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Abstract

Schools and school districts have functioned for too long on the premise that they
have a clear understanding of the quality of their graduates. Traditional methods
for measuring the effectiveness of education relied too heavily on standardized
test scores. The production of annual school and district profiles is an ongoing
commitment in the Grande Prairie Public School District. The profiles provide
interested stakeholders with current and valuable data not only to judge the heaith
of their educational system, but also to identify specific areas in need of attention.
Annual feedback allows schools to measure progress or the effect of their efforts
to improve areas of education. This feedback enables schools and school districts
to become more efficient and effective in delivering education to their clientele.
A more effective and efficient educational system, as icentified by stakeholders,
will result in a positive educational experience for all.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Grande Prairie Public School District No. 2357 prides itself on being one of the
educational leaders in the province. The school district has developed many unique
and innovative programs and schools over the past years. It was in keeping with this
spirit of leadership that we embraced the concepi of quality education, accountability
to our public, and the provincial Educational Quality Indicators Initiative. The
Grande Prairie Quality Indicators study has been a grass roots initiative from the
development of local educational indicators in year one to the productlon andplanned
use of annual profiles in year three.

Grande Prairie Public School District No. 2357 operates ten schools in the city of
Grande Prairie and had an enrollment of 4,785 students in September 1992. Five of
the present schools are elementary schools, one is a K - 8 school, one is a junior high
school, one is a composite senior high school and one is a K - 9 school that offers
programs and services to multi-handicapped children and 350 children in regular
school classes. A court school is also operated by the district under a contract with
the Solicitor General. Extensive special education services are offered by the district
including programs for gifted and talented students.

Rationale

The Grande Prairie Public School District became involved with the three year
Educational Quality Indicators study specifically to meet four educational goals.
First, the district was interested in developing a set of indicators of educational
quality that reflect the views of the local stakeholders of education. Second, the
district wanted to report the comparative results of the local indicators in an annual
document which would reflect the quality of education within our district. The third
local goal was the development of a process to use the annual reports to plan
educational improvement within the district. The final goal was to test the indicators
and processes in another school district to test their transferability.

Purpose

The Educational Quality Indicators Project was designed to identify, measure and
reporton theindicators of quality education as defined by our educational stakeholders
in the Grande Prairie Public School District. During the three years of the project,
contact was made with approximately 4,000 educational stakeholders in the city. The
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contact made with stakeholders provided the project team with the indicators used and
also the level of stakeholder satisfaction with these indicators. The projectdeveloped
measures for all the identified indicators that span the cognitive, affective and
behavioural domains. The annual reports on the indicators and their measures will
provide stakeholders with historical data on which to assess and improve education
in the city schools.

Assumptions

Two assumptions were made at the onset of the project. The first was that educational
stakeholders wanted and needed data which they could understand and which, they
agreed, reflected the educational health of their schools and their school district.
During the interview process in the first year of the study, the project team found this
‘assumption to be correct. All stakeholder groups expres sed confusion and frustration
with the use of standardized tests as the only indicators of student success in schools.
They expressed a strong desire touse other measures which more clearly reflected the
success of schools and their students.

The second assumption was that the existing stakeholders did not have a clear
understanding of the presenteducational system and how itperformed. This assumption
was also reinforced when the team interviewed stakeholders who did rot have direct
contact with the school system. The general public and parents seemed to base many
of their views on :he system they encountered when they were students in‘school. It
was also apparent to the team that the employees and students did not have a clear

understanding of the educational system or product beyond their own school
building.

Definitions

In working with stakeholders to improve education, all terminology was clearly

defined. The project team adopted the Oakes’ (1986) definition of an educational
indicator:

A statistic about the educational system, thatreveals something about
its performance or health. An indicator has a reference point. The
reference point may be a previous value, the value of a comparison
group, or some socially determined standard. An indicator should
provide at least one of the following:

+ information about the education system’s performance.
« features of the sysiem known to be linked to desired outcomes.
+ central features of the system.
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s potential or existing problem areas.
« information that is policy relevant. (Oakes, p 1-2)

Stakeholders of the Grande Prairie school district are defined as any person or group
who: receives the educational product through instruction; uses the facilities or
resources of the district; works for the district; or hires or further educates the students
of the district. There are four types of stakeholders:

Parents or guardians who currently have children attending schools in the
district.

Students who are currently enrolied in courses offered by the Grande Prairie
Public School District.

Staff are employees of the district.

Public taxpayers are stakeholders who do not have children attending public
schools yet contribute financially through local taxes.

Annual profiles are the documents published by the schools and the school district
reflecting the results of the annual data on the educational indicators. There are two
types of annual profiles, comprehensive and public.

Comprehensive district profiles are the annual documents thatreporton allthe
indicators identified by the stakeholders. This document is housed at the
chool district office and the information is available to the public.

Comprehensive school profiles are the annual documents that report on allthe
indicators identified by stakeholders that reflect on the educational health of
the specific school producing the report.

Public school profiles are approximately four to eight pages in length that
report annually on areas of the school’s performance.

Public district profiles are documents that report to the public on the annual
operation of the school district.

Profiles for Quality Education 3 GPSD #2357




Design

The project team used three simple questions to guide its research in developing
profiles for quality education:

Who wants to know”’
What do they want to know?
How do we report what they want to know?

The problem was not only to identify quality indicators, but also to develcp a method
to measure the indicators and, finally, to report the results so that stakeholders could
understand and use the information to improve education in our school district.
Particular attention was given to the Grande Prairie scene to determine what is
feasible for Alberta practice. The “feeling” of the city was taken from stakehclders
who have a primary interestindetermining the effectiveness of schouls. Anexploratory
type of research was employed.

The primary challenge of the project team at the beginning of the project centred on
the lack and accessibility of educational data in the district. Any attempts to repost
on the educational health of the district were simply puk'ications that were accessible
to the producers of the specific report. Errors in judgement were frequently made
about what the intended audience wanted to know and what the data actually
represented. A greatdeal of lautude was demonstrated in the intexpretation of the data
that resulted in confusion and eventual discarding of the data orthe report. The project
team also assumed that the educators and parents wanted feedback that was both
meaningful to them and presented in a format that they could easily understand. The
team was confident that the stakeholders could plan effective improvement in their
schools if they were given solid data from which to begin. The final challenge for the
team was to develop a system of collecting and reporting data that was not overly
intrusive to the educational process and thus cumbersome and ineffective. The
Grande Prairie School District has an urgentneed for accurate data from which to plan
its educational goals. The school district is continually required to make decisions on
education with adecreasing economic base. Itis essential that the basis on which these
decisions are made is solid and long lasting.

The project was designed in three main phases which involved the development of
stakeholder generated indicators, researching collection and reporting methods .nd
finally, the use of the information to plan school improvement. The detailed design
of the project is outlined in chapter 3.

12
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Chapter 2

Related Literature

Therelated literature on effective schools, high performance schoots, quality education,
quality management, leadership and accountability, provided the research team with
many questions regarding school effectiveness.

Methodology

The team reviewed literature by educational researchers such as Edmonds (1978),
and Brookover & Lizotte (1977) on measuring school effectiveness. The related
literature on effective schools, high performance schools, quality education, and
accountability, provided the researchers with many questions on the reporting of
school effectiveness (Frederick, 1987). The development of the strategy for the
Grande Prairie Pubiic School District study involved looking at various projects
conducted in the United States (Codianni & Wilbur, 1983). This research provided
a basis for understanding the work that had been done in the area of school
effectiveness and quality indicators. The team established a method for measuring
the quality indicators of the Grande Prairie Public School District as defined by the
tarecied stakeholders. There were many established instruments and methods that
had already been employed by educational researchers in their attempts {0 define
criteria for measuring educational quality. For example, the Austin Independent
School District (1987) cited indicators such as student achievement, college bound
students, student diversity, basic skills, attendance and dropoutrates in comparing the
effectiveness of their district with other districts. The review of the literature on
quality indicators gave the project team an understanding of what to look for and
provided a strategy to obtain the necessary data. Baker (1987) provided the project
team with additional cautions in developing the methodology of the study,

... these measures must first serve the interests of students and improve
their schools. We must overcome the habit of preparing measures for
the convenience of test developers, administrators, legislators, or
even teachers. Rather, we nee to consider the impact of ourapproaches

to assessing educational effectiveness on our current students. (Baker,
1987, p. 38)

The school profiles involve similar planning with the school administration and th:
school stakeholders. Mann (1990) strongly supported the thrust of stakeholder
involvementin determining the data and actiois required for educational improvement:
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Give teachers and school administrators some breathing room amongst
the regulations controlling schooling, and they’l1 be freer to do their -
jobs better. Students will learn more, teacher morale will pick up,
education will work again. Rid education of the countless hours and

paperwork involved in accumulating data that no one cares about or
no one needs ...

The overlooked element is getting the most from existing conditions.
(pp. 27-28)

The research method employed by the project team was guided by the words of Ary,
Jacobs and Razavich, (1972):

We contend that any dissatisfaction encountered among clients
“deprived” of a new program is a drop compared with the flood of
dissatisfaction from taxpayers who discover that millions have been
spent on programs that lacked a well planned method for determining
whether the programs actually accomplished anything or not. (p. 318)

Stephen R. Covey (1991) also reinforces the direction of the quality indicators study
with the following comments: '

The main reason for assessing human resources and for setting up
stakeholder information systems is to deal more effectively with
people - with your employees and with your other stakeholders. The
classic problem-solving pfocess involves eight steps:

Gather data

Diagnose data

“elect and prioritize your objectives

Create and analyse alternatives

Select one of them (make a decision)

Plan the action steps to carry out that decision
Implement the plan '

® NN R R

Study the results against the objectives

Then it’s back to step one. (p. 229)

14
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Accountability

The research team believed educators have relied too heavily on the results of
standardized tests as the main source of feedback on the quality and effectiveness of
the educational process. Baker (1987) states:

Outcomes like student achievement test scores, college admission
rates, or dropout figures represent the easy part of indicators. Quality
indicators should alsc take into account input variables and measures
of process. (Baker, 1987, p. 37)

She commented that:

“Achievement testing will not go away, and for good reason. Students
and, by implication, the schools to which they go must be held
accountable for teaching students and attempting to measure what
they have learned . (p. 28)

Quality

A quality indicator has been well defined in the earlier review. More recent authors
have expressed opinions and direction in the definition of the term ‘quality’.

Quality is a concept that has become prevalent in the late '80s and '90s. It is of critical
importance that educators understand fully the concept of quality when embarking on
a plan to measure and improve quality within their systems. Crosby outlined five
erroneous assumptions regarding quality: To understand quality, in the most
practical terms, it is necessary that we deal with five erroneous assumptions that are
held by most management individuals.

“These assumptions cause most of the communication problems
between those who want quality and those who are supposed to effect
it.” (Crosbv, 1980)

“The first erroneous assumption is that quality means goodness or
luxury, or shininess, or weight.” (p. 14)

In extending the first assumption into the educational arena, the term quality has
different meanings to different educators. The word quality is a cliche because each
listener assumes that the speaker means exactly what he or she, the listener, means by
the phrase. Crosby defines quality as:

Profiles for Quality Education 7 I b GPSD #2357




“That is precisely the reason we must define quality as ‘conformance
to requirements’ if we are to manage it. In business the same is true.
Requirements must be clearly stated so they canniot be misunderstood.
Measurements are then taken continually to determine conformance
to those requirements. The non-conformance detected is the absence
of quality. Quality problems become non-conformance problems, and
quality becomes definable.” (pp. 14-15)

Crosby continues:

“The secoud erroneous assumption is that quality is an intangible and
therefore not measurable.”(p. 15)

This assumption has presented itself in the quality indicators study in the form of a
challenge from educators to measure affective and behavioural domains. If we agree
with the definition offered by Urosby, all domains can be measured in terms of
conformance to expectations. The entire thrust of the Grande Prairie study was to
establish the measures of the expectations and to then set standards of ‘conformance’
in all educational domains. Crosby captured the problems faced by educators trying
to implement quality in schools with this comment,

“Ignorance of this fact has lead many managements to dismiss quality
with a wave of the hand as something beyond handling. They are
thinking of quality as goodness and spend their time having emotional
Guscussions which make itimpossible for management to take specific,
logical actions {0 attain quality.” (p. 15)

Crosby’s comments can alsu be interpreted to support the development and use of
school and district profiles to report on the quality indicators,

“Measurement should be established both for measuring the overall
cost of quality and for determining the current status of specific
product or procedure compliance. These measurements should be
displayed forall to see, for they provide visible proof of improvement
and recognition of achievement. Measurement is very important.
People like to see results.” (p.16)

Although Crosby directed his remarks to a more general audience, it seems that their
relationship to education is more than coincidental.

16
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“The third erroneous assumption is that there is an “economics” of
quality. The most offered excuse managers have for not doing
anythingis that ‘ourbusinessis different”. The second is thateconomics
of quality won’t allow them to do anything. What they mean is they
can’t afford to make it that good. This, of course, is an indication that
they don’tunderstand quality and that they are just wishing you would
go away.” (p. 16)

Again, the relationship of the fourth erroneous assumption to education cannot be
ignored:

“The fourth assumption that causes problems is the one that says that
all problems of quality are originated by the workers, particularly those
in the manufacturing area. It is hardly possible to find a business
magazine that doesn’t have some sort of article about the falling
standards of workers and how lousy the quality is on the assembly line.”
(p.16)

Similarly in education, the quality of our graduates is seldom seen as a product of the
educational leadership and is seen more as a problem of the quality of students we
have to work with or the quality of the instructors we put before our students. Finally,
Crosby stated:

The fifth erroneous assumption is that quality originates in the quality
department. Unfortunately, most quality professionals feel that they
are responsible for quality in their company, so this assumption is
really entrenched. (p. 16)

Quality Education

We need to understand that quality education is not confined to one or two groups of
educational stakeholders but is in the interest of all stakeholders. The development of
indicator systems should not be mutually exclusive, but should extend to all
academic, technical and affective disciplines. Crosby commented on the three basic
forms of quality education:

1. Orientation to the concepts and procedures of quality; the

problems that have a harmful effect on the product; and the
expectations of the customer.

Profiles for Quality Education 9 1 GPSD #2357




2.  Direct skill improvement in such specific things as soldering,
bellhopping, computer programming, telephone handling,
procedure, writing, etc.

3. A continual low level but concentrated barrage of quality idea
communications to serve as reminders and conditioning to make
quality a thought always in everyone’s mind. Nothing flashy,
just positive ideas that are in good taste and current. (p. 68)

Edward Deming (1992) also offered thoughts in relation to education and quality
theory:

The firstrequisite for a good teacher is that he have something to teach.
His aims should be to give inspiration and direction to students for
further study. To do this, a teacher must possess knowledge of the
subject. The only operational definition of knowledge requisite for
teaching is research. (p. 173)

Deming also offered direction regarding the compatibility of quality management
and the service sector:

A system of quality improvement is helpful to anyone that turns out
a product or is engaged in service, or in research, and wishes to
improve the quality of his work, and at the same time increase his
output, all with less labour and at reduced cost. (p.183 )

He described the differences between manufacturing and the service industry:

An important difference is that a production worker in manufacturing
not only has a job: he is aware that he is doing his part to make
something that somebody will see, feel, and use in some way ... In
contrast, in many service organizations, the people that work there
only have a job. They are not aware that they have a product, and that
this product is service ... ( p. 188)

Quality Management
In his book ‘Quality without Tears’, Crosby (1984) offers thoughts on management

and quality improvement. “Management does not provide a clear performance
standard or definition of quality, so the employees each develop their own.” (p. 7).
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Crosby outlined characteristics of quality improvement initiatives that are not
successful. Quality improvement also has a profile. The companies that don’t get
much improvement, even though they appear to be determined, have common
characteristics:

- The effort is called a program rather than a process.
All effort is aimed at the lower level of the organization.
The quality control people are cynical.
Training material is created by the training function.
Management is impatient for results. (pp. 53-54)

AT A

In both his books, Crosby offered support and direction for the initiative of the Grande
Prairie Quality Indicators study:

Many quality improvement teams and, in fact, many companies are
very tentative about measurement. They look on it as the ultimate
hassle. However, the hassle comes from not having clear
measurements. It’s when no one can tell you how well you’re doing
that you get frustrated. Measurement is just the habit of seeing how
we're going along. Quality improvement teams struggle around this
subject quite a bit until it finally dawns on them that it is not up to them
to determine these measures. All work is a process; you can identify
the inputs to work whether you are a bank teller, a cement pourer or
a computer programmer. You receive inputs to your work from other
people, other functions, other suppliers. Then you apply your process
to it. Your job changes that input in some way, and that results in the
output. So you’ve got input, process and output. Each of these lends
itself to measurement, and any job can be measured by using that
simple pattern. We find that once working people at any level
understand this, they can easily create measurements for themselves
and help others create measurements. (pp. 108-109)

Reporting Methods
The establishmentof school and district profiles reporting annually on the stakeholder
indicators of quality is also supported by In Search of Excellence (Peters, &

Waterman, 1982) where Peters and Waterman speak of the relationship of motivating
subjects and the subjects’ self-perception.
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“Researchers studying motivation find that the prime factor is simply

the self-perception among motivated subjects that they are doing well.”
(p. 58)

The quote begs the questi~i, how do we know if we are doing well? According to
many authors on leadership, management and quality, the answer is by providing
subjects with meaningful feedback on which to judge their performance. Peters and
Waterman also suggest feedback need not be overwhelming:

“The way reinforcement is carried out is more important than the
amount. First, it ought to be specific incorporating as much information
content as possible. Second, reinforcement should have immediacy.”
(p.70)

The need to begin a school improvement or district improvement plan with measurable
indicators of quality is reinforced by the authors:

“The essential idea is to focus immediately on tangible results rather
than programs, preparations and problem solving as the first step in
launching performance improvement thruste.” (p. 149)

Peter Senge (1990) spoke of reinforcing and balancing as two types of feedback:

There are two distinct types of feedback processes: reinforcing and
balancing. Reinforcing (or amplifying) feedback processes are the
engines of growth ... Balancing (or stabilizing) feedback operates
whenever there is a goal oriented behaviour. (p. 79)

Stakeholder Participation

Comments by the authors also support the stakeholder generated indicators concept
implemented during year one of the study.

The bestoutside analysis of the close-to-the-customer-through-service
concept that we have come across is 2 1980 effort performed by Dinah
Nemeroff of Citibank. Nemeroff finds three principal themes in an
effective service organization (1) intensive, active involvement on
the part of senior management; (2) a remarkable people orientation;

and (3) a high intensity of measurement and feedback. (Peters &
Waterman, p. 165)
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Peters also states the need for stakeholderinvolvement in all stages of the improvement
initiative:

“In the private or public sector, in big business or small, we observe
that there are only two ways to create and sustain superior performance
over the long haul. First, take exceptional care of your customers via
superior service and superior quality. Second, constantly innovate.”
(Peters & Waterman, 1982, p. 4)

There’s no winning, no hope of constant improvement, for you or your
people, unless there is involvement. You must love (or learn to love)
what you do, or else excellence remains an elusive target. (p. 106)

Senge emphasized the importance of stakeholders holding a shared vision, “Shared

vision is vital for the learning organization because it provides the focus and energy
for learning.” (p. 206)

Deming (1992) supported the need for satisfaction surveys and communication
between stakeholders and the school districts:

Necessity to study the needs of the customer, and to provide service
to product, was one of the main doctrines of quality taught to Japanese
management in 1950 and onward. (p. 175)

Deming continued these comments,

Consumer research takes the pulse of the consumer’s reactions and
demands, and seeks explanations for the findings. (p.177)

Michael Fullan and Andy Hargreaves (1991) in their book What's Worth Fighting
For? captured the thrust of our study with the following comments:

Effective collaborations operate in the world of ideas, examining
existing practices critically, seeking better alternatives and working

hard together at bringing atout improvements and assessing their
worth. (p. 55)

The authors reviewed for this project share a common thought. Education and
educators must have meaningful data on which to plan and implement actions and
programs to meet the needs of today’s society.

6) -
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Chapter 3

Design

The project began with the identification of the stakeholders of education in the
Grande Prairie Public School District. The term stakeholder also had to be defined in
terms that enabled the team to target appropriate groups forinput. The second step was
to establish a method or strategy to identify the quality indicators of a healthy school
district as perceived by the stakeholders. In order to obtain quality information, the
stakeholders needed to be informed of the overall objectives of the Grande Prairie
project. The project team outlined the purpose and the direction of the study and
shared this with stakeholders during interviews. This information was presented to
each stakeholder group as an introduction to the sessions that were designed to obtain
their opinions on quality indicators of education for the district. After the intreduction
of the study, the stakeholders were asked to break into groups to brainstorm their
quality indicators of an effective school district. Using the listed items from the
brainstorming activity, the groups were asked to rate their indicators from most
important to least important. Once the groups listed their items in order of priority,
they shared their results with one another. During this phase of the project, the team
interviewed a large number of stakeholders. Table 1 outlines the types of stakeholders
contacted. The column entitled ‘Stakeholders’ represents the classification of
stakeholder groups, column twoentitled ‘Number’ presents the number of stakeholders
interviewed, ‘Population’ represents the total number of stakeholders in each
classification in the school district, % of Population’ reflects the percentage of
stakeholders contacted compared to the district’s actual population, and ‘% of
Participants’ indicates the percentage of type of stakeholders contacted compared to
the total number of participants in the survey.
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Table 1

Stakeholders Surveyed
September 1990 to May 1991

% of % of
Stakeholders Number Population Population Participants
Educators 242 270 90 13
Public 204 5,962 3 11
Parents 1,042 2,531 30 54
Students 319 4,700 7 17
Administrators 36 36 100 2
Support Staff g4 163 52 4
Total 1,927 14,662 12 101

The project team consisted of staff from the Grande Prairie Public School District
with one member representing each of the pilot schools chosen for the study. The pilot
schools consisted of the Grande Prairie Composite High School, Montrose Junior
High School, Crystal Park School (preschool to grade 9), and Hillside School (K- 6).
Crystal Park is a fully integrated regional school for handicapped children. One
project team member was chosen during the second year of the project to work with
the two pilot schools from a comparable school district, the County of Grande Prairie.
The two pilot schools in the County of Grande Prairie were Harry Balfour,a K -9
school, and Wembley Elementary, a K - 3 school. A steering committee provided
direction and feedback for the project team. Itincluded representatives from education,
parents, staff, business, industry and the general public.

The project identified four schools within the Grande Prairie Public School District,
two schools within the County of Grande Prairie and arandom sampling of the general
public as the study group for the satisfaction surveys. Parents, students and staff of
these schools were contacted during the initial implementation of the satisfaction
questionnaires. The completion of the project set the stage for all schoolsin the district
to develop and produce annual profiles that reflect the educational health of their
schools and their district for the 1992-1993 school year.

The project team contacted members of each stakeholder group and identiiied the

group’s consensus on indicators of quality education in the Gzande Prairie Public
School District. The Nominal Group Technique was »sed to rate each indiciitor

(7 ‘.
Profiles for Quality Education 15 ~ 3 GPSD #2357




identified through interviews. The indicators were groupea Oy the project team to
refiect all indicators within each indicator theme. There was no attempt to interpret
the indicators identified during the collection process; they were recorded into a data
base and a spreadsheet computer program. On completion of the data gathering phase,
the indicators were rated using two separate formats. The response scale represents
the results on a Likert scale that assigned a value of 5 for a first choice, 4 for a second
choice, 3 forathird choice, 2 fora fourth choice and 1 fora fifth choice; the frequency
scale is simply a compilation of the number of times a particular indicator was
identified during each group meeting. The indicators were then prioritized according
to the accumulated totals with separate lists for each scale. The project team decided
to use the frequency scale to determine the ranking of the indicators. Appendix A
provides information and ratings on each indicator identified by the stakeholders.
The second major activity was to cluster the identified indicators into categories to
_ narrow the focus and provide a more workable base to continue the study.

The indicators were separated into nine sections with lists as indicated in Appendix
B. The main indicator areas were further reduced to four main categories consisting
of indi~ators: student achievement, quality of instruction, climate and funding. All of
the previously identified indicators were accounted for in one of these four categories.

The team then developed methods of gathering and reporting annual data for all of the
indicators. This proved tc be the maor task during the second year of the project. The
indicators, the location of information, and the method of reporting on cach can be
seen in Table 2.

‘)
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Table 2

Quality Indicators
Indicator Measures Sources
Student Achievement
provincial achievement tests grades 3, 6 & 9 students
diploma exams grade 12 students
post graduate success graduate questionnaire
Canada Fitness Award medals count
teacher assigned mark marks table
affective eC acation programs, awards, particicipation
retention rates district statistics
attendance district statistics
School Climate
climate questionnaire
student morale questionnaire
staff morale questionnaire
turnover district statistics
behaviour district statistics
attendance district statistics
lates district statistics
expulsions district statistics
dropouts district statistics
/
Quality of Instruction
professional attributes personnel records
inservice budget expenditures
substitute days school reports
instructional methods site administrator
expectations school/district policy
monitoring site administrator
curriculum administrator
Funding
cost efficiency secretary-treasurer
staffing personnel officer
o=
20
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The stakeholders identified the following clustered indicators: climate, costs,
curriculum, instructional quality, classroom size, equity, discipline, attendance,
dropouts and student achievement. These indicators were grouped into four major
types: student achievement, school climate, quality of instruction, and funding.

Student Achievement - The project team identified six separate areas of student
achievement in the cognitive and affective domains.

1. The firstis the performance of students on standardized tests which include the
provincial achievement tests, diploma exams, and the Canada fitness test.

2. The second is tracking the success of senior high school graduates.

3.  Student self-esteem was among the most repeated concerns of stakeholders
during the first year of the study. The profiles address self-esteem by reporting
student responses on annual questionnaires.

4, Teacher assigned grades at the end of the school year are taken directly from
final reports at the school level. The information is used to chart student and
class achievement as children progress from grade to grade and year to year.

5. Affective outcomes have the schools reporting such indicators as student
participation, success experienced by school teams or groups, award winners,
and any other unique activities at the school level. Further criteria for reporting
on this area were established through meetings with the participating schools.

6. The final area is retention rates and student and staff attendance. The profiles
report days lost due toabsence of students and of teachers. Student attrition rates
from September to June are also recorded with specific reference to losses due
to moving, expulsion, dropouts and transfers.

School Climate - With the implementation of the annual stakeholder survey, schools
have yearly feedback on their school climate. Indicators of school climate are also
gathered from an examination of the school’s communication and public relations
plan. The profiles include information and statistics on the extracurricular programs
offered at the schools and the involvement of students, staff and parents.

Staff morale and staff turnover are also identified as indicators of the climate
of the schools. Positive and negative student behaviour, rates of expulsions,
suspensions, attendance and dropouts complete the picture of the school climate.

() - .
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Quality of Instruction - The project team identified five main categories fora school’s
quality of instruction.

1.  The professional attributes of the staff include the level of education of staff
members, whether they are teaching in their area of expertise or preference, and
the methods used by schools to evaluate instructors.

2.  Thereisan annual commentary on the inservice activities utilized by the district
staff.

3. The number of substitute days accumuiated by each school on an annual basis
is recorded. Instructional methods employed by the teachers is also identified
and reported annually.

4. A school’s expectations of its students and its monitoring process constitute the
fourth area.

5. Thecurriculumand the methods of evaluating studen's’ knywiedgeof curriculum
complete the feedback on quality of instruction.

Funding - Responsible managementof resources and expenditures was alsoidentified
as an indicator of the educational health of a school district. A complete report on the
effective use of educational dollars to provide the optimum program for Grande
Prairie studcats is issued by the school district annually. The format of the report on
funding includes annual costs for delivery of educational programs, staffing
expenditures, responses of stakeholders to educational costs, and future directions.

Satisfaction Survey

In order to receive annual feedback from our stakeholders, the project team explored
the use of satisfaction surveys to be compiled annually. Team members contacted
other school jurisdictions in Alverta that were using surveys as part of their planning
and design strategies. These contacts provided our team with a data base of questions
and surveys. The final survey questions and collection methods adopted by the team
had to meet certain criteria. Qur advisors warned us of the labour intensive concerns
when annually surveying stakeholders. Such surveys are usually intrusive to the
classroom teacher, labour intensive to compile and analyze and expensive to report
and produce. The development of the final survey methods and questions were
developed to addres«tizse concerns. The surveys will be rated annually to ensure the
concerns are continucusly addressed.

£7) P
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The intrusive nature of student surveys with the daily operations of the classroom
teacher was addressed using two strategies. The surveys were designed to allow
either an outside person or the classroom teacher to administer within twenty
minutes. The collection and scoring of the surveys does not involve or burden the
classroomteacher. The response of the teachers to the survey was positive in all cases
and the results of the surveys were of keen interest to the teachers involved.

The labour intensive concern was alleviated to alarge degree by the implementation
of computer technology in the scoring of all surveys. All survey responses were
scored on a Scantron computer score sheet by each survey participant. The two
exceptions to this .nethod were the K - 3 students and the public whose scores were
recorded by the telephone operators.

Finally, the concern regarding the analyzing and reporting of the data annually, was
addressed again by the utilization of computer technology. All of the data from the
surveys were recorded one time only into acomputer data base. The results were then
fed into software programs developed during the project term. The software support
allows for easy graphing, statistical analysis, comparisons and reporting of survey
results. As with most computer programs, once the initial labour has been completed,
it does not have to be repeated.

The project team designed a satisfaction survey using the indicators identified by the
stakeholder group. The questionnaire involved a high percentage of contact with each
stakeholder group. Students were used to distribute and collect the surveys from their
parents which resulted in a return rate of over 30%. The one exception to this method
for the parent stakeholders was at the Composite High School where we conducted
arandom telephone survey. The students and staff at the pilot schools were surveyed
through the use of their project team member. This method also provided the project
with a high return rate thatresulted in a decision to target all students and staff in future
surveys. The public stakeholder group was contacted using trained student interviewers
who conducted a random telephone survey. Contact was made with 176 or 3% of the

target population. The target populations and the return rates are presented in Table
3

‘)
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Chapter 4
School and District Profiles

The projectresulted in three major products. The first was the stakeholder satisfaction
survey questionnaires. These questionnaires were designed to obtain stakeholder
feedback on the four main indicator groups. The questionnaires were evaluated at the
end of each year to determine what changes need to be made for the next survey. The
questionnaires are displayed in Appendix D, Other useful products of the satisfaction
survey are the collection and the reporting methods. The surveys were delivered to
the schools where participants were asked to record their answers on a Scantron
computer score sheet. This method of collecting and recording the stakeholder
responses was determined by the team to be very successful. Two groups of
stakeholders did not fill out the computer score sheet directly. The general public was
contacted by trained student operators who recorded the responses on the computer
sheets. The parent stakeholders of the Composite High School were also contacted by
a trained survey operator. Students of the other pilot schools were asked to deliver
surveys to their parents directly; all survey sheets returned to the school in good
condition allowed the student’s name to be entered into a cash draw. This format for
returns was very successful at the junior high school level. Another subsequent
product from the surveys was the adaptation of existing computer software packages
to produce the graphed results of each question in the survey.

The second major product produced by the project is the individual school profile.
These profiles serve as the communication link between the stakeholder and the
school on the quality of education within the school and the actions schools are taking
to maintain or improve that quality. A subsequent valuable product from the school
profile is the software package which allowe schools to produce profiles with
minimum labour and low cost. A sample of the school profile is displayed in
Appendix E and a district profile is displayed in Appendix F.

The third product from the project is the Comprehensive School and District Profile.
This profile reports on all the indicators identified by the stakeholders to be reflective
of quality education. Each indicator has a method of collecting and reporting
representative data. A major software package wiil be in place by September, 1993
to allow schools and the school district to report on all indicaters in an efficient and
effective manner. The contents of the Comprehensive Profile is displayed in the
Quality Indicators Matrix in Appendix G.
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The products developed are invaluable when used to accomplish the intent of the
project to provide stakeholders with quality information on which to assess and
improve the quality of education in the school district. The ultimate product of the
project is the action plan. The plan for using the products of the project is a four step
process. The first step invclves the formation of site based improvement teams
composed of stakeholders who assess the information available to them in the
comprehensive school profiles. This site-based team then targets areas toimprove for
the upcoming school year. Once the areas of interest have been targeted, the second
step of the process is initiated. This step involves the formation of an action team to
develop a strategy which involvesan action plan, time lines and an evaluation method
to address the area of concern. Once the action plan has been developed, the third step
of the process is to formally implement the action plan. The fourth and final step is
toassess theresults of the improvement action based on the indicators developed from
the project. The final assessment may result in abandonment of the action plan if the
improvement measure is negligible or inefficient due to labour requirements to affect
acceptable change, or altering the existing action plan to provide ~ore effective
results or, finally, celebrating the success of the action plan.

The format for using the products of the project provides each school and the school
district with the ability to address areas of need specific to their own environment. It
is expected, however, the school district will require all schools to work and report
on some specific District areas of corrern within each school.
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Chapter 5

Findings

As reported in Chapter 3, the project produced stakeholder generated indicators of
educational quality. The stakeholders provided indicators in the cognitive, behavioural
and affective domains. The projectidentified measures which are reflective of change
in all the areas identified.

The three year project aiso provided detailed statistics of stakeholder satisfaction
levels regarding the four main indicator areas of climate, instruction, student
achievemer:: and funding.

Table 3
Percentage of Stakeholder Return Rates
May 1991
Elementary Secondary
School Parents Staff Students Students
Composite High 11 ' 71 N/A 13
Montrose 45 100 N/A 70
Crystal Park 35 78 68 96
Hillside 27 96 79 N/A

Public reception of this survey was positive; this survey was recommended for future
use. The surveys ware computer scored to provide feedback quickly and efficiently.
The results reported the response of stakeholders to each question of the survey in the
school and district comprehensive profile. The questions in the survey were labelled
according to the four main indicator categories of the project: climate, student
achievement, quality of instruction and funding. Table 4 presents the aggregated
results, which provid: a base'ine for future administrations of the satisfaction
surveys.

Generally, about two thirds of respondents were satisfied with education in the
district. Overall, elementary students were the most satisfied group on achievement,
school climate, and quality of instruction. Parents were gererally more satisfied than
teachers, secondary students, and the public. Teachers were most satisfied with
student achievement and least satisfied with funding. The public was most satisfied
with funding. Of interestisthe percentage of respondents who felt they needed more
information; members of the public in particular expressed this need.

.
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: Table 4
Grande Prairie Stakeholder Satisfaction in May 1991 (Percent)
Indicator Parents [Elementary Secondary Staff  Public
Students Students
(n=456) (n=531) (n=571) (n=253) (n=176)
Student Achievement
Satisfied 66 76 54 75 55
Dissatisfied 12 14 29 12 18
Need Information 14 9 14 8 26
Unimportant 0 0 0 0 1
No Response 8 2 3 6 1
School Climate
Satisfied 73 74 59 62 57
Dissatisfied 10 14 23 25 18
Need Information 9 9 12 6 21
Unimportant 0 0 0 1 2
No Response 8 3 6 6 1
Quality of Instruction
Satisfied 67 75 62 62 53
Dissatisfied 9 - 13 27 26 15
Need Information 16 10 11 5 29
Unimportant 0 0 0 1 1
No Response 8 2 0 6 2
Funding
Satisfied 69 65 69 48 76
Dissatisfied 8 22 24 35 8
Need Information 12 . 10 7 8 13
Unimportant 1 0 0 2 3
No Response 10 3 0 : 7 0

Note: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
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The survey results were aggregated toreflect theresults of each stakeholder group and
each clustered indicator group. The results were published in two documents entitled
‘Comprehensive School Profile’ one housed at the home school and one housed at the
district office. The district produced a document thatreflected the aggregated results
of the pilot schools into a district report. The results of the suryeys as well as the
compilation of data related to all the indicators were published in each school as a
comprehensive school profile. Again, the district compiled the district results intoa
similar comprehensive district profile. The schools and the district subsequently
produced four-page documents for other stakeholder groups regarding the educational
health of the school district. The comprehensive documents provide baseline data for
school and district improvement teams to assess and plan educaticnal improvements
in their schools and their district. Subsequent annual profiles provide these teams
with feedback on any changes that have occurred as a results of their efforts. This
feedback allows for more efficient planning and more accountability in education in
the school district.

1Y)
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Chapter 6

Summary and Discussion

Summary

The Educational Quality Indicators Project was designed to identify, measure and
report on indicators of quality education as defined by our educational stakeholders
in the Grande Prairie Public School District. During the three years of the project,
contact was made with approximately four thousand educational stakeholders in the
city. The contact made with the stakeholders provided the project team with the
indicators used during the study and also with s scale of ihe level of stakeholder
satisfaction with these indicators. The project has developed measures for all the
identified indicators using measures that span the cognitive, affective and behavioural
domains. The annual reports on the indicators and their measures provide educational
stakeholders with historical data Gn which to assess and improve the educational
product in the city schools.

Conclusions

The implementation of an action plan involved the Grande Prairie Public School
District and the County of Grande Prairie. Each district provided volunteer pilot
schools to begin the development of school profiles. Once identified, our project team
members informed the school administrators of the collection, presentation and
process involved in the development of school profiles. Each school produced two
profiles. The comprehensive school and district profiles contain the results of all
annual data collection and are accessible to all stakeholders in the school district upon
request. The format of the district report does not specifically identify individual
schools but blends the results into a district profile. Public profiles are condensed
versions of the comprehensive school and district profiles. The public profiles vse
short descriptions, charts and graphs to communicate on various quality indicators.
A sample of the school district profile is included in Appendix F.

Individual school profiles (see Appendix E) reflect the needs of the individual school
community that may result in different profiles for each school. The quintessential
objective of the school profile is to provide school stakeholders with information that
is meaningful and useful to them in planning school improvement and measuring the
educational health of their schools. This objective is the driving force that necessitates
the need for collaboration among stakeholders to monitor improvement projects and
to initiate required changes.
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Implications

The result of the Grande Prairie Quality Indicator Study is the communication of the
performance of education in the district to stakeholders. The satisfaction survey
results emphasized the need of the public and parents for more information on many
of the identified indicators. The collection of the data will become much more
efficient within the schools and more centralized at the district office. The use of
computer technology to collect and report on the data will provide all stakeholders
with information that can be easily accessed and properly interpreted and used in
assessment and improvement of the district. This electronic data gathering and
storing method has put the Grande Prairie School District in an excellent position to

participate in the electronic information exchange being advocated by Alberta
Education.

Recommendations

The sample of the general public in the project did not include a wide variety of
business and industrial representatives. Future expansion or replication of the study
should include representatives of post-secondary educational institutions and the
general public. The satisfaction survey methodology worked very well for the initial
gathering of information on the identified indicators. The project team recommends
the development of a validation process of each of the questions on the questionnaires
over time to further enhance the instruments.

As with any project of this size, problems arose and methodology changed as the team
gained more experience and expertise. The general public participation in the
identification of the quality indicators was limited to the few service clubs. The
project plan to gather annual data on the identified indicators was labelled ambitious
early in the program and time has proven it to be a valid concer. The dedication of
the school district personnel is essential to provide the energy required to produce
annual quality documents. A major challenge for the project team continues tc be the
discovery of software programs and the use of technology to minimize the effort
required to produce profiles without compromising their quality and usefulness.

Finally, a strong recommendation is given to the ongoing annual collection and
publishing of educationa! indicators for the purpose oZ improving the yuality of
education in the school district. '

w
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Follow Up - Ongoing Project

The Educational Quality Indicators Project is simply the start of a major effort within
our district. Much work is ahead for stakeholders to use the indicators developed
during the study to plan and monitor educational quality. As in any major educational
thrust, stakeholders must be reinforced and encouraged to persevere. It is incumbent
on the administration and the board of the school district to publicly maintain support
for the direction of this project toward quality education.

The Grande Prairie Public School Districtis committed to the development of profiles
for ongoing use in the district. The profiles will be adjusted to reflect the thirteen
priority directions outlined by the Minister in his document entitled Achieving the
Vision 1991 Report. The Board of Trustees of the Grande Prairie Public School
District unanimously passed a motion at the December 8, 1992 meeting which

directed each school to produce annual profiles commencing in the 1992 - 1993
school year.

Concluding Statement

The initial efforts required to develop an indicator collection and reporting process
within a school district seem overwhelming. The process must begin by developing
a breakdown of the sieps required to reach the goal of the project. Once these steps
are separated, action plans can be developed to gain numerous small victories in the
progress toward the overall objective of developing school improvements through the
collection and reporting of educational indicators.

The production of annual school and district profiles will be a continuous effortin the
Grande Prairie Public School District. The instruments will provide interested
stakeholders with current and valuable data to not only judge the health of their
educational system but also to identify specific areas in need of attention. Annual
feedback allows the schools to measure progress or the effect of efforts to improve
areas of education. If the feedback indicates the efforts have not produced the
expected or desired results, school teams may decide to abandon or change their
action plans. This feedback will enable schools and school districts to become much
more efficient and effective in delivering education to their clientele. A more
effective and efficient educational system, as identified by stakeholders, will result
in a positive educational experience for all.

Prefiles for Quality Education 28 GPSD #2357




References
Ary,D., Jacobs, L. C., & Razavieh, A. (1972). Introduction to research in education
(Third ed.). Toronto, Ontario: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Austin Independent School District. (1987). Summary of quality indicators. Austin,
Texas: Office of Research and Evaluation.

Baker, E. L. (1987). The effectiveness of American education. Los Angeles, CA:
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation.

Brookover, W. B., & Lezotte, L. W. (1977). Changes in school characteristics
coincident with changes in student achievement ( Occasional Paper No. 17). East

Lansing: Michigan State University.

Codianni, A. V., & Wilbur, G. (1983). More effective schoolmg from research to
practice. National Institute of Education.

Covey, S. R. (1991). Principle-centered leadership. New York, NY: Summit Books.
Crosby, P. B. (1980). Quality is free. Scarborough, Ontario: New American Library.
Crosby, P. B. (1984). Quality without tears. McGraw-Hill Book Company.

Deming, W. E. (1992). Ouz of the crisis. Cambridge, Mass.: Massachussetts Institute
of Technology.

Edmonds, R. (1978). A discussion of the literature and issues related to effective
schooling. St. Louis, Missouri: Cemrel, Inc.

Frederick, J. M. (1987). Measuring school effectiveness: Guidelines for educational
practioners. Washington, D.C: Office cf Educational Research and Improvement.

Fullan, M. G., & Hargreaves, A. (1991). What's worth fighting for? Toronto: Ontario
Teachers' Federation.

Mann, D. (1990). It’s time to trade red tape for accountability in education. The
Executive Educator, 12(1), 3.

Oakes, J. (1986). Educaticnalindicators: A guidefor policymakers. New Brunswick,
NJ: Center for Policy Research in Education.

oo
~1

Profiles for Quality Education 29 GPSD #2357




Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R. H. (1982). In search of excellence. New (ork: Warner
Books.

Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline. New York, NY: L oubleday/Currency.

Profiles for Quality Education 30 3 b GPSD #2357




Appendix A

Stakeholder Id itified Indicators
September 1990 to May 1991

Chgice
INDICATOR 1 2 3 4 5 FREQUENCY RESPONSE

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 16
QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION (STAFF) 11
CLIMATE

DISCIPLINE

SCHEDULING

STAFF STUDENT MORALE
CURRICULUM

CLASS SIZES

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
COMMUNICATION

STAKEHOLDER ATTITUDES
ATTENDANCE .
TEACHER STUDENT RELATIONSHIP
EVALUATION METHODS

PERSONAL STUDENT GROWTH
PARENT/STUDENT SATISFACTION
COST EFFICIENCY

STUDENT EQUITY

TEACHER PUPIL RATIO

FACILITY QUALITY AND AVAILABILITY
NSTRUCTIONAL TIME EMPHASIS
EQUIPMENT QUALITY AND NUMBER
MOTIV{.TION OF STUDENTS
ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP

FOCUS OF PURPOSE

STAFF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
COUNSELLING

INSERVICE OF STAFF

EXTRA CURRICULAR SUPPORT
STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN DECISIONS
HIRING PRACTISES

SALARIES AND BENEFITS

TEACHER INVOLVEMENT IN LECISIONS
DROP OUT RATES

TEACHER EVALUATION BY STUDENTS
BUSSING

BOARD TEACHER RELATIONSHIP
REPORT CARDS (ALL AREAS)

SCHOOL EQUITY

STAFF COHESION

PARENT INPUT IN DECISIONS

LABOUR RELATIONS

STAFF TURNODVER

USE OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES

47 160
45 152
87
84
82
64
60
47
43
41
41
38
38
35
34 /
29 -
29
28
26
26
23
20
19
19
18
18
18
13
13
12
10
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Appendix B

Indicator Areas
CLASSROOM SIZE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
Scheduling Citizenship
Special Program Ratios Employability
Thinking Skills
EQUITY Gradua;.ic;rfl El?setquiremems
. €] eem
S:thgfgzlu?ty Average Grade Marks
School Equity Grade 12 Graduation Numbers
Diploma Exam Comparisons
Treatment of Students as Adults Success Rate of Graduates
Post Secondary Enrolment
DISCIPLINE Student Growth and Development
Discipline Practises Completion Rate of Programs
School Rules Ability to Accept Change
Dress Code Handling Problemns
Student Incentive
ATTENDANCE AND DROPOUTS Mo o Neods
sendance Achieving Full Potential
Lates Provincial Objectives Met
Dropouts . Evaluation Procedures
INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY CURRICULUM
Evaluation Methods Variety of Classes
Quality of Administration Driver's Education
Earlier Recognition of Student Problems Length of the School Day
Method of Instruction Career Counselling
Hiring Practises Length of Recess
Number of Reporting Periods Alcohol Programs
Quality an.d Avai?ability of Cotmsellors Choice of Options
Individualized Instruction Length of the School Year
‘Instmcuonal Time Emphasis Interest Level of Classes
Qualified Teachers in Area of Expertise Special Programs
Choice of Instructional Mode More Tutorial Blocks
Student Evaluation of Teachers Emphasis on Thinking Skills
Inservice Challenging Course Content
Professional Development Innovative Programs
Staff Absenteeism Well Balanced Curriculum
References Split Teaching Assignments
French Curriculum
COSTS Sports Programs
Numbey of Computers Field Trips
Quality of Equipment Enjoyment of Classes
Quality & Amount of Gym Equipment
Upkeep of Buildings and Grounds CONSISTENCY OF EDUCATIONAL
Quality of Desks STANDARDS
Equipment & Playground Quality Literacy Rate
Facilities Academic Achievement
Number of Books in the Library Number of Reporting Periods
Support System High School Credit in Grade 9
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Appendix C

Stakeholder Satisfaction Survey Questions
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Appendix D

Surveys

"im
FIE

GRANDE PRAIRIE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT #2357

(ANNUAL PARENT SURVE\D

Dear Parents:

This first annual survey of parents is being initiated by the School District to gather
information to improve the quality of education for all stakeholders within the
jurisdiction. The survey is looking for feedback from parents of elementary school
students (Grades K - 6), junior high students (Grades 7 - 9), and high school students
(Grades 10 - 12). In addition, students, staff members and the genéral public are being
surveyed in order to provide a profile of stakeholders' perceptions of the G.P.5.D. The
~ profile will serve all stakeholders by providing meaningful information on the health
of their school system and to provide direction for long range and short term school and
district planning. Your valuable input will help the Grande Prairie Public School

District continue to be one of the educational ieaders in the Province of Alberta.

Sincerely,
Gordon Pearcy Derek Taylor
Chairman of the Board Superintendent of Schools
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Surveys

How satisfied are you with:
1. Your child’s attitude towards attending school?
2.- The quality of education your child is receiving?
3. The learning environment in the classroom?
4. The discipline procedures in the school?
5. The curriculum your child is being taught?
6. The handling of student behavior?
7. Your child’s academic achievement?
8. The preparation your child is receiving for everyday living?
9. The quality of learning resources available to your child?
10. The extra curricular activities offered to your child?
11. The recognition your child receives for good behavior?
12. The overall information you receive from your school?
13.  The look of your school building?
14. The look of your school grounds?
15. The cleanliness of your child's school?
16. The way you are treated when you enter your child's school?
17. The performance standards the school sets for your child?
18. The number of reporting periods?
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How satisfied are you with:
19. The method of reporting your child's progress?

20. The conduct demonstrated by school staff in the performance of their duties?

21. The success of the school in meeting the special needs of your child?
22. The performance of the teachers in your child’s schooi?
23. The performance of teaching assistants in your child’s school?

24, Tl}le pie_)rformance of other non-teaching professional staff in your child's
school?

25. The performance of the administrators in your child’s school?

26. The performance of the Superintendent and hi- staff?

27. The performance of the Board of Trustees?

28. The overall education offered by the Grande Prairie Public School District?
29. The information yoﬁ receive about the School District?

30. The value the public is receiving for the tax money spent on education?

31. The academic ability of the graduates from the School District?

32. The work ethic of the graduates from the School District?

33. The attitude demonstrated by the graduates from the School District?

34. The success of the School District in meeting the needs of its students?
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GRANDE PRAIRIE SCHOOL DISTRICT #2357

EDUCATIONAL QUALITY INDICATORS
STAFF SURVEY

School Climate, Quality of Instruction, Academic Achievement and District Finances
are recognized as Educational Quality Indicators. The District Board of Trustees, the
Superintendent of Schools and your School Administration would like to know your
feelings about the Grande Prairie Schoo] District as a place to work. Answer the
following questions on the attached bubble sheet according to the following scale:
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How satisfied are you with:
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Communication in the school district?
Communication in your school?

Performance evaluations you receive?

The support from your principal?

The performance of school administration?

The performance of the Superintendent of Schools?
The performance of central office administrators?
Your school as a place to work?

Your school district as a place to work?

The recoglrllition and appreciation you receive for your performance and
accomplishments from your school?

The recognition and appreciation you receive for your performance and
accomplishments from your district?

The op}gortunities provided for your involvement in the budget planning
process?

The op};ortunities provided for your input in the school decision making
process?

The opgortunities provided for your input in the district decision making
process?

The opportunities for promotion within the school district?
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How satisfied are you with:
16. The number of students in each class?

17. How the workload is distributed among staff?

18. What students are expected to learn?
19. The school's communication to the parents about learning expectations?
20. Your school's expectation concerning student behavior?

21. ghﬁ school's communication to the students about how they are expected to
ehave?

22.  The school's communication to the parents about behavioral expectations?

23. The variety of programs the school is providing for students to experience
success in school?

24. The compatibility of school goals, philosophies and policies with your own?
25. The implementation of school district goals, philosophies and policies?

26. The ?consistency of school district goals, philosophies and policies and your
own?

The opportunities for professional development provided by theschool district?
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GRANDE PRAIRIE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT #2357

(ANNUAL STUDENT SURVED

Dear Students:

This first annual survey of parents is being initiated by the School District to gather
information to improve the quality of education for all stekeholders within the
jurisdiction. The survey is looking for feedback from elementary school students
(Grades K - 6), junior high students (Grades 7 - 9), and high school students (Grades 10
-12). In addition, parents, staff members and the general public are being surveyed in
order to provide a profile of stakeholders' perceptions of the G.PS.D. The profile will
serveall stakeholders by providing meaningful information on the health of their school
system and to provide direction for long range and short term school and district
planning. Your valuable input will help the Grande Prairie Public School District

continue to be one of the educational leaders in the Province of Alberta.

Sincerely,
Gordon Pearcy Derek Taylor
Chairman of the Board Superintendent of Schools
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1991 K- 3 SURVEY

1. Do youye your school work?

2. Areyou learning a lot?

3. Do you like your teachers?

Do you like your principal?

5. Are the other people in the office nice?

6. Are the school rules fair?

7. Are you and the other children made

to follow the rules?

~ Are the other children in your class nice?

9. Do you have fun at recess?
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1991 K - 3 SURVEY

10. Do you like your school building?

11. Do you like your school playground?

12.  Does homework help you learn more?

13. Do you like homework?

14. Does your teacher help you when you need
it?

15. Do you like using the library in your
school?

16. Is your school clean?

17. Do you like going to school?

Do you like eating lunch at school?
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1991 GRADE 4 - 6 SURVEY

How satisfied are you with:

1. Your school work?

2. Your school?

3. How much you are learning?

4. Your teachers?

5. The people in the office?

6. Your principal?

7. The fairness of school rules?

8. How children follow the rules?

9. The way other children at school treat each other?
10. Recess?
11.  Your school building?
12.  Your school playground?
13. How your homework helps you?
14. The help you get from yoﬁr teacher?
15. Your library?
16. How clean your school is?
17. Eating your lunch at school?
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1991 GRADE 4 - 6 SURVEY

How satisfied are you with:

18. How interesting your school work is?

19. How much your teacher cares about you?
20. The fairness of your school marks?

21. What you are expected to learn?

22.  Your school in general?

Profiles for Quality Education 44 GPSD #2357
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1991 GRADE 7 - 9 SURVEY
We would like to know how you feel about school. Please check the box which
best describes your feelings a%ou.t the following:
How satisfied are you with:
1. The number of option courses open to you.
2. The usefulness of your courses.
3. The emphasis on basic skilis (such as reading, writing, math).
4. Your homework assignments.
5. How much you are learning.
6. The way you are marked.
7. What the school tells your parents about how you are doing in school.
8. Your principal.
9. Yonur vice-principal.
10. The office staff.
11.  Your teachers.
12.  Your counsellors.
13. The say you have in school rules that affect you.
14. The behavior of other students IN class.
15. The behavior of other students OUT of class.
16. School rules and regulations.
17. The way other students treat you.
18. The opportunity to get into classes that you would like.
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1991 GRADE 7 - 9 SURVEY

How satisfied are you with:

19. How attendance problems are handled.
20. Lunch arrangements.
21. The extracurricular program (sports, school plays, concerts, clubs).
22. The intramural program (i.e. noon hour activities).
23. The students' council.
24. Thescheol buildings, grounds and equipment.
25. The interest that your teachers have in you.
26. The number of students in your classes.
27. The length of your class blocks/ periods.
28. The services of the school library.
29. The cleanliness of your school.
30. The way your achievement is recognized.

31. 'll“he information that your receive in the school about what you are expected to
earn.

32. Your school in general.
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1991 GRADE 10 - 12 SURVEY

We would like to know how you feel about school. Please check the box which
best describes your feelings about the following:

How satisfied are you with:

1. The number of option courses open to you.
2. The usefulness of your courses.
3. The emphasis on basic skills (such as reading, writing, math).
4. Your homework assignments.
5. How much you are learning.
6. How the marks are determined.
7 Hom.r the school communicates with your parents.
8. Your principal.
9. Your vice-principéls.
10. The office staff.
11.  Your teachers.
12. The counsellors.
13. Further education ar--or career planning assistance.
14. The say you have in school decisions that affect you.
15. Assistance with personal problems.
16. The way student discipline is handled.
17. The behavior of other students IN class.
18. The behavior towards students OUT of class.

19. School rules and regulations.
.3
Profiles for Quality Education 47 GPSD #2357

RN
(&P




Appendix D

Surveys

1991 GRADE 10 - 12 SURVEY

e

20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
- 29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

How satisfied are you with:

The way other students treat you.

How attendance problems are handled.

Thé opportunity to get into classes that you would like.
Lunch arrangements.

The extracurricular program (sports, school plays, concerts, clubs, etc.).
The students' union.

The school buildings, grounds and equipment.

Help in planning your high school program.

The interest that ybur teachers have in you.

The success you are experiencing in your program.
The number of students in your classes.

The length of your class periods.

The services of the school library.

The cleanliness of your school.

The way your achievement is recognized.

The organization of the school year.

What you are expected to learn.

The interest level of your courses.

Your school in general.

g
~¢
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GRANDE PRAIRIE PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT #2357

CANNUAL STAKEHOLDER SURVEY)

The annual survey of the general stakeholder public is being initiated by the school
district to gather information to improve the quality of education in the Grande Prairie
Public School District. We are looking for feedback from you to publish an annual
profile of the school district and its schools. This annual profile will be the bésis for
decision making, evaluation and information for all educational stakeholders in the
City of Grande Prairie. The profiles will become the basis for planning school and
district improvement and plotting future educational directions. We appreciate you

taking the time to complete this survey and thank you for your contribution to the

school district.
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1991 GENERAL PUBLIC SURVEY

How satisfied are you with:
1
2
3
4
5.
6
7
8
9

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

The quality of education children are receiving?

The discipline procedures in schools?

The curriculum being taught?

The handling of negative student behavior?

The preparation children are receiving for everyday living?
The extra curricular activities offered to children?

The recognition your children receive for positive behavior?
The overall information you receive from schools?

The look of school buildings?

The look of school grounds?

The cleanliness of schools?

The way you are treat.d when you enter a school?

The standards the school sets for students?

The conduct demonstrated by school staff in the performance of their duties?
The performance of the teachers?

The performance of the school administrators?

The performance of the non instructional staff?

The performance of the Board of Trustees?
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1991 GENERAL PUBLIC SURVEY

How satisfied are you with:

19. The overall education offered by the Grande Prairie Public School District?
20. The information you receive about the school district?

21. The work ethic cf the graduates from the school district?

22.  The success of the school district in meeting the needs of students?

23.  Would you be willing to pay more taxes to improve the quality of education
in the Grande Prairie Public School District? .
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CRYSTAL PARK SCHOOL

NNUAL SCHOOL PROFILE

Annual School Profile

GRANDE PRAIRIE BOARD OF PUBLIC EDUCATION

1991 - 1992 SCHOOL YEAR

A Message From the Principal

Crystal Park School is one of pilot schools cho-
sen to be part of the “Quality Indicator Project”
initiated by the Grande Prairie School District.
The purpose of the projectis to facilitate commu-
nication and increase cooperation betweenhome,
school, community and business.

The school profile, to be issued annually, pro-
vides parents and other interested people a vari-
ety of information about the school, its suc-
cesses, and the areas in which improvements are
needed. Much of the information in the report
was gathered in the spring of 1991 through parent
and student questionnaires about their percep-
tions of the school.

As you read this school profile for Crystal Park
School, I hope you will develop a positive sense
of what we represent. Since the school’s begin-
ning eight years ago, the staff has demonstrated
their dedication and commitment to meeting the
needs of all students. With your continued sup-
port and help, we will continue to improve in
meeting these needs.

We sincerely hope this report makes you proud
to be part of Crystal Park School. You may
request additional information regarding this
document by calling the school office.

John Schoepp

Principal

Profiles for Quality Education
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Hoiv Do Parents Feel About...

The qualiy of education your child is receiving?

100

80,
64

604

40

Perocentagoe

24

2044

4 1 0

Yoty Satiofied ' Discatistiod ' Nesd Mote ' Unimporiant
Selisfied Information

The performance standsrds the school sets for your

child?
100.1
80
5
s 60 52
c
.
9 40
s 24
20.Y] 7 10
o
04
Very Satisfied 'Dissatisfied Nesd More Unimportan!
Satisfed Information
About the graphs...

The graphs and charts found in this school profile
present the results of some of the questions from
the surveys which were administered to students,
parents, school staff and members of the general
public in the spring of 1991. In some cases the
totals do not add up to 100% as not all of the
respondents answered every question on their
survey. Complete survey results are available at
the school to anyone wishing to view them.
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Crystal Park School working jointly with the
Grande Prairie School Board is providing a |} How our Staft feel about:
Program of Alternative Learning Styles

(P.A.L.S.) to the junior high students. The 100
Alberta government since 1985 has pushed . ]
for school divisions to implement the enrich- 80
ment programs at this level. ltis answering a '
aeed expressed by the Goals of Schooling
(1978) in which it is stated that every student
has the right to develop to the best of his/her

Your school as 8 place to work?

604 51

40,
25

Percentage

16
potential. ( 8
The program has developed overthree years. :
Programming correlates with the Alberta jun- ' T Very " Satisfied Dissatisfied Noad Nore Unimportant

. . R R Satisfied Idormation
ior high language arts and social studies cur-

riculums. Studentsingradesseven, eightand
nine will have accesstothe program. P.A.L.S.

is offered simultaneously with a regular class How Junior High Students feel about:
atthe same level. Enrichmentdid notbecome

the main focus. The junior students stated School Rules and Reguiations

quite clearly that they did not want to be | wﬁ

termed “special”. This was respected as the

program evolved. i

COMMENTS WRITTEN BY PARENTS ON THE 1991- " g

1992 EVALUATIQN OF THE PROGRAM

1. “Thanks for all the help you have given my chiid
this year. The P.A.L.S. program shouid have been 20,
staried YEARS ago. I’s too bad it has taken this
long to get the program going, but thanks to those O ety Sativtied " Gettnlod T Nosd Hore T Unimportan
who keep It going.” Satlefied Ieformation

2. “There Is a misconception among many that the i

P.A.L.S. program Is nothing but a “Mickey Mouse” | How much you ara learning?
course: such Is not the case. | feel that more self- § 100
initiative, research and work was required in this ‘ ]
class than others. The results were greater seif- | %%
pride inthose accomplishments. A great program '
for those puplis prepared to take responsibliity for
their gwn success or fallure!”

3. “!wasn’t sure the P.A.L.S. program would be
beneficilal formy chiid, but has turned out to be very
valuable and rewarding for her.” _
4. “ We feel that this is a very beneficial program. Vory Satistiod | Olsaatiafied k-d.m—_—?w%
Our child has thoroughly enjoyed being In the Suehed it

P.A.L.S. program.

Percetnage

404

604

46

Percentage
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How Grade 4 - 6 feel about:

Your school?

Parcentage

Satisttad  Disselisfad “Need Mo “Unimportant
Klotmalien

Your schoo! work?

Parcantags

Oltsatished * Nend Mers
intermation

Unimpartart

How Grade 1 - 3 feel about:

Are you learning a lot?

Percentage

kR

= rs =

No ' Don't Know

Do you like your school work?

Parcentage
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Crystal Park School Demographics

Crystal Park school was opened In the summer of
1984 by Premler Peter Lougheed. The schoolIsa
reglonal school operated by the Grande Pralrle
Board of Public Education. Crystal Park prides
itself In providing cptimal educational programs
to meet the diverse needs of its students. The
school has a very unique blend of professional
educators, therapists, special education
asslistants, and support staff to fulfilthisobligation
to students. At present there are 600 students
enrolled from E.C.S. to Grade 9.

Program Development

During the past two years one of the major thrusts
of the school has been to develop a Language
Learning Policy. It is feit that, as language is the
medium through which most of what is learned in
school is acquired that such a policy will serve not
cnly as the basis for our Language L.earning
Program but also as a basis for all learning that
takes place within the school. The first step of the
process was to develop the following Mission
Statement for our Language Learning Program:

“The Language L.earning Program of Crystal Park
School provides opportunities in all subject areas
for the participants to explore and express ideas
using a variety of tools and approaches.

Participants contribute to a stimulating environment
which encourages positive self concepts in order
that each may achieve to their maximum potential.

Learners actively pahicipate in a process which
fosters their continuing development as
independent, lifelong learners.”

The full Language Leaming Handbook will be in
use in September of 1992. It will be available to
stakeholders on request.

For furtherinformation on any oftheitems
found in this profile, contact the school
administration at 539 - 0333.

John Schoepp Principai

Andy Farquharson Vice Principal

Faye McConnell Vice Principal

Joy Gauvreau Vice Principal
GPSD #2357
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ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

. : GRADE 3 ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS
Each year students in grades 3, 6 and 9 write 100 RADES l
Alberta Education Achievement Tests. These W scrooL REsuLT - B PROVINCIAL AVERAGE

tests allow us to determine how well the students
of our school are learning the objectives of the
curriculum and to make adjustments to our
instruction where the results indicate these are
warranted. The graphs indicate the results
achieved by Crystal Park students through the
last four year cycle of tests.
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Behavior Development Program

The Behavior Development Program is being developed this year as a pilot project at Crystal Park
School. Considered a program for the Grande Prairie Public Board of Education, students will be
referred from schools within the district and identified as at-risk of dropping out of school. Most students
referred to this program must be academically able, but struggle in a normal classroom environment.

A full-time teacher ar< teaching assistant are assigned to this program. Nine areas of student
development have been identified, and are worked on through a five-phase period. The fifth and final
stage is that of full integration back into regular education classes. Students enrolled in this program fall
between the ages or 13-15. The overall philosophy of this program is to see the students experience
success in the school environment which will ultimately lead to success in society.
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Q 6 4
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GPSD #2357




Appendix F Annual District Profile

&) Gpsd ANUAL REPORT

Grande Prairie School District #2357 1990-1991 Annual Report

The Challenge of Learning in the Nineties

. the greatest good for the greatest number can come only through the
education of the child, the parents, the teachers, and the community in general.

Education offers the greatest opportunity for really improving one generation
over another.”

The Board's missionisto ensure thatits schools A awidely-based physical education program

put in place educational programs that will with opportunity to participate in
allow for all children to develop their abilities competition to develop individual skills in
and aptitudes to the fullest extent possible. team Sports
To this end, the Board offers: A extra-curricular activities which allows
students to experience a wide range of
A afull academic program intellectual and leisure activities
A anextensive vocational education program .
including automotives, biil%lring TABLE OF CONTENTS
construction, electronics, drafting,
photography, commercial art, beauty 2  Message from the Superintendent
culture, commercial cooking, and welding 2 Trustees Report
2  Board of Trustees
. . 2  Administration
A ;g:;:::dl}cauon programs to m?et most 3  Meeting Students Needs
capping conditions and special needs 4  Stude it Achievements
of children 6  Student Statistics: September 1990
7  District Schools
A an extended fine arts program including 7 District Personnel
music, art and drama 8  Financial Review
Profiles for Quality Education 56 GPSD #2357
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 Message from the Superintendent of Schools ~

 DEREK R. TAYLOR

N

I he Grande Prairie School Disirict

believes that the education of students
is a vital and an ongoing venture in which we
all share; and, over the next decade there will
be significant charges made. It will be
necessary for the workforce of tomorrow to
become more highly skilled.

Consequently, we have aresponsibility to teach
all children to respond to the challenges of a
rapidly changing world by creating in them a

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

A Gordon Pearcy
Chairman

A Ken Chomyc
Vice-Chairman

A Eric Jerrard
Trustee

A Tom Shields
Trustee

A Tom Zasadny

Trustee

ADMINISTRATION

A - Derek Taylor
Superintendent of Schools
Lorne Radbourne
Assistant Superintendent
Bill Hunter

Assistant Superintendent
Robert Leech
Secretary-Treasurer

Gpsd MRALAERORT

Profiles for Quality Education
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high degree of awareness, insight, and problem-
solving abilities. We have a commitment to
strengthen their natural talents; and, we have a
commit: aent to teach them to encage in hands-
on science experiments, to take part in
cooperative learning activities, to engage in
analytical discussions and to use resources
such as computers so that they can learn many
of the complex skills nceded to survive in the
modern classroom - the challenge of learning
in the nineties.

TRUSTEES REPORT

During the past year, Trustees of the Grande
Prairie School District spent many hours
visiting schools, meeting with parents and
community members, and representing the
best interests of the district by participating in
committees, forums, and meetings.

Trustees lobbied local, provincial, and federal
levels of government to ensure that the
individual rights of students were met.

They demonstrated concerns about issues

ranging from funding to curriculum and
program needs.

GPSD #2357




Appendix F

Early Childhood Services

Grande Prairie School District
offers Eurly Childhood classes
in all its elementary schools.
Parents have the choice of
English classes or French
Immersion classes and the
program accepts all children
who will be 5 years of age by
December 31st. All Grande
Prairie School District Early
Childhood programs are fuily
staffed with a certificated
teacherand ateacher assistant.

Students attend either a
anomin tl(1)1"an afternoon fcrach
ay,and the pro runs from
ml%—Se tenll’tgelgrt%m the end of
May. Parent participation in
classroom activities and
advisory committees is
encouraged.

Coordinated Assessment
Services for the
Exceptional

A specialized consulting team
which provides assessment
and consultation services to
Zone 1 school jurisdictions.
The specialist’srole is to assist
in the provision of educational
services for severel

emotionally  disturbed,
severely language disordered
and sensory impaired students.
This ta}J)rogram is based at
Crystal Park School. '

Grande Prairie Inter-
Disciplinary Team

A multidisciplinary team of
therapists, specialists and
medical personnel who

Profiles for Quality Education
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MEETING STUDENT NEEDS

provide assessment,
consultation and, when
warranted, direct therapy
services to GPSD students.
Services are provided in the
areas of: Speech-Language
Pathologgf, Occupational and
Physiotherapy, Nursing,
Technical Aids, Educational
Programming for the Hearing
Impaired

This program is based at the
Crystal Park School, however,
services are provided to all
GPSD schools.

Learning Disabilities
Learning disabilities programs
are prov%ded inall Elementary
Schools.

General Learning
Problems Programs

This program is available to
students at the elementary,

junior and senior high levels

in designated schools in the
District to accommodate
students with general learning
problems or severe learning
disabilities.

Integrated Occupational
Program

A programthat assists students
whohave difficulty inlearning
and who require an alternative
pro toenhance their basic
skills and their ability to enter
into employment and/or
further training. This five year
provincially  authorized
program begins in grade 8 and
continues through grade 12.

58 6

Enrichment Programs

Enrichment programs are in
Elace for students at the
lementary and Secondary
levels.

Child Behavior Resource
Room

Designed to accommodate
elementary students
experiencing problems with
behavior oremotional upset in
the regular classroom, located
at Swanavon School.

Computers

Literacy programs and
computer assisted instruction
is extensive at the Elementary
School level and offered on a
complemen course basis
in Junior High. Computing
Science 30 will be offered at
the Composite High School,
and computers will be used
extensively in other business
education courses.

French Immersion

Offered from Kindergarten to
Grade 6 at Avondale School,
from Kindergarten to Grade 6
at Parkside School, from Grade
7 to Grade 9 at Montrose Junior
High School and at the Grade
10]evel at the Composite High
School.

Music
A full range of instrumental

(band and strings) and choral
Ii)rzograms offered Grades 5-

GotMMUALRERRT
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Appendix F

Meeting Student Needs
(con't from page 3)

Continuing Education

Description of courses to be
offered are published early in
September and February.
Program includes-a variety of
academic courses leading to
an adult equivalency high
school diploma and general
interest courses.

Distance Educaticn

Certain high school courses
are offered in a Distance
Education mode, utilizing
computer assisted learning
materials.

STUDENT A

Each August in Grande Prai-
rie, approximately 400 Com-
posite High School students
watch for the mailman with
mixed feelings.

Why? Because the results of
their June diploma exams are
due. And as one student puts
it, “The diploma exams are
probably the most important
exams thatwe ever write. They
determine our future.”

How did our students do?

In all exam courses except for
math, over 90% of students
passed the diploma exam
courses. In addition, there
were slight increases in the
number of students writing the
diploma exams. In English
30, 18 more students wrote
diploma exams in 1990/91 as

a Gpsd ANNUAL REPCRT
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compared to the 1989/90
school year. In English 33,
Biology 30 and Chemistry 30,
between 4 and 16 more stu-
dents completed the course this
past school year.

Teachers marking Englishand
Social Studies found that stu-
dents’ writing continues to im-

rove. In Grande Prairie 20%
E)or 11in every 5) of our Chem-
istry and Physics students
achieved the standard of ex-
cellence with marks of 80 per
cent or higher in June.

In math, it is another story.
Eighteen per cent of our stu-
dents failed Matu 30 this June.
At the same tim2 14% of our
Math 30 students (as compared
to 20% provincially) achieved
the standard of excellence.
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CHIEVEMENTS
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Derek Taylor, Superintendent
of Schools, noted that students
rformed wellin mostcourses
ut the math marks were a
concern. He stated that pro-
vincial exams are deman mE
and the department sets hig
standards for Alberta students
but, in most cases our students
are up to the challenge.

He explained that in math, we
expect students to know more
than just the technical details
of how to find the right an-
swer. They have to be able to
combine an understanding of
math concepts, an ability to
apply procedural skills and
complete accuracy in order to
get full marks.

While a number of students

are able to do the technical
work, they have difficulty

GPSD #2357
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appli:ifng thatknowledge to new situationsor CHART |
real life problems. Our teachers and students

have more work to do. Anumber of steps will

be taken to address concerns about results.

. . GRANDE PRAIRIE SCHOOL DISTRICT #2357
A new provincial Math 30 curriculum to be ACHIEVEMENT TEST RESULTS
implemented in September will place more JUNE 1991

emphasis onunderstanding and applying math
concepts and skills. The growing emphasis
on science and technology, requires students
to have more than just the basic skills in math. Percentage of Students Achieving
Math is the foundation for sciences and other Acceptable Standard

highly technical fields and our students have :

to be able to compete with the best. 100

£ apsp
B Province

Second, math department staff will be
analysing the exam results very carefully,
looking at the areas where students did well
and where they had problems. This detailed
information goes to school jurisdictions and
to teachers in September to help them address
the rEroblem students are having in applying
math concepts.

Third, Alberia Education is preparing a
teachers’ resource book highlighting the use - s
of mathematics in business and industry. " Grade 3 Sdence Grade6Math ' Grade 9 Social Studies
About 30real-life problems, submitted to the

department’s math exam developed by (305 stdents) (250 studeats) (237 stdents)
engineers, geophysicists, and accountants,  Accepuble Sundard = 2750  Acocpiable Standard = 3055 Acocptable Suundard = 48/100
will be included. This resource will be

ave lable for teachers in early November.

Provinciail Achievement Tests L
Percentage of Students Achieving

Chart 1 displays the comparisons between Standard of Excellence
provincial and Grande Prairie School District

students - provincial examresults withrespect - O apsp
to the percentage of studerts achieving & & Province
“acceptable standards” and “standards of

excellence” onthe Grade 9 Science, the Grade
6 Mathematics and the Grade 9 Social Studies
tests. Generally, our students performed at
the provincial average level on the Grade 3
Science and Grade 6 Mathematics tests and "-""l

below the provincial average level on the o 71 . —E;.;_?
Grade 9 Social Studies test. Gade3Scence GradeGMath Graded Socil Sudes

(305 students) (250 students) (237 students)
Acceptable Standard = 44/50 Accepiable Standard = 48/55  Acoeptable Standard = 82160

Gpsd ANNUALREPCRT
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Alexander Rutherford Scholarship Recipients CHART 2
1991 ALEXANDER RUTHER

7
24 students from the Composite High School
received Alexander Rutherford Scholarships in
1991, thetotal value being $26,800.00. (Displayed
in Chart 2.)

Competitive Events

Students who participate in competitive events,
tend to be more confident and achieve higher
academically. In all of the various types of
competitions, the pursuit of excellence and the
Joylo%leaming isemphasized. These competitions
include:

» 24 Composite High School students won
Rutherford scholarships

+ Composite Volleyball boys and girls teams
won regionals and advanced to provincial
championships finishing third and fourth
respectively

« Cornposite” Basketball boys and girls teams
won regionals and advanced to provincial
championships finishing seventh and fourth
respectiveiy. Boys were awarded the Provincial
Sportsmanship Trophy for their play at the

rovincials .

* Several Composite students participated in
provincial badmintor tournament. One of our
students won the gold medal in Boys singles

 Winners at Grande Prairie and District Music
Festival in choral speech, choir, recorder, and
instrumental categories

« Several French Immersion students advanced
to provincial public speaking competition

» Composite girls golf team won gold at the
provincials. One of our sudents won the gold

Historical Enrelment

in individual pl
team won the silver medal at the

rovincials. One member won the goldin
individual play

.

+ Zone winners in Boys and Girls Junior

High Basketball . )
« Zone winners in Boys and Girls Junior

High Volleyball
i ol

nners in Legion Essay competition

S1NIIdIOIHdIHSHVYTOHOS

ay. Composite boys golf

« Winners in Legion Poeiry competition
» Composite Hxigh School student was

awarded first p

writing contest s nscred by

Crane

ace in a nationwide leiter

“the Paper

Canada’s Youth Peace newsletter

o Forbes/Crystal Park Full Crchestra won
first in their class at Provincial Music
Festival

STUDENT STATISTICS: SEPTEMBER 1990

School Year | ECSFIE Gr16 Gr79 Gr10-12 SpEd Total Actual Change

198586 195 1899 858 o7 157 4080

1986-87 203 1061 848 1019 172 422 350%
1987-88 178 1035 860 1047 205 4205 0.06%
1985-89 215 202 %7 1095 174 w17 4.50%
1989-90 196 2102 919 1101 205 4518 2.30%
1990-91 212 2162 %7 1125 186 4613 2.10%

6 (st ANNUAL REPORT
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Projected Enroiment

Forecast ECSFIE Gr16 G149 Gr112 Sptd Total Projected Change
1991-82 12 22 909 1162 X2 4688 163%
199283 1%0 20 846 115 A2 4ns 053%
199394 1% 24 %7 186 X2 479 183%
199465 19 257 1013 1 paiv) 4232 0.68%
19%-96 1%0 248 1078 122 A2 4941 226%
1896-97 1% 24 118 122 p.lYJ 4986 0.91%

DISTRICT SCHOOLS

During the 1990-91 school year the
Grande Prairie School District
operated 9 schiools and served astudent
population of 4613. (Chart 3)

The district is presently planning
classroom additions to Crystal Park
and Aspen Grove schools. A new
junior high school will be built in
1993 to replace Montrose Junior High
School.
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Enrolment projections show a
continuation of the moderate
enrolment increases that we have
experienced in the past few years.

{

DISTRICT PERSONNEL

In September 1990, the staff, 5 professional contract personnel, and 127.99 non-
District employed 446.59 staff, 14 health services instructional staff at the
personnel: 14 at the central professionals, 3 technical schools; and, 13 personnel at
office; 269.60 instructional the maintenance shop.

Gpsd ANVUALRERORT -
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Appendix F

In 1990 Alberta Education
announced a 3 1/2% increase
in funding for the 1990-91
school year. The Grande
Prairie School District #2357
has had a long tradition of
sound financia! management;
but, with a 3 1/2% increase in
provincial funds and a 5%
inflation rate, the
administration felt there was a
need to take action to realign
the district’s finances.

TABLE 1

Budget Revenues & Expenditures

Summary of Revenues

Annual District Profile

FINANCIAL REVIEW

Table I summarizes the 1990-
1991 budget revenues and
expenditures. Charts 4 and 5
portray the same datacollapsed
into major sources and
functions.

Revenues were projected to
increase because of a 3.5%
increase to Alberta Education
grants, an increased equity
grant, an increase of 80
students,and a7.08% increase

CHART 4
Summimary of Revenues

in the supplementary
requisition.

Increases in expenditures
resulted from an increase in
salaries; the Board’s
contributions toward
employee benefits, projected
increases in cost of supg)lies,
new text books, and tax
supported debt.

SEPE 13 436 606 B S Yo
L2 bel G 15.3%
Alberta Education Grants 4025 850 el "
Alberta Education Other 496 000 - 59,
Other Provincial Departments 128 600 L3 Other Proy Depts %
Federal Government 70 000 M Federal Govt 3%
Municipalities 6 867 830 Municipalities 26.3%
Alberta (S)Shool Authorities 700 000 B Alberta School Authorities | 2.6%
Private Organization & Indiv. 172 000 B Private Orgs & Individuals | 7%
Interest Earned 200 000 ‘ B Interest Earned 2%
$26 096 676 CHART 5
. : . Summary of Expenditures
Summary of Expenditures
Salaries 16 820 822 W Salaries 6?,‘23’
Benefits 1955725 Employee Benefits | /-0
Services Purchased 2 000 130 W Services Purchased | 7-6%
Svpplies 817 439 Supplies 3.1%
Capital 100 000 [ Capital 4%
Transfer 142 585 B Debt 16.3%
Debt 4 259975
Transfer .6%
$26 096 676
s Gyt ANUALRERORT
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Appendix G

Key Indicators

KEY INDICATOR: Student Achievement

Provincial Achievement Tests
Grade3,6 &9
Diploma Exams
Grade 12
Post Graduate Success
Graduate questionnaire
Graduation rate
Post secondary actlvity
Canada Fitness Test
Elementary medal totals
Teacher Assigned Mark
K -1Z reporting methods
Affective Achievement
Extra curricular involvemen.
Recognition and honors
_ Satisfaction rate
. .etention Rates
Monthly enroilments statistics
Attendance
Staff and students
Monthly attendance reports

KEY INDICATOR: School Climate

Climate

Student teacher ratio

Graphing of survey results related to climate
Student Morale

Graphing of survey results related to morale.
Staff Morale

Graphing of survey results related to staff morale
Staff Turnover

Historic records of arrivals and departures

Categorizing reasons for arrivals and departures
Behavior

Discipline actions at the district level

KEY INDICATOR: Funding

Cost Efficiency
Annual financial report
Sources of annual revenue
Economic base
Stafting
Salary information
Staff/ student ratio
Pupll texcher contact time
Administrative and suppott costs
Communication
Pablic awareness
Annuat stakeholder guestionnaire
Coinmunication Incentives
Newsletters
Media'events
Board meetings ¢
Televising
Publishing agendas
Communication technology

KEY INDICATOR: Quality of Instruction

Administration
Superintendent’s time
Principal’s time
Number employed at each level
Administrator experience and education
Professional Attributes
Demographics of teaching staff in the district
Number employed at each level
Average Age
Teaching experience and education
Resource teachers and specialists
Inservice
Preparation time
Monies expended on inservicing staff

Summary of alternative measures Inservicing plan for the district
Number of measures attempted/successful Man hours of training expended
Record of expulsion hearings/expulsions Substitute Days
Graphing of stakeholder attitudes from survey Number of substitute days
Attendance/Lates Types of substitutes
Historic monthly records Sickness
Record of successes and failures of programs Training
Expulsions Meetings
Record of number of expuisions Instructional Methods
Reasons for expulsions Annual site administrator reports
Historical record of expulsions and drcumstances Annual instructor surveys
Drop Cuts Teaching styles inventory
Yearly drop out rate Expectations
Monthly records Graduation requirements
Drop out profile Standard of performance
Standards reached
Annual reaffirmation of expectations
Monitoring
District plan to monitor instruction
Action to deal with marginal staff
Remediation actions
Curriculum
Curriculum and evaluation practices
Curriculum committees
Types and Frequency of Technology Usage
Profiles for Quality Education GPSD #2357
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