones potential and participate in 
learning experiences. Your role as a staff member is especially critical: -

You are a role model for students, parents, and community members. 
No matter what your job, you are directly or indirectly involved in helping our students learn and reach 

their potential. 

Since your role is so important, one of the Districts strategies for achieving the mission concerns staff 
development. SPLG responds to portions of the staff development strategy regarding staff core 
·ompetencies, planning for individual development, performance feedback, and peer coaching. 

Simply stated, 
SPLG is a self-directed. ~oal oriented process to enhance staff members own professional perfonnance. 
The goals are measurable, and they are relevant to and aligned with the District mission and strategies and 
with site-level and job-specific plans and priorities. 

SPLG is not ••• 
judgmental. 
a third party evaluation and critique. 
a comparison of people. 
a fault finding exercise. 
a one-time exercise. 

SPLG and the Districts Personnel System 

SPLG is ••• 
an objective review of performance to stated goals. 
self-evaluation and peer support and review. 
comparison of your performance against your own goals. 
a way to build on strengths and identify improvement needs. 
an ongoing process for staying at the top of your game. 

SPLG is designed to carry out the developmental mode of the staff development program adopted in 1989. It 
does nm. change the Districts current probationary and administrative mode procedures an~ 
policies. Furthermore, administrators and others having supervisory duties are still responsible for addressing 
substandard performance, behavior problems, violations of policies and regulations, and other related issues. 

A Brief History of SPLG 
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C. Soliciting supervisory and/or collegial support and input relative to your goals and your progress 
toward achieving the1::-i . 

D. Accountability for performing your goals and documenting your progress 

ELEMENT A: 
Setting Measurable Goals and Writing a Professional Growth Plan 

What is a Professional Growth Plan and What Types of Goals Does It Contain? 

SPLG requires you to create a Professional Growth Plan. That plan. recorded on a simple form, consists of 
specific, measurable goals that will help you grow, especially in relation to your job responsibilities. student 
learning, and the goals and strategies of your District/site/department. 

These goals are different from work plans and objectives which concern the job tasks you need to accomplish. 
Instead, the goals in your Professional Growth Plan consist of selected growth opportunities that will enhance 
your peifonnance and competencies in specific areas. They are your personal learner goals--they stretch you 
beyond simply doing your job to peifonning it even better and to learning new skills and information. 

Build on your strengths and manage your weaknesses. 

Your Professional Growth Plan contains three types of goals. The goals must reflect your priorities as they are 
relevant to and aligned with 

District mission and strategies, and/or 
site-level objectives and tactics, and/or 
job-specific plans, competencies (such as teacher core competencies,) or standards. 

The three types of goals are the following: 

• Professional perfonnaoce ~oa}s. These goals have to do with work outcomes you would like to 
attain or strengthen. Accomplishment of these goals will result in higher peiformance in selected 
areas of your job. For example, a classroom teacher might set a professional performance goal to 
engage a higher percentage of students in classroom discussions or to improve average overall scores 
in students reading comprehension tests. In other examples, a school nutrition employee might set a 
professional performance goal to decrease the average time required to perform a standard food 
preparation step, and a school secretary might set a professional performance goal to simplify the 
morning attendance reporting procedure. In each of these examples, the goal stretches the staff 
member beyond simply doing the job. 

• Professional self-development ~oals. These goals encourage attainment of new skills, competencies. 
or knowledge pertinent to ones profession. These goals often are directly related to professional 
perfonnance goals. Referring to the examples above. the teacher who set the goal to engage more 
students in discussion might set a self-development goal to attend a seminar to learn new techniques 
for facilitating discussion. The school nutrition specialist might set a self-development goal to contact 
colleagues in other buildings to learn the preparation techniques they use. The secretary might set a 
self-development goal to attend a process improvement techniques seminar. 

• Personal wwth ~oa}s. These goals may or may not have direct relevance to professional 
peifonnance but they have to do with your development and growth as a person. These goals might 
be related to health and well-being. They might have to do with time management or attaining balance 
in your life. They might have to do with intellectual stimulation or community service. 

Again, all goals must be related to District mission and strategies, site-level objectives, and/or job-specific 

Rev. 8/97 



I 

I 

I 

I 

structure supervisor meetings. However, this section will be helpful for team model 
participants. 

'"=.ach .Participant in the team model will be a member of a three-to-six person team of peers and colleague ~. The 
1uestions and answers here provide guidelines on how to establish and benefit from participation on a team. 

The team concept 
Q: What is the purpose of teams in the context of this SPLG system? 
A: SPLG teams offer their members mutual support related to members professional growth plans and 
goals. Team members help one another with such things as 

- preparing Professional Growth Plans 
- writing goals 
- determining ways to measure goal achievement 
- gathering feedback data 
- reviewing progress toward meeting goals and reviewing and discussing each others 

progress 
- observing or reviewing one anothers work performance when asked to do so 
- providing suggestions and feedback when asked to do so 
- celebrating successes and offering congratulations and support as appropriate 

Q: Can my team have one or more goals as a team? 
A: Yes, it. is possible that some teams, especially work-alike teams, would have one or more goals in 
common However, remember that the purpose of SPLG is individual professional growth. If your team 
has goals, they must be shared goals .that meet mutual needs for all members Professional Growth Plans. 

Q: Can my team work on problem solving? 
A: Yes. But again, keep in mind that the teams purpose is to support the professional growth of team 
members. If the problem(s) to be solved directly relate to a members professional performance, goals. or 
growth needs, then problem solving is certainly appropriate. However, should problems or improvement 
opportunities arise that are not directly related to your SPLG team, then a different team should be used for 
that purpose. 

Forming your team 
Q: How are teams formed? 
A: Team members self-select. 

Q: Who should be on my team? 
A: Team members must be people who feel comfortable with one another and who trust each other to give 
honest, intelligent insights and help with Professional Growth Plans and goals. These people are most 
often peers, but they could also be any people from your site or work group who know each other through 
their work. Some teams might also be natural work groups, provided the mutual trust level is high. 

Q: How many people should be on a team? 
A: Teams should consist of a minimum of three to a maximum of fil:?mil six people. 

How teams function 
Q: How often should my team meet? . 
A: Your team is encouraged to meet monthly at times available to all members. The first meeting should 
be dedicated to Professional Growth Plan preparation and the last one to reviewing end-of-term progress 
and making preliminary plans for the next goal setting cycle. Meetings in between can cover a variety of 
topics relative to helping each other assess, meet, and measure goals. 

Q: Who will be my team's leader? 
A: Teams don't necessarily need formal leaders. In some cases -- for example, a natural work group 
team like an entire department- the person who is already the ranking member may be designated as the 
leader. However, regardless of whether your team has a leader, someone must take responsibility for 
certain necessary functions like 
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Your supervisor is as involved as you both mutually wish. 
SPLG is not an evaluative process. It does not require your supervisor to observe your work (although you may 
still wish to request that) nor to write a performance evaluatirin. But SPLG does not preclude a close working 
""lationship with your supervisor. If you enjoyed such a relationship in the past, together with meaningful 
.1scussions of your work and your challenges, SPLG does not change that. 

The portfolio: a way to help track your progress. 
The SPLG system recommends that each staff member maintain a portfolio. A portfolio is your collection of data. 
records, work examples, articles and reference material, personal notes, etc. that help you document your 
progress and learn. It also serves as a place to file your Professional Growth Plan. Again, the contents of 
your portfolio are personal and confidential. You are not required to show it to anyone unless you 
choose to do so. 

IV. Role of Supervisory People in a Self-Directed, Peer Supported System 

Providing leadership in a system like SPLG presents new challenges that extend far beyond simply receiving. 
reviewing, and filing each of their staff members Professional Growth Plans. When staff members assume greater 
accountability for their own performance and development, the role of supervisory personnel changes. 
Supervisory people are still responsible for addressing substandard performance, behavior problems, violations of 
policies and regulations, and other related issues. 

These leaders find themselves spending more time 
• supporting and evaluating new staff members; 
• visioning and setting overarching goals; 
• serving as communications links; 
• creating an environment that fosters honest self-evaluation; 
• engaging staff more frequently in conversations around curriculum, instruction. and assessment 

(e.g. standards and student work) 
• coaching and encouraging people; and 
• providing recognition and positive feedback for achievement. 

V . Other Resources for Participants and Their Teams 
(To be compiled) 
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PASSION FOR LEARNING .. . LEARNING FOR LIFE 

Administrative Services 

DATE: June 11, 1998 

TO: Dr. Michael Kremer and the Members of the School Board 

FROM: Tim Rummel 

RE: Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals System 
(SPLG) during 1997-98 

Background: 
The Staff Personal Learner Goal System has been developed in response to the 
District Strategic Plan. Early in 1996 a representative task force of district 
employees began to address the issue of improving student learning through a 
system of staff performance improvement. 

This task force worked with over 100 staff members during the 1996-97 school year 
to develop the Staff Performance Improvement System (SPIS) that focused on 
individual growth plans, collection of feedback from many sources, formation of 
teams of peers and creation of portfolios to help track progress toward goals. 

In June of 1997 the steering committee of the task force recommended continuing 
the process for 1997-98 with an action research phase that is now called the Staff 
Personal Learner Goals System to align it with the Personal Learner Goals 
Objective of the Strategic Plan. 

The following report summarizes activities at each site during the 1997-98 school 
year, and also provides a summary of plans for 1998-99. This report then serves 
as a progress report on 1997-98 and a proposal for implementation in the coming 
year. 

Report on 1997-98: 
There are two important issues related to SPLG that continue to require our 
attention: 
1. Providing a system and environment that supports the professional 

performance of staff members in alignment with district and site/program 
priorities. (There are currently four options available in SPLG system) 

2. Providing a system that assures that the principal (or appropriate 
supervisor) is accountable for the performance of staff members who 
are not meeting district performance expectations. (The administrative 
mode is available and used in these situations.) 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Eisenhower Elementary 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
Eisenhower staff members elected, with strong urg ing of the principal , to do team 
goals for the 97-98 school year. All teaching teams, and Resource teams (Special Ed ., 
Challenge , Speech, Media, etc .) took part in this. The goals centered around three 
areas: 
1. Implement the Standards and personal Learner Goals at Eisenhower and pilot the 

Student Ach ievement Reporting project schoolwide. 
2. We will monitor, review and improve opportunities for parent involvement. 
3. We will implement the Ethical Behaviors Strategy and incorporate the Ethical 

Behaviors into the classroom and teamwork. 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
We learned that working on three goals was enough. We had to tie our goals to our 
actual work. The school was able to accomplish all three, but we did not pay enough 
attention to the goals as we would have liked. The implementation of the Standards 
and the Student Ach ievement Pilot took lots and lots of time. The staff was very 
pleased however, to have taken on the pilot, as we look towards implementing 
Standards. I th ink the staff did a superb job, because we were used to using goal 
setting here at Ike and have been using the concept for 10 years. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998-99: 
Rosemary Lawrence will be setting the future direction of SPLG 98-99. I would 
suspect that her goals will be shaped by her work with the staff over time. 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Gatewood Elementary _School 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
I reviewed the SPLG concept at staff meetings prior to initiating the SPLG system. 
Staff was given the choice of goal setting with a team or individually. 

Because it was similar to the PLG process we were using with students and their 
parents, I considered it a valuable process for staff to experience in the same way. The 
SPLG form was fash ioned after that process. 

One of our staff meetings devoted time to the task of actual ly filling out the form then 
and there. 

I co llected the forms from each staff member. I reviewed the forms, signed them and 
returned a copy to the staff member. 

In May, I scheduled time with staff to review the qoals. Some staff met with me as a 
team. Most met with me individually. 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
Based on the survey done by CAREi, staff reported not having enough information 
about writing goals. Th is will be more clear now that they have participated in the 
process. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998-99: 
We will be using the same process. Staff will be notified of the process at staff 
meetings and in the bulletin. They will be fil ling out the forms at a staff meeting in 
September. 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Glen Lake Elementary School 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
Glen Lake established teacher study groups that focused on professional 
reflection on practice through shared conversations. The groups 
studied instructional practices that focused on the broad goal of 
improving instructional practices. The participants determined 
specific goals and strategies, participated in discussions on selected 
readings. established practices to try in the classroom. and evaluated 
impact of these practices. Generally groups met every four to six 
weeks for a two hour peiiod. 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
Benefits reported by the participants include: 
•Time to reflect on and discuss with colleagues the broad issues of 

education. 
•A broadened knowledge of inquiry based learning. 
•A rewarding professional exchange. 
•New innovative techniques. 
•Time to share a broad spectrum of expeiience and information. 
•Produced a learning tool for use with students. 
•Provided discussion on how we can impact our school positively. 
•Reflection on interesting and pertinent educational topics. 
•An awareness of a variety of programs that exist to encourage more 

reading success. 
•Discussed ideas and strategies with others that had the same issues. 
•Time to discuss issues in education. 
•Various educational topics discussed such as learning styles and brain 

research. 
•Received ideas and input from teachers having more expeiience. 
•Provided a purpose to read. review. and discuss new teaching 

strategies. 
•Opportunity to learn new ideas and strategies. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998-99: 
Glen Lake will continue Teacher Study Groups next year. In addition 
individual staff members will develop individual goals and meet with 
the principal at the beginning and the end of the year to discuss the 
goals and progress. 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Tang len Elementary School 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
All staff members serving in certified positions, as well as all others working th irty 
hours a week or more, participated in the SPLG process. Of the 118 employees at 
Tanglen, 72 staff members participated in SPLG . Of those, 23 participated as a team 
and 49 met individually with me. All participants set goals in the fall and worked on 
them throughout the year. Support was provided at their request, including the 
allocation of staff development dollars. Th is spring they followed up with written or oral 
presentations on their progress. All indicated that they plan to continue next year in 
the same arrangement as this year. 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
I have not yet received our feedback from CAREi. Overall, my impression is that staff 
have not found th is to be very different from past practice . They worked towards goals 
and were very successfu l in meeting them. Some people really stretched themselves, 
others took small, less risky steps. Next year I will encourage a little more risk for all of 
them. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998-99: 
At this time our plans are to continue with the same basic design. I will be asking each 
staff member to personally identify two goals that align with our site strategic planning 
efforts. I will also encourage them to build feedback into their plan. In accomplishing 
these, we will move forward in a major way. 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Hopkins West Junior High School 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
For the 1997-98 school year, staff chose a combination of the traditional West 
co llegial observation plan and the SPLG team approach. All staff participated in goal 
setting. 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
The majority of the West staff chose the traditional collegial observation method of 
professional growth. The results of the CAREi study indicated that those who 
participated on a SPLG team found the process to be supportive. Time was the key 
factor which impacted the degree of satisfaction of those participating on a SPLG 
team. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998·99: 
After reviewing the information from the CAREi study, the WJH Staff Development 
Committee will recommend to staff that during the 1998-99 school year we continue 
with the choice plan. Staff will again have the option of participating in the traditional 
collegial observation model or participating on an SPLG team. In order to address the 
time factor, those participating on SPLG teams will be given up to four hours of time to 
conduct team meetings outside of the school day. Up to two hours of time will be given 
to pairs choosing the collegial observation model. All staff will again be expected to 
submit goals that are aligned with the building site plan or the District's Strategic Plan. 
In addition, staff wi ll be asked to identify other ways in which the Staff Development 
Committee can assist in better facilitating professional growth . 



Report on Implementation of Staff Personal Learner Goals 

Epsi lon/Delta/Omeg.on 

Implementation for 1997-98: 
Epsilon staff used the team approach and formed special interest groups. Each SPLG 
team chose a focus topic that had a direct re lationship to the strategic plan . Staff 
members then signed up for their preferred SPLG choice. Topics included were : 
student transition, character development, physical wellness, multicu ltural awareness . 

What did we learn about implementation of SPLG during 1997-98? 
We learned that staff appreciated having regular staff time allocated to SPLG . We also 
learned that we have a very creative staff as evidenced by some of the unusual and 
dynamic SPLG activities that emerged. By working together and sharing ideas, staff 
overall morale increased significant ly. 

Plans for implementation of SPLG during 1998·99: 
Our staff unanimously agreed to use the same system next year. A new focus group 
will be added to deal specifically with the implementation of the graduation standards. 


