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	 6.1 The guaranteed and viable curriculum scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire  identifies the degree to which essential curriculum has been identified and the degree to which students have adequate  opportunity to learn the content and demonstrate competency. The Faculty scale for Guaranteed & Viable Curriculum consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	The essential content is organized and sequenced in a way that students have ample opportunity to learn it.
	55
	3.96
	0.61
	25

	My school uses assessment data to evaluate and align the curriculum.
	77
	4.43
	0.63
	28

	My school systematically ensures that teachers address essential content.
	59
	4.25
	0.59
	28

	The content considered essential for all students to learn versus that considered supplemental has been identified and communicated to teachers.
	34
	3.96
	0.76
	27

	My school's administration protects instructional time available to teachers from interruptions.
	37
	3.85
	1.13
	27

	The amount of essential content that has been identified can be addressed in the instructional time available to teachers.
	70
	3.88
	0.90
	24



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Guaranteed & Viable Curriculum scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX1]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	59
	4.05
	0.59
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	51
	3.89
	0.63
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	62
	4.17
	0.52
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.2.2.4 The data use scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies the degree to which student performance data is collected, analyzed, and used to inform instruction. The Faculty scale for Data Use consists of four questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX2]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I routinely analyze disaggregated student data and use it to plan my instruction.
	41
	3.73
	0.98
	22

	I assess the level of prior knowledge of all students before initiating instruction.
	52
	4.17
	1.23
	23

	An assessment system is used that provides timely feedback on specific knowledge and skills for individual students.
	49
	4.12
	0.83
	25

	My school administers assessments throughout the school year that are used to guide instruction.
	52
	4.07
	0.81
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Data Use scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX3]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	49
	4.04
	0.72
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	58
	3.90
	0.75
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	49
	4.18
	0.71
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.3.1.5 The differentiated instruction scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies the degree to which teachers vary and revise instruction to meet the needs of students. The Faculty scale for Differentiated Instruction consists of five questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX4]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I alter instructional strategies when students are having difficulty learning the material.
	2
	4.32
	0.99
	25

	I routinely analyze disaggregated student data and use it to plan my instruction.
	41
	3.73
	0.98
	22

	I assess the level of prior knowledge of all students before initiating instruction.
	52
	4.17
	1.23
	23

	Organize students into flexible groups based on their understanding of the content and skill level.
	14
	3.74
	1.36
	23

	I have received professional development on differentiating instruction for learners.
	42
	4.11
	0.85
	27



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Differentiated Instruction scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX5]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	21
	4.03
	0.84
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	35
	3.88
	0.76
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	32
	4.18
	1.00
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.3.1.6 The instructional strategies scale from the student (grade 6 and  older) Advance Questionnaires identifies the degree to which teachers use instructional strategies that research  indicates are likely to result in improved student learning. The Student scale for Instructional Strategies consists of seven questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX6]Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I am asked to revise or correct errors in my work.
	27
	3.14
	1.10
	143

	I am given opportunities to present what I have learned to other students.
	59
	2.92
	1.15
	142

	I am asked to use pictures, graphs, maps, or charts to present my information.
	95
	3.19
	1.00
	143

	I am required to take notes.
	49
	3.34
	0.97
	143

	I am asked to identify similarities and differences.
	93
	3.47
	1.00
	142

	My teachers place students in small groups.
	94
	3.27
	0.87
	143

	I am asked to summarize new material.
	90
	3.21
	1.09
	143



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student Instructional Strategies scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX7]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	86
	3.22
	0.62
	143

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	86
	3.22
	0.62
	143



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.3.1.6 The instructional strategies scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaires  identifies the degree to which teachers use instructional strategies that research indicates are likely to result in  improved student learning. The Faculty scale for Instructional Strategies consists of twelve questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX8]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I alter instructional strategies when students are having difficulty learning the material.
	2
	4.32
	0.99
	25

	Have students compare and classify content.
	1
	3.59
	1.22
	22

	Have students construct metaphors and analogies.
	21
	3.00
	1.15
	22

	Make use of cooperative learning groups.
	9
	3.83
	1.37
	23

	Have students revise and correct errors in their work as a way of reviewing and revising content.
	8
	4.04
	1.08
	24

	Model or demonstrate important skills or procedures.
	5
	4.60
	0.87
	25

	Organize students into flexible groups based on their understanding of the content and skill level.
	14
	3.74
	1.36
	23

	How much homework time do you assign your students each day: do not assign; 1/2 hour or less; 1 hour; 2 hours; More than 2 hours;
	2
	1.63
	0.58
	24

	Have students represent new content in nonlinguistic ways (e.g. mental image, picture, pictograph, graphic organizer, physical model, enactment).
	5
	3.58
	1.21
	24

	Students are taught effective note-taking skills.
	54
	3.40
	1.08
	25

	Provide students with opportunities to practice important skills and procedures prior to assessment.
	77
	4.63
	0.88
	24

	Have students construct verbal or written summaries of new content.
	36
	3.70
	1.06
	23



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Instructional Strategies scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX9]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	6
	3.67
	0.72
	27

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	15
	3.66
	0.53
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	5
	3.65
	0.97
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	1
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	[bookmark: IDX10]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 27 faculty members responding from GOLDEN CITY R-III district reported a mean score of 3.67 on the Instructional Strategies scale, which placed it at the 6th percentile, scoring lower than 94 percent of districts in the state.

	The 15 faculty members responding from GOLDEN CITY HIGH school reported a mean score of 3.66 on the Instructional Strategies scale, which placed it at the 15th percentile, scoring lower than 85 percent of secondary schools in the state.

	The 11 faculty members responding from GOLDEN CITY ELEM. school reported a mean score of 3.65 on the Instructional Strategies scale, which placed it at the 5th percentile, scoring lower than 95 percent of elementary schools in the state.
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	 6.5 The efficacy and expectations scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies  the degree to which teachers believe that they are capable of impacting student achievement. The Faculty scale for Efficacy & Expectations consists of seven questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX11]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	There are avenues for recognizing and rewarding the accomplishments of all students.
	40
	4.25
	0.65
	28

	There are effective supports in place to assist students who are in jeopardy of academic failure.
	83
	4.44
	0.70
	27

	I emphasize the importance of effort with students.
	60
	4.75
	0.44
	28

	I have the skills necessary to meet the needs of all learners in my classroom.
	16
	4.12
	0.77
	26

	All staff in our school hold high expectations for student learning.
	58
	4.21
	0.69
	28

	I believe that I can positively impact student performance.
	12
	4.50
	0.64
	28

	Students are held accountable for doing quality work.
	50
	4.07
	0.77
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Efficacy & Expectations scale: 

	




	MSIP AQ Report for GOLDEN CITY R-III district, 01/13/2009





	[bookmark: IDX12]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	58
	4.34
	0.43
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	48
	4.23
	0.50
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	58
	4.44
	0.34
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5 The efficacy and expectations scale from the parent Advance Questionnaire identifies  the degree to which students believe that they are capable of impacting student achievement. The Parent scale for Efficacy & Expectations consists of five questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX13]Parent
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	My child's opinions are valued by teachers and administrators.
	12
	3.34
	0.93
	135

	My child's teachers are good teachers.
	7
	3.89
	0.83
	135

	My child's teachers expect very good work from my child.
	63
	4.29
	0.65
	136

	The school recognizes the accomplishments of my child.
	7
	3.63
	1.02
	136

	I know what my child's teachers expect in school.
	71
	4.07
	0.80
	134



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Parent Efficacy & Expectations scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX14]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	prt
	22
	3.84
	0.67
	137

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	prt
	41
	3.71
	0.71
	60

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	prt
	10
	3.95
	0.62
	77
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	[bookmark: IDX15]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 77 parents responding from GOLDEN CITY ELEM. school reported a mean score of 3.95 on the Efficacy & Expectations scale, which placed it at the 10th percentile, scoring lower than 90 percent of elementary schools in the state.
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	 6.5 The efficacy and expectations scale from the student (grade 3 and older) Advance  Questionnaire identifies the degree to which students believe that they are capable of impacting student achievement. The Student scale for Efficacy & Expectations consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX16]Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Being successful in school today will help me in my future.
	54
	4.51
	0.92
	193

	I can do well in school.
	33
	4.31
	0.88
	193

	My teachers think I can learn.
	14
	4.23
	0.86
	193

	My family believes that I can do well in school.
	17
	4.52
	0.80
	193

	My teachers expect very good work from me.
	45
	4.22
	0.86
	193

	I learn a lot in this school.
	2
	3.70
	1.14
	193



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student Efficacy & Expectations scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX17]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	14
	4.25
	0.69
	193

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	45
	4.08
	0.71
	143

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	std
	70
	4.72
	0.25
	50



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5.1.3a The school climate scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies  the degree to which all students feel respected and valued. The Faculty scale for School Climate consists of four questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX18]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	This school makes students feel they belong.
	65
	4.36
	0.62
	28

	Our school promotes an environment of mutual respect among students.
	75
	4.36
	0.62
	28

	Student opinons are valued by teachers and administrators.
	57
	4.14
	0.71
	28

	If students in this school have a problem, teachers will listen and help.
	63
	4.50
	0.51
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty School Climate scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX19]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	67
	4.34
	0.54
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	79
	4.25
	0.65
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	50
	4.41
	0.36
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5.1.3a The school climate scale from the parent Advance Questionnaire identifies  the degree to which all students feel respected and valued. The Parent scale for School Climate consists of four questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX20]Parent
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	My child's opinions are valued by teachers and administrators.
	12
	3.34
	0.93
	135

	Discipline in my child's school is handled fairly.
	12
	3.33
	1.18
	135

	My child likes attending this school.
	13
	3.90
	0.98
	135

	My child's school promotes an environment of mutual respect among students.
	38
	3.69
	1.00
	132



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Parent School Climate scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX21]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	prt
	16
	3.56
	0.81
	136

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	prt
	33
	3.41
	0.80
	59

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	prt
	7
	3.68
	0.80
	77
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	[bookmark: IDX22]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 136 parents responding from GOLDEN CITY R-III district reported a mean score of 3.56 on the School Climate scale, which placed it at the 16th percentile, scoring lower than 84 percent of districts in the state.

	The 77 parents responding from GOLDEN CITY ELEM. school reported a mean score of 3.68 on the School Climate scale, which placed it at the 7th percentile, scoring lower than 93 percent of elementary schools in the state.
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	 6.5.1.3a The school climate scale from the student (grade 3 and older) Advance  Questionnaire identifies the degree to which all students feel respected and valued. The Student scale for School Climate consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX23]Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	There is a feeling of belonging at my school.
	20
	3.26
	1.06
	142

	I feel safe at school.
	24
	3.75
	1.18
	192

	I like going to this school.
	3
	3.39
	1.41
	191

	My opinion is valued by teachers and administrators.
	31
	3.03
	1.11
	143

	Teachers in my school really care about me.
	32
	3.68
	1.17
	192

	If a student has a problem there are teachers who will listen and help.
	34
	3.94
	0.97
	190



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student School Climate scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX24]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	21
	3.63
	0.97
	193

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	38
	3.30
	0.89
	143

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	std
	73
	4.57
	0.43
	50



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5.1.3b The classroom management scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire  identifies the degree to which educational personnel establish and enforce classroom management processes that enhance  student learning. The Faculty scale for Classroom Management consists of five questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX25]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Teachers in our school use effective practices to keep all students actively engaged in learning.
	49
	4.19
	0.57
	26

	Our principal uses classroom management as part of our evaluation.
	54
	4.37
	0.74
	27

	Clear rules regarding behavior have been established in my classroom.
	10
	4.50
	0.51
	26

	Educators in our school respond to innappropriate behaviors quickly and effectively.
	76
	4.36
	0.56
	28

	Educators in our school use effective practices to promote positive behavior.
	53
	4.32
	0.55
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Classroom Management scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX26]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	52
	4.33
	0.43
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	55
	4.23
	0.43
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	43
	4.43
	0.45
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5.1.3b The classroom management scale from the student (grade 3 and older)  Advance Questionnaire identifies the degree to which educational personnel establish and enforce classroom management  processes that enhance student learning. The Student scale for Classroom Management consists of five questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX27]Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Clear rules regarding behavior have been established in most of my classes.
	16
	3.69
	1.00
	142

	Teachers enforce the rules fairly.
	24
	3.56
	1.24
	143

	Most of my teachers respond to disruptive students quickly and effectively.
	19
	3.35
	1.09
	143

	Teachers treat me with respect.
	19
	3.87
	1.06
	193

	During our classes we stay focused on learning and don’t waste time.
	33
	3.08
	0.98
	142



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student Classroom Management scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX28]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	20
	3.45
	0.8
	143

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	52
	3.45
	0.8
	143



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.5.2.1c The leadership scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies  the degree to which leadership is perceived as effective in improving student learning. The Faculty scale for Leadership consists of nine questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX29]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	The mission of this school is clearly defined.
	62
	4.36
	0.73
	28

	My school's principal systematically engages faculty and staff in discussions about current research on teaching and learning.
	32
	3.89
	0.80
	27

	My school's principal fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation.
	23
	4.14
	0.97
	28

	Our principal identifies issues in the school that could potentially become problems.
	65
	4.36
	0.68
	28

	In our school teachers are encouraged to be instructional leaders
	14
	4.22
	0.70
	27

	My school's principal monitors the effectiveness of school practices and their impact on student learning.
	38
	4.18
	0.82
	28

	There are open channels of communication among students, staff and administrators.
	64
	4.21
	0.74
	28

	Our principal promotes innovation.
	83
	4.37
	0.74
	27

	My school's administration protects instructional time available to teachers from interruptions.
	37
	3.85
	1.13
	27



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Leadership scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX30]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	51
	4.18
	0.63
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	46
	4.07
	0.77
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	43
	4.25
	0.41
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.6.2 The equity scale from the student (grade 3 and older) Advance Questionnaire  measures perceptions around issues of fairness in addressing student needs. The Student scale for Equity consists of four questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX31]Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	In my school, all students are given a chance to succeed.
	20
	3.77
	1.04
	142

	Discipline is handled fairly in my school.
	7
	3.36
	1.22
	193

	Teachers treat me with respect.
	19
	3.87
	1.06
	193

	I am treated fairly at school.
	17
	3.60
	1.17
	191



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student Equity scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX32]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	13
	3.69
	0.90
	193

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	39
	3.44
	0.86
	143

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	std
	67
	4.41
	0.52
	50
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	[bookmark: IDX33]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 193 students third-grade and older responding from GOLDEN CITY R-III district reported a mean score of 3.69 on the Equity scale, which placed it at the 13th percentile, scoring lower than 87 percent of districts in the state.
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	 6.6.2 The equity scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire measures perceptions  around issues of fairness in addressing student needs. The Faculty scale for Equity consists of two questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX34]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Discipline is handled fairly in this school.
	82
	4.29
	0.90
	28

	Students are treated fairly in this school.
	77
	4.39
	0.79
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Equity scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX35]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	81
	4.34
	0.77
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	76
	4.20
	0.96
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	62
	4.45
	0.47
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.6.3a The safe and orderly environment scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire  identifies the degree to which the school environment is safe and orderly. The Faculty scale for Safe & Orderly Environment consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX36]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Clear rules that promote good behavior are enforced in our school.
	88
	4.57
	0.69
	28

	Overall, my school building is in good condition.
	58
	4.14
	0.85
	28

	Our school teaches and reinforces student self-discipline and responsibility.
	94
	4.57
	0.50
	28

	I feel safe at this school.
	92
	4.75
	0.44
	28

	Students who are prone to violence are systematically identified.
	95
	4.41
	0.64
	27

	I have received violence prevention training.
	76
	4.07
	0.86
	28



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Safe & Orderly Environment scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX37]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	87
	4.42
	0.44
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	90
	4.32
	0.47
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	88
	4.47
	0.39
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.6.3a The safe and orderly environment scale from the parent Advance Questionnaire  identifies the degree to which the school environment is safe and orderly. The Parent scale for Safe & Orderly Environment consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX38]Parent
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	If I could, I would send my child to a different school.
	5
	3.18
	1.32
	136

	My school has clear procedures for handling school emergencies.
	36
	3.93
	0.76
	134

	I feel my child is safe at school.
	51
	4.07
	0.84
	135

	My child's school building is in good condition.
	13
	3.50
	1.01
	136

	There are students from my child's school that belong to street gangs.
	75
	4.17
	0.80
	134

	Our school has a program that teaches and reinforces student self-discipline and responsibility.
	44
	3.68
	0.99
	130



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Parent Safe & Orderly Environment scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX39]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	prt
	24
	3.75
	0.69
	136

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	prt
	46
	3.71
	0.67
	59

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	prt
	11
	3.78
	0.70
	77
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	[bookmark: IDX40]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 77 parents responding from GOLDEN CITY ELEM. school reported a mean score of 3.78 on the Safe & Orderly Environment scale, which placed it at the 11th percentile, scoring lower than 89 percent of elementary schools in the state.
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	 6.6.3b The I feel safe at School question from the Student Advance Questionnaire  measures the degree to which students (grade 3 and older) believe they are safe while at school. 
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	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Student Feel Safe question: 
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	[bookmark: IDX41]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	std
	24
	3.75
	1.18
	192

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	std
	34
	3.44
	1.17
	142

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	std
	90
	4.64
	0.63
	50



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.7.2.4 The collegiality and professionalism scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire  identifies the degree to which professional staff collaborate to improve student learning. The Faculty scale for Collegiality & Professionalism consists of three questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX42]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	Teachers are routinely engaged in collaborative problem solving around instructional issues.
	31
	3.89
	0.96
	28

	Norms for conduct that foster collegiality and professionalism among professional staff and administrators are clear and routinely followed.
	56
	4.11
	0.83
	28

	Teachers in my school are routinely involved in formulating schoolwide decisions and policies.
	30
	3.67
	1.11
	27



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Collegiality & Professionalism scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX43]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	42
	3.90
	0.86
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	31
	3.68
	0.86
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	54
	4.09
	0.83
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.7.5 The professional development scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies  the impact of professional development on improving learning for all students. The Faculty scale for Professional Development consists of six questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX44]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I have received adequate training in using computers and other technology to support my work with students.
	75
	4.26
	0.66
	27

	My professional development has improved the way I teach.
	28
	4.08
	1.02
	26

	I have received professional development on differentiating instruction for learners.
	42
	4.11
	0.85
	27

	Our professional development improves student achievement
	53
	4.04
	0.90
	27

	The professional development activities I attend are related to my district's Comprehensive School Improvement Plan.
	50
	4.30
	0.67
	27

	There is adequate professional development for teachers working with special education students in our school.
	79
	3.92
	0.84
	26



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Professional Development scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX45]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	61
	4.12
	0.62
	27

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	54
	3.98
	0.66
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	75
	4.28
	0.61
	10

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 6.8.1.4 The library scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies the adequacy  of LMC resources that support the schools instructional program. The Faculty scale for Library consists of five questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX46]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	There are sufficient library media materials to support my program.
	3
	3.32
	1.25
	25

	Collaboration with classroom teachers to integrate library and media resources and skills into classroom instruction is adequate.
	5
	3.46
	1.10
	24

	The librarian/media specialist requests my input into the selection of resources.
	2
	2.92
	0.97
	24

	The library media center materials are current and in good condition.
	6
	3.48
	0.96
	25

	There is adequate instruction in the use of library and media resources for classes and individual students.
	8
	3.60
	1.04
	25



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Library scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX47]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	3
	3.35
	0.88
	26

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	2
	2.83
	0.86
	14

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	22
	3.92
	0.43
	10

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2
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	[bookmark: IDX48]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 26 faculty members responding from GOLDEN CITY R-III district reported a mean score of 3.35 on the Library scale, which placed it at the 3rd percentile, scoring lower than 97 percent of districts in the state.

	The 14 faculty members responding from GOLDEN CITY HIGH school reported a mean score of 2.83 on the Library scale, which placed it at the 2nd percentile, scoring lower than 98 percent of secondary schools in the state.
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	 7.3 The career preparation scale from the faculty Advance Questionnaire identifies how  well students in the district are prepared for post-secondary endeavors. The Faculty scale for Career Education consists of seven questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX49]Faculty
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	There is systematic collaboration between the academic and career education programs in our district.
	82
	4.05
	0.83
	20

	My school adequately prepares all students for post-secondary education, and/or successful entry into the workforce.
	61
	4.00
	0.83
	27

	Incorporate information about careers in my instruction.
	33
	3.64
	1.18
	22

	There is systematic collaboration across subject areas in our building.
	23
	3.62
	1.02
	26

	Incorporate problem solving instructional activities in the classroom.
	33
	4.43
	0.95
	23

	Incorporate contextual/real life learning in the classroom
	10
	4.44
	0.96
	25

	Career-Technical education is an essential part of the district's program of studies.
	70
	4.12
	0.67
	25



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Faculty Career Education scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX50]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	fac
	44
	4.03
	0.54
	28

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	fac
	33
	3.95
	0.48
	15

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	4020
	GOLDEN CITY ELEM.
	fac
	52
	4.09
	0.65
	11

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1000
	CENTRAL OFFICE
	fac
	.
	.
	.
	2



	

No observations were generated from the results on the preceding table becausethe district and its schools had values that were in the middle of the state distribution for this scale.
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	 7.3 The career preparation scale from the student (grade 9 and older) Advance Questionnaire identifies how well students in the district are prepared for post-secondary endeavors. The Secondary_Student scale for Career Education consists of four questions.  The original questions and a summary of district responses follow: 
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	[bookmark: IDX51]Secondary_Student
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	I have been encouraged to establish career or educational goals at school.
	3
	3.29
	1.12
	82

	A guidance counselor has assisted me in creating a plan to reach my educational and/or career goals.
	25
	3.04
	1.30
	82

	Teachers connect what students are learning with the real world.
	37
	3.18
	1.08
	82

	Career-Technical education is an essential part of the district's program of studies.
	11
	3.11
	1.07
	82



	

	

	 A summary of results for the district and its buildings regarding the Secondary_Student Career Education scale: 
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	[bookmark: IDX52]district
	school
	school_name
	source
	percentile
	mean
	std_dev
	n

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	
	DISTRICT
	sec
	15
	3.16
	0.87
	82

	GOLDEN CITY R-III
	1050
	GOLDEN CITY HIGH
	sec
	14
	3.16
	0.87
	82
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	[bookmark: IDX53]Some observations regarding the additive scale results reported on the preceding table:

	The 82 secondary students responding from GOLDEN CITY R-III district reported a mean score of 3.16 on the Career Education scale, which placed it at the 15th percentile, scoring lower than 85 percent of districts in the state.

	The 82 secondary students responding from GOLDEN CITY HIGH school reported a mean score of 3.16 on the Career Education scale, which placed it at the 14th percentile, scoring lower than 86 percent of secondary schools in the state.
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	Appendix. Advance Questionnaire Methodology:

	
The Advance Questionnaire (AQ) is administered once every five years, in the semester prior to a Missouri School Improvement Review.   A district may also optionally decide administer the AQ at other times.

	
The AQ was designed to allow all stakeholders in Missouri public school districts to participate in the review process, as well as to provide a common basis for generating information useful for school improvement.

	
The AQ consists of six different questionnaires, designed for unique audiences:

	 •  Elementary Student Questionnaires (grades 3-5)

	 •  Mid-Level (grades 6-8)

	 •  Secondary Student Questionnaires (grades 9-12)

	 •  Parents (one for each student)

	 •  Certificated Faculty

	 •  Support Staff

	 •  Members of the District Board of Education

	
The AQ is administered online for students, faculty, support staff and board of education members.  The traditional paper form of the AQ is provided for parent response.

	
The current AQ was administered to the reference group, which were the approximately 20% of the districts in Missouri that took the AQ during the Fall of 2006, and which were also found to reasonably represent the state as a whole.

	
The number of questionnaires received and the response rates for this district, as well as for the Reference Group, were as follows: 


	Table 1.  Response Rates for GOLDEN CITY R-III.
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	[bookmark: IDX54]Respondent Type
	N Received
	Population Estimate
	Response Rate
	Refrence Group Response Rate

	Faculty
	28
	32
	88%
	80%

	Parents
	138
	251
	55%
	50%

	Students
	193
	197
	98%
	83%



	

Most of the items that are reported are Likert Type Scale questions.  Use of this technique involves presenting a series of declarative statements, and then providing the respondent with a mechanism to indicate their response corresponding to one of five alternatives: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, or Strongly Agree.  These were assigned numerical values from one to five respectively.  Some items in the student and faculty questionnaire are measures of frequency of educationally related activities. These were presented in a frequency of use format with response options being Never, Rarely, Occasionally, Often and Regularly.  These items specifically referred to use of research instructional strategies.  In the case of the parent AQ, MarkSense forms were designed for use in the home, and upon collection, the forms were scanned using specialized scanning equipment at DESE headquarters in Jefferson City.

	
The primary method of reporting AQ results for the MSIP AQ Report was to use additive scales.  With this approach, questions that addressed different aspects of very similar topics, such as School Climate, or Teacher Effectiveness were sometimes statistically combined into a single School Climate Scale, or Teacher Effectiveness Scale.  The scales or themes identified were cited in research as important elements that have an effect on student performance.  These scales and their itemes were selected after carefully examining the statistical properties of each individual scale.  An advantage of the use of additive scales is that the scales provide a higher degree of reliability than indicators constructed from single items.  In the case of the fourth cycle AQ, all additive scales that are reported in this document were determined to have a Chronbach's Alpha of .68 or higher.  These scales had a potential range of from one to five, where a value of one would be unanimous strong disagreement or never, and a value of five would be unanimous strong agreement or regularly.  The mean value for the scale was reported, along with the number of responses upon which it was based.

	
 The 'reference group' was constructed to assist with the interpretation of AQ results.  The reference group consists of all those districts that had participated in the advance questionnaire process for the first year of the fourth cycle, the 2006/2007 school year.  This reference group represents approximately one fifth of the state's districts, and does not differ from the overall population of districts in a statistically significant way.  A reference group percentile was calculated by ordering the scores from the reference group for a particular questionnaire item or additive scale, from lowest to highest, calculating percentiles, and then matching an individual district's score to the reference group to obtain a district's percentile.  This then provides a sense of the location of a district's score with respect to the overall distribution of scores.  One way of interpreting the meaning of a district’s percentile indicator would be that it represents the percentage of districts in the reference group that had scores equal to or below the district’s score for the indicator.

	
 Building level scores were also reported in the document.  Percentiles were calculated in a manner similar to that for district percentiles, with the difference that the building percentiles were calculated within similar classes of school buildings also from the reference group.  The categories used those determined by building's classification according to the Attendance Center Number Coding found in Exhibit 22 of the Exhibits section of the Core Data manual:  Elementary schools, Middle and Junior High schools, and High Schools.   Building classifications beyond this list were not included in the building reporting, although their scores were included along with all others at the district level.

	
 In addition to the tables which reported district and building results, an additional set of observational statements were generated as well by standard, based on a set of rules that were applied based on the scale scores and percentiles.  For those items that were single questionnaire items, as well as those that together form additive scales, if the mean value at the district or building level was 4.0 or higher, it was considered that the respondents were in 'Substantial Agreement' regarding the item, and no additional comments were considered necessary.  For those cases where the mean was less than 4.0, indicating 'Less than Agreement', and which appeared in the lowest seventeen percent of the appropriate reference group distribution, that additional information was reported.  Those districts and buildings that were located in the top 10 percent of the distribution for the item or scale were also highlighted to report this fact.  In some instances no statements were included, and this resulted when the district or building had values that were closer to the middle of the distribution.
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