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This study investigated planning affairs performance of Suksasongkraw Chiang Mai
School, Mae Rim District, Chiang Mai Province. Population undcr study comprised 48 subjects
who were director, assistant dircctors, division heads, academic section heads and head of school
planning scction from the previous mentioned school in the 2003 academic year : Instrument used
was a questionnaire with items asking abouii essentials of the topic. Collected data were then
analyzed through applications of percentage and frequency.

The findings were summarized as follows :

In on overall picture. mast respondents expressed that the school did supervise, direct,
follow-up, evaluate and revise plan less than the stages of planning preparation, plan
implementation, detailing of plan, analyzing current situations and problems, and making school
plan, respectively. As for problems found; they were : school lacked of systematic information
system, time limitation, personncl lacked of knowledge and understanding of plan and did not see
its importance, lacked of cooperation 1n the making of plan, task performance did not work out
according to the set plan, and unclear schedule for tasks to be performed. Moreover, the making
of plan and supervision activities—supcrvising, directing, following-up, and evaluating were
unsystematic. The results of the evaluation were not used in the performed task development and

improvement. In contrast, recomimendations were in reverse of the problems mentioned above.





