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Park Hill School District 

2016 Community Survey 

Final Report 

October 24, 2016 
 

In late September and early October 2016, a 12- to 15-minute telephone survey was conducted 

with 400 randomly selected, head-of-household, registered voter patrons living within the 

boundaries of the Park Hill School District. 

 

The calls were placed to landlines and cell phone numbers, and the completed interviews were 

divided into two groups, with 200 each coming from residents in the Park Hill High School 

drawing area and the Park Hill South High School drawing area.  

 

This means that the results contained in this survey that represent the views of the entire survey 

group of 400 participants have a Margin of Error of plus or minus 5%, at the time this survey 

was taken. (The results for the demographic and geographic subgroups have a larger Margin of 

Error, because the number of respondents in each subgroup is smaller.) 

 

Two questions were added to this year’s version of the survey to determine past voting behavior 

and planned voting activity. Those results revealed that the participant group overwhelmingly 

planned to vote in this year’s presidential election and that they had been active voters on school 

bond and operating levy proposals in the past. 

 

The findings from the survey were as follows: 

 

Evaluation of district performance 

All 17 different people, program, facility and district/patron relationship factors – plus the school 

district’s overall score – received a grade of “B” or better (or the statistical equivalent of a “B”) 

on the traditional A-F grading scale. These results continue the pattern of strong support for the 

district’s performance that has been evident on this survey for many years. Items receiving the 

highest scores were “Quality of education,” “The quality of the extracurricular activities” and 

“Performance of district teachers.” 

 

Identification of “Patron Hot Buttons” 

At least 81% of the respondents were willing to offer a grade (rather than saying, “Don’t know”) 

on 11 of the 17 factors. These are considered Patron Hot Buttons, because they are the factors 

that typical patrons think of first, when they think about the school district. The three graded 

factors listed above were Hot Buttons and they were joined by factors such as “The variety of the 

extracurricular activities,” “Safety of students in the district” and “Quality of the Park Hill 

School District facilities.”  
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Strengths of the district and areas needing improvement 

In answer to an open-ended question, respondents most frequently identified “Strong 

curriculum/academics,” “Community support” and “Teachers” as strengths of the district. “Don’t 

know” was the most popular answer on a separate question regarding the aspects of the district 

that need improvement. Participants with a specific suggestion were led by “Managing 

money/budget” and “Keeping class sizes down.” 

 

Communication on financial and budget issues 

Awareness of communication from the district regarding financial issue or its budget was 

statistically unchanged from the 2015 study, with 34% of the participants saying they recalled 

seeing something on this topic “in the last several months.” However, the perception of the 

district’s efforts to communicate such information (74% “Excellent” or “Good”) and its efforts to 

make such information clear and complete (72% “Excellent” or “Good”) jumped from last year’s 

study. 

 

Perception of the size of the district’s operating levy and the services received for that levy 

Half of the survey respondents said they believed that the Park Hill School District’s operating 

levy was either “A lot higher” or “A little higher” than neighboring districts. This is a 13% 

increase from the 2015 study. 

 

But there was also a 24% increase (to 53%) of participants who said they thought that the 

services that were provided for those levy funds were either “A lot higher” or “A little higher” 

than those received by patrons in neighboring school districts. 

 

Support for project ideas for a potential future bond issue 

When presented with matter-of-fact information about projects that might appear in a future 

bond issue, 71% of the respondents said they would be “More likely to vote in favor” of such a 

ballot issue, if it included a new elementary school. A total of 69% said they same thing about an 

additional middle school, 55% for a central facility for special curriculum for high school 

students and 41% for a Support Services facility. 

 

A rank order exercise for these four projects – in terms of the respondent’s level of support for 

each one – showed the highest level of support for the elementary school and middle school 

projects. 

 

Support for a bond issue for the ideas that had been presented 

At the time this survey was conducted, a strong 80% of the respondents said they would either 

“Strongly favor” or “Favor” a bond issue proposal that included the four ideas that had just been 

discussed. That support grew to 87%, when the fact that this would be a no-tax-increase proposal 

was presented. While these numbers will almost certainly decline somewhat over time, it is clear 

that the district is starting any bond issue discussion in a strong position. 
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Sources of school district news 

Four of 18 different potential sources of district news are consulted for such information more 

often than average: “Friends and neighbors,” “Local television news,” Park Hill Connection 

newsletter” and “Park Hill School Board.” Additionally, 10 of the 18 sources saw a statistically 

significant increase in the frequency with which they are consulted, while two sources declined 

at a statistically significant level. 

 

 

The full report that follows presents a series of findings, discussion of each of these findings, and 

all the questions, answers and appropriate cross-tabulations. A brief summary closes the report. 

 

The shading and bolding of data in the longer tables that are presented in a landscape format is 

done to enhance readability and does not have any special connotation related to the data itself. 
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Park Hill School District 

2016 Community Survey 

Final Report 

October 21, 2016 
 

Finding 1: A total of 90% of the survey respondents said they were either 

“Very likely” or “Likely” to vote in the upcoming presidential election (with 

83% of that 90% saying, “Very likely). Additionally, 96% said that they 

usually vote in “Elections on school bond issues or operating levy proposals.” 

These findings indicate that the survey group consisted of engaged members 

of the community. 

 
In late September and early October 2016, a 12- to 15-minute telephone survey was conducted 

with 400 randomly selected, registered voter, heads of households (male or female) living within 

the boundaries of the Park Hill School District. 

 

Calls were placed to landlines and cell phone numbers, and the completed interviews were 

divided equally (200 each) between the Park Hill High School and Park Hill South High School 

drawing areas. This means that the data contained in this report that reflects the views of the 

entire survey group has a Margin of Error of plus or minus 5%. (The Margin of Error within the 

demographic and geographic subgroups is larger, because the number of participants in each 

group is smaller.) 

 

Once the respondent had confirmed these requirements for survey participation, he or she was 

asked two questions to determine a key demographic component: Voting likelihood. 

 

The first question on this topic asked the respondent how likely he or she would be to vote in the 

upcoming presidential election, “as you think about it today.” A total of 83% said they were 

“Very likely” and an additional 7% said, “Likely.” Nine of the remaining 10% said, “Not 

sure/Don’t know.” 

 

The second question presented a list of lower-profile types of elections. As the list was read, 

respondents were asked to identify which of these election types they “usually” vote in. 

 

Two of the five election “types” were school-related and, interestingly, they had the highest and 

lowest percentages on this question. 

 

“Elections on school bond issues or operating levy proposals” scored at 96%, while “School 

Board elections,” tallied 71% (still a very respectable score). 
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These questions were asked to allow a cross-tabulation analysis to be conducted that would 

separate “active voters” from simply “registered voters.” Given the high percentage of regular 

(and planned) voting within the participant group, this cross-tabulation became unnecessary. 

 

 

Questions 1– 4 asked respondents whether or not they were a head of household (male or 

female), lived within the boundaries of the Park Hill School District and, if so, within the 

drawing area for Park Hill High School or Park Hill South High School (200 responses from 

each group was set as the quota), and a registered voter.  

 

To continue with the survey, a respondent had to answer, “Yes” to the questions about head of 

household status, awareness of living in the district and being a registered voter. Additionally, 

the respondent had to live in a region of the district (either the Park Hill or Park Hill South 

drawing area) where there was still room under the quota, when he or she was called. Because 

these specific answers were required to participate, those questions are not displayed below.  

 

All answers with percentages may add to more or less than 100%, due to rounding. In reviewing 

the verbatim answers shown in this report, it is important to remember that each is one response, 

by one person and is not indicative of a trend. 

 

 

5. As you think about it today, how likely is it that you will be voting in the November 

presidential election? Would you say…? Choices, except where indicated, were read to 

respondents. This information was collected for cross-tabulation purposes, but it was not 

subject to a quota.  

 

Response Percentage 

Very likely 83% 

Likely 7% 

Unlikely 1% 

Very unlikely <1% 

Not sure/Don’t know (not read) 9% 

 



 6 

 

6. Which of the following other kinds of elections do you usually vote in? Choices were 

rotated and read to respondents. This information was collected for cross-tabulation 

purposes, but it was not subject to quota. 

 

Response Percentage 

Elections on school bond issues or 

operating levy proposals 

96% 

General elections for state office 88% 

Primary elections for state office 77% 

Elections on local tax measures, 

such as for parks, the water 

department or emergency services 

74% 

School Board elections 71% 
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Finding 2: All 17 people, program, facility and district/patron relationship 

factors – plus the district’s overall performance – received a grade of “B” 

(or the statistical equivalent of a “B”) on the traditional A-F grading scale. 

The two grades whose scores changed at a statistically significant level 

from the 2015 study both were higher this year. Eleven of the factors 

qualified as Patron Hot Buttons – the same number as 2015, but with some 

changes to that list. 
 

For the ninth year in a row, survey participants were asked to “grade” (A, B, C, D or F) 17 

different people, program, facility and district/patron relationship factors, plus the district’s 

overall performance. (The chart of the grades shows this year, plus the last seven. 2008 does 

not appear, due to space limitations.) 

 

All of the grades for all of the factors are displayed below. However, to simplify the analysis 

and the ability to compare factors to each other, a 5-point weighted scale has been applied. 

 

In this scale, each grade of “A” is worth 5 points, down to each grade of “F” being worth 1 

point. The points are totaled and then divided by the number of participants who were willing 

to offer a grade, rather than saying, “Don’t know.” This produces a single number between 

1.00 and 5.00. 

 

Remembering that a 5.00 would require all those who offered a grade to say, “A,” the 

dividing line between areas of strength and those which may need attention is generally 

considered to be 4.00, or a “B.” Taking into account the Margin of Error, a score as low as 

3.80 is still, statistically speaking, a “B.” 

 

This year, the scores at the top of the list were (descriptions truncated): 

 

 Quality of education – 4.50 

 Quality of extracurricular activities – 4.48 

 District teachers – 4.48 

 Variety of extracurricular activities – 4.44 

 Special Needs programs – 4.42 

 Safety of students – 4.40 

 Quality of school facilities – 4.37 

 Quality of gifted programs – 4.37 

 

The cross-tabulation charts that follow this section show the results for each of the factors (plus 

the overall grade), based on the respondent’s age, length of time living in the district, gender, 

location of residence, and whether or not he or she has (or had) a student in the district. While 

these are always interesting reading, it is important to remember that the subgroups are smaller 
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than the total survey group, meaning that the Margin of Error is larger. As such, it is best to look 

for trends (such as the generally higher scores for current student families, as compared to past 

student families and “never” student families), than it is to fixate on individual numbers. 

 

The other aspect of the grading exercise is the identification of Patron Hot Buttons. These are the 

factors that at least 81% of the respondents were willing to grade, rather than saying, “Don’t 

know.” These, therefore, are the factors that come to mind first, when a “typical” patron thinks 

about the school district. 

 

Eleven factors achieved that status (again, descriptions truncated): 

 

 Quality of education 

 Quality of extracurricular activities 

 District teachers 

 Variety of extracurricular activities 

 Safety of students 

 Quality of school facilities 

 Value for the tax dollars spent 

 Quality of classroom technology 

 Efforts of the district to communicate with patrons 

 Efforts of the district to involve citizens in decision-making 

 Class sizes 

 

Class sizes and the quality of the classroom technology were new to the Hot Button list this year, 

while the performance of principals and the performance of the Board of Education dropped off 

the list. 

 

 

As you know, students in school are traditionally given a grade of A, B, C, D or F to 

reflect the quality of their work. Based on your experience, the experience of your 

children, or things you have heard about the Park Hill Schools from others, please tell 

me what grade you would give the Park Hill Schools on each of the following items. 

Let’s start with Questions 7 through 22 were rotated to eliminate “order bias.”  
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7. Performance of district teachers  

 

Response Percentage 

A 53% 

B 36% 

C 7% 

D 0% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 4% 

 

 

8. Quality of education 

 

Response Percentage 

A 55% 

B 37% 

C 4% 

D 1% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 3% 

 

 

9. Quality of the programs for those students with special needs, such as English 

Language Learner programs – also known as English as a Second Language – 

Special Education and other Special Needs programs 

 

Response Percentage 

A 31% 

B 26% 

C 3% 

D 1% 

F <1% 

Don’t know (not read) 39% 
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10. Quality of programs for gifted students 

 

Response Percentage 

A 34% 

B 28% 

C 4% 

D 1% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 32% 

 

 

11. The district’s Early Childhood Education program 

 

Response Percentage 

A 25% 

B 19% 

C 7% 

D 3% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 44% 

 

 

12. The variety of the extracurricular activities  

 

Response Percentage 

A 48% 

B 43% 

C 6% 

D 0% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 3% 
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13. Value for the tax dollars spent 

 

Response Percentage 

A 47% 

B 39% 

C 10% 

D 2% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 1% 

 

 

14. The quality of the extracurricular activities 

 

Response Percentage 

A 45% 

B 41% 

C 2% 

D 1% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 11% 

 

 

15. The quality of the technology in the classroom 

 

Response Percentage 

A 36% 

B 31% 

C 12% 

D 3% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 18% 
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16. Performance of school principals 

 

Response Percentage 

A 30% 

B 38% 

C 4% 

D 2% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 26% 

 

 

17. Performance of the Park Hill Schools District Office administrators 

 

Response Percentage 

A 32% 

B 25% 

C 8% 

D 3% 

F 2% 

Don’t know (not read) 31% 

 

 

18. Performance of the Park Hill School Board 

 

Response Percentage 

A 33% 

B 34% 

C 9% 

D 3% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 20% 

 



 13 

 

19. Efforts of the district to involve citizens in decision-making 

 

Response Percentage 

A 26% 

B 36% 

C 14% 

D 5% 

F 2% 

Don’t know (not read) 17% 

 

 

20. Efforts of the district to communicate with patrons 

 

Response Percentage 

A 34% 

B 42% 

C 10% 

D 6% 

F 2% 

Don’t know (not read) 6% 

 

 

21. Safety of students in the district 

 

Response Percentage 

A 48% 

B 44% 

C 4% 

D 2% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 2% 
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22. Quality of the Park Hill School District facilities  

 

Response Percentage 

A 40% 

B 51% 

C 5% 

D <1% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 4% 

 

 

23. Class sizes, meaning the number of students in each classroom 

 

Response Percentage 

A 21% 

B 44% 

C 13% 

D 6% 

F 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 16% 

 

 

24. How concerned do you think most people who live in the Park Hill School District 

are about class sizes? Would you say…? Choices, except where indicated, were read to 

respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

Very concerned 23% 

Somewhat concerned 49% 

Neither concerned nor 

unconcerned 

7% 

Not very concerned 6% 

Not concerned at all 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 14% 
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25. Thinking about everything you know or have heard about the district, what overall 

grade would you give the Park Hill School District? 

 

Response Percentage 

A 42% 

B 47% 

C 9% 

D 1% 

F 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 2% 
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5-point scale ratings for 2016, 2015, 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, 2010 and 2009, plus the percentage difference between 2016 and 2015 results, 

where applicable. Items with a “*” are Patron Hot Buttons. Items that are in larger type in the “change” column (Special Needs programs 

and Performance of administrators) are statistically significant. 

 

Item 2016 

rating 

2015 

rating 

2014 

rating 

2013 

rating 

2012 

rating 

2011 

rating 

2010 

rating 

2009 

rating 

Change 

2015 to 

2016 

Quality of education 4.50* 4.56* 4.47* 4.49* 4.57* 4.34* 4.55* 4.53* (1%) 

Extracurricular quality 4.48* 4.35* 4.40* 4.48* 4.34 4.23* 4.38* 4.57 3% 

District teachers 4.48* 4.46* 4.47* 4.46* 4.54* 4.32* 4.49* 4.55* <1% 

Extracurricular variety 4.44* 4.42* 4.48* 4.39* 4.35* 4.20* 4.38* 4.60 <1% 

Special Needs programs 4.42 3.93 4.11 4.34 4.21 4.56 4.40 4.16 12% 

Safety of students 4.40* 4.51* 4.57* 4.63* 4.61* 4.42* 4.57* 4.49* (2%) 

Quality of school facilities 4.37* 4.59* 4.49* 4.59* 4.75* 4.52* 4.55* 4.66* (3%) 
Quality of gifted programs 4.37 4.40 4.32 4.42 4.31 4.46 4.33 4.47 (<1%) 

Overall grade 4.32 4.37 4.33 4.34 4.49 4.30 4.34 4.50 (1%) 

Value for tax dollars spent 4.30* 4.11* 4.20* 4.14* 4.22* 3.98* 3.97* 4.08* 5% 

Performance of principals 4.24 4.14* 4.17 4.32 4.14* 4.24 4.31 4.33 2% 

Quality of classroom tech 4.22* 4.20 4.27 4.51 4.32* 4.22 4.52 4.39 <1% 

Performance of BOE 4.19 3.93* 3.93 4.06* 4.09* 4.04* 4.13 4.17* 5% 

Performance of admin 4.18 3.95 4.16 4.29 4.09 4.19 4.16 4.35 6% 

Early Childhood Education 4.15 3.97 4.40 4.47 4.18 4.38 4.34 4.42 5% 

Efforts of the district to 

communicate w/patrons 

4.05* 4.05* 3.93* 4.14* 4.11* 4.09* 4.10* 4.04* No change 

Efforts of the district to 

involve citizens in decision-

making 

3.96* 3.77* 3.88* 3.81 3.61* 3.94* 3.68 3.82* 5% 

Class sizes 3.92* 3.89 4.14 4.20 3.90 3.98 4.00 4.06 <1% 
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Cross-tabulation: 5-point scale ratings by age, length of time living in the district, and the presence of a current district student in the 

household, a past district student or no district student ever in the household. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group, 

and “age” will not square with “overall” score, because nine respondents refused to answer this question. 

 

Item Overall  18-34 

(n=82) 
35-54 

(n=173) 

55 or 

older 

(n=136) 

 Up to 5 

years 

(n=57) 

5-15 years 

(n=145) 

More than 

15 years 

(n=198) 

 Student, 

yes 

(n=153) 

Student, 

past 

(n=133) 

Student, 

never 

(n=114) 

Quality of education 4.50  4.45 4.53 4.50  4.45 4.48 4.55  4.57 4.47 4.44 

Extracurricular quality 4.48  4.43 4.54 4.41  4.37 4.46 4.52  4.49 4.44 4.49 

District teachers 4.48  4.39 4.48 4.53  4.42 4.45 4.52  4.56 4.47 4.38 

Extracurricular variety 4.44  4.38 4.50 4.39  4.35 4.49 4.42  4.48 4.40 4.50 

Special Needs programs 4.42  4.32 4.47 4.40  4.40 4.41 4.43  4.41 4.34 4.51 

Safety of students 4.40  4.34 4.41 4.48  4.37 4.38 4.42  4.53 4.38 4.24 

Quality of school facilities 4.37  4.28 4.31 4.52  4.21 4.31 4.45  4.33 4.45 4.32 

Quality of gifted programs 4.37  4.33 4.41 4.31  4.27 4.46 4.32  4.50 4.24 4.26 

Overall grade 4.32  4.21 4.33 4.38  4.15 4.32 4.37  4.34 4.32 4.21 

Value for tax dollars spent 4.30  4.29 4.35 4.24  4.16 4.33 4.32  4.42 4.25 4.21 

Performance of principals 4.24  4.15 4.28 4.22  4.21 4.22 4.26  4.39 4.13 4.05 

Quality of classroom tech 4.22  4.05 4.22 4.32  3.98 4.19 4.32  4.29 4.30 4.02 

Performance of BOE 4.19  4.27 4.21 4.12  4.25 4.27 4.13  4.38 3.95 4.20 

Performance of admin 4.18  4.17 4.23 4.13  4.03 4.24 4.17  4.35 4.00 4.06 

Early Childhood Education 4.15  3.97 4.27 4.19  3.97 4.22 4.15  4.27 4.18 3.94 

Efforts of the district to 

communicate w/patrons 

4.05  4.05 4.04 4.05  3.75 4.09 4.10  4.27 3.95 3.83 

Efforts of the district to 

involve citizens in decision-

making 

3.96  4.01 3.99 3.87  3.80 4.03 3.95  4.20 3.72 3.92 

Class sizes 3.92  3.76 3.94 4.09  3.72 3.94 4.02  3.98 4.08 3.64 
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Cross-tabulation: 5-point scale ratings by high school drawing area and gender. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each 

group. 

 

Item Overall  Park 

Hill 

(n=200) 

Park Hill 

South 

(n=200) 

 Female 

(n=234) 

Male 

(n=166) 

Quality of education 4.50  4.50 4.50  4.50 4.50 

Extracurricular quality 4.48  4.44 4.48  4.50 4.45 

District teachers 4.48  4.49 4.47  4.48 4.48 

Extracurricular variety 4.44  4.44 4.43  4.44 4.43 

Special Needs programs 4.42  4.48 4.35  4.41 4.44 

Safety of students 4.40  4.39 4.40  4.45 4.33 

Quality of school facilities 4.37  4.36 4.37  4.45 4.25 

Quality of gifted programs 4.37  4.39 4.34  4.35 4.38 

Overall grade 4.32  4.34 4.31  4.34 4.29 

Value for tax dollars spent 4.30  4.31 4.30  4.33 4.27 

Performance of principals 4.24  4.23 4.25  4.20 4.29 

Quality of classroom tech 4.22  4.28 4.16  4.23 4.21 

Performance of BOE 4.19  4.22 4.17  4.22 4.16 

Performance of admin 4.18  4.18 4.18  4.23 4.11 

Early Childhood Education 4.15  4.14 4.16  4.10 4.20 

Efforts of the district to 

communicate w/patrons 

4.05  4.01 4.08  4.03 4.06 

Efforts of the district to 

involve citizens in decision-

making 

3.96  3.96 3.95  3.96 3.95 

Class sizes 3.92  3.92 3.92  4.01 3.79 
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Finding 3: In answer to separate open-ended questions, respondents most 

frequently identified “Strong curriculum/academics,” “Community support” 

and “Teachers” as strengths of the district, while “Don’t know” was the most 

frequent answer on a question about areas needing improvement. Those who 

had a suggestion for improvement were led by “Managing money/budget” and 

“Keeping class sizes down.” 
 

After offering their grades for specific factors of the district and its performance, respondents were 

given an open-ended opportunity to share their thoughts about the district’s strengths and on areas 

where it could improve. 

 

All the responses were coded, meaning that common words, phrases and ideas were identified in an 

effort to determine the most frequently mentioned thoughts. 

 

On the subject of strengths, “Strong curriculum/academics” (73 mentions) was the most frequent 

response. This was followed by “Community support” (71 mentions) and “Teachers” (52 mentions). 

 

The most popular answer on the question regarding areas needing improvement was “Don’t know” 

(144 mentions). The most frequently mentioned actual ideas for improvement were “Managing 

money/budget” (74 mentions) and “Keeping class sizes down” (59 mentions). It is also important to 

note that 32 respondents said words to the effect of “Doing fine as is” or “I have nothing to 

suggest.” 

 

The answers to these two questions are not a surprise, considering the strong grades seen in the 

section before. 

 

Note: The verbatim comments shown below the charts for each question are either “one off” ideas, 

multiple ideas from a single respondent or both. Each one is a single comment, by a single 

respondent. Had it been indicative of a trend, it would have appeared in enough quantity to be 

displayed in the chart associated with the question. 
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26. What do you think are the district’s strengths? Responses below were coded, based on 

common words, phrases or ideas. Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below. 

 

Response Number 

Strong curriculum/academics 73 

Community support 71 

Other (see below) 65 

Teachers 52 

Extracurricular activities 44 

Don’t know 42 

Excellent reputation 36 

High percentage of grads go on to 

college 

17 

 

Verbatim “other” comments 

 

The quality of the families that live in the district. 

 

I’ve had children and grandchildren that have gone to school in the district, and I can tell 

you I’ve always been well pleased. 

 

Probably the reputation, although I think it is somewhat overrated. 

 

Compared to other districts, the Park Hill School District has the best test results and SAT 

scores. A high percentage of grads go on to college. 

 

Technology. 

 

Good facilities. 

 

Overall education is excellent. The teachers care and the administration is forward-thinking. 

 

Academics and extracurricular activities. 

 

They do a great job. Great teachers. 

 

Their strength is their focus on excellence. Most teachers have Master’s degrees. They hire 

top talent. 

 

The ability to be impartial on student problems. Teachers make an effort to help kids who 

are struggling with a concept. 



 21 

 

Caring teachers. Well-qualified teachers. Great communication with parents. 

 

Many available opportunities for good students. My daughter is able to take many college 

courses in high school. 

 

I do believe the strength is one-on-one technology. I also believe our superintendent, Dr. 

Jeanette Cowherd, truly has the best interests of the students as her priority. 

 

Good teachers; good facilities and a variety of options for extracurricular activities. 

 

Teachers are great. They are hardworking and caring. Park Hill School District’s focus is 

more on academics than athletics. They are pretty balanced. 

 

They are great communicators with each elementary student. Sunday night, the principal 

calls the home of each student regarding the coming week. Parent portal is terrific. High 

school parent portal is great. We get e-mails and texts. We know what is going on daily. 

 

Teachers, teachers, teachers. Instruction is excellent. They are compassionate, caring, and 

teaching is their avocation. It's all about children. 

 

The clean classrooms. There seems to be a lot less fighting and robberies. 

 

Their extracurricular activities. Their teachers are very educated. 

 

New leadership is great. 

 

They communicate well. We go to the library frequently and it is nice. Members of the 

Board for the Park Hill School District talk about current projects and plans. 

 

Strong leadership at all levels. 

 

The administration does what they think is best for the students, unlike some districts that 

are more political in nature. 

 

They use current programs and they have great individual instruction to students. 

 

Business management of funds. 

 

Communication with parents and the community, in general, from both teachers and 

administration. 

 

Teachers are well-prepared. The new superintendent is excellent. 
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The schools are clean and up to date, for the most part. 

 

They have a very strong reputation. People who aren’t even connected with the district think 

very highly of them. 

 

It’s an excellent school district. 

 

Their reading programs are good. 

 

The district does a good job hiring good teachers and planning for the future. 

 

They seem to have a pretty good grasp on growth and the future. 

 

If you are in the middle level of learning, you get a great education, but if you are below, 

good luck. 

 

Their teachers and, I guess, using the money correctly. Taxpayers’ money is spent correctly. 

 

Park Hill School District is improving yearly. Scores seem to be higher, and the reputation is 

growing. 

 

Teachers are great. It is due to the faculty that Park Hill is highly regarded. 

 

Top-quality teachers and administration. 

 

They do a good job communicating with the patrons. 

 

Facilities are nice. 

 

They are well-known for high-quality education. Parents encourage kids to do well. 

 

Excellent communications from teachers and administration. 

 

They reach out to the public and keep them informed. 

 

My partner had a child in the Park Hill School District, but I have no children. I have heard 

good things, though. 

 

Students have up-to-date technology at their service. 

 

Test scores are high. 
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They’re rated high in the city and accredited highly. 

 

Their teachers, caring staff and curriculum. 

 

They are aware of the economy and budget well. Our facilities are nice. 

 

The voter/parent base – meaning the community and the people who live around it and in it. 

 

They’re forward-looking and careful with finances. 

 

Programs for gifted students. 

 

Concern for their students. My son has autism and they show him care. Wonderful teachers. 

They keep parents informed. 

 

The greatest strength is the high-quality, dedicated teachers. They have always had high test 

scores. 

 

I would say curriculum and cost-consciousness. 

 

Park Hill School District is better in academics than other districts in the area. The teachers 

are very dedicated. 

 

I have heard great things about the school district. That’s why I moved here. 

 

It’s a good community, and good-quality students make a good, strong school. 

 

Caring staff that works individually with the students. 

 

They communicate with parents. 

 

They excel in the quality of education that is provided. I think they set the standards high. 

 

The Board does a wonderful job with funds. They plan ahead for growth and try to keep up 

with progress. 

 

School Board and superintendent. 

 

My child goes to private school, so I’m not too familiar. I would say, however, the kids 

seem to be successful. 
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27. Where could the district improve? Responses below were coded, based on common 

words, phrases or ideas. Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below.  

 

Response Number 

Don’t know 144 

Managing money/budget 74 

Keeping class sizes down 59 

Other (see below) 51 

Better communication 40 

Doing fine as is/nothing to suggest 32 

 

Verbatim “other” comments 

 

Too many to mention. 

 

Stop teaching MAP tests and start actually educating the kids. I’m a college professor. The 

kids are coming out of the Park Hill school system that have not learned anything. They are 

totally unprepared for college and life. 

 

We need to know the long-range plans. 

 

An IB program. It would be nice to have one. 

 

More personal help; one on one. 

 

Their administration; human resources and enforce sexual harassment rules. 

 

They need more money in the schools. 

 

More help with financial aid for students who go to college. Counselors need to spend more 

time with those who deserve college. 

 

People in tech need to be in each elementary school every day. Now, they only come in one 

day a week. If a child’s computer is frozen, they have to wait for days to get a fix. 

 

Overall, not bad, but too much emphasis is put on testing. 

 

Technology. Get rid of poor teachers. 

 

More hands-on for creative kids. 

 

The middle school robotic league needs improvement. 
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Quality of facilities. Administration treats kids and parents like clients. They are so 

business-like. Warmth is lost. Sometimes a child may need a hug. 

 

Class sizes. Portable units are needed. We have to prove we live in the district each year to 

prevent non-residents having kids in school. 

 

Time for new blood. Many teachers have been here too long and are just in it to do a job. 

 

Keep good teachers. Pay them more. 

 

Better bus service. 

 

In technology. 

 

Work more in preparation for ACT test, starting at the eighth grade; just questions of the 

day. 

 

They really need to look at transfer kids. Some of them are not necessarily at the same level. 

Make sure they get proper attention, tutoring if they need it, to bring them to the level of the 

other kids. 

 

Their administrators. 

 

Bullying can be a problem at times. 

 

There is always room for improvement, but I can’t pinpoint anything at the present. 

 

The discipline should be the same for all students. 

 

Should be more inclusive of a diverse student body. 

 

Could pay the teachers more. 

 

Teachers need training in the use of technology. Programs are needed for students who have 

psychological problems. 

 

More emphasis on the arts. Music, painting and visual arts. Less emphasis on sports, and I 

know that helps keep students in school. 

 

I would say not such a strong emphasis on social activities and more on academics. 

 

Their disabilities help – dyslexia, Special Needs education needs a lot of work. 
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Lunch menus. Just the food and how they prepare it. They try to force kids to eat things they 

don’t like. 

 

Making sure diversity is understood and accepted. 

 

Communication with parents. We are still waiting on decisions regarding possible 

expansions. 

 

Keep more of an eye on drug use. 

 

Update some older buildings. 

 

Number one – Put God back in the schools. The discipline. I think some of their rules are 

pretty harsh for small infractions or instances. 

 

The Park Hill School District needs a third high school. 

 

The high school has a trailer facility parked next to it. This concerns me. 

 

They need to open a new middle school or high school. 

 

Cut their overhead. 

 

They need a greater emphasis on education. Students should be able to fail and, if they do, 

better luck next year. 

 

I like the direction the district is going, but perhaps more emphasis on science, math and the 

arts. 

 

The Park Hill teachers and administration need to strive to accept diversity within the 

student population, particularly LGBT students. They have been very badly mistreated and 

all ignore it. 

 

Keeping faculty informed. Sometimes, parents know more than the teachers about plans 

being considered by the Board. 

 

The lunches suck! But also, the teachers need to stop just directing their questions to the 

internet. 

 

By being more honest with patrons about the need to build a third high school. 

 

Drugs and alcohol are becoming a bigger problem today. 
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Better communication, hiring qualified teachers, managing the budget. 

 

I think they should keep the sixth grade center, and I think they should offer the same 

foreign languages for seventh and eighth grades. 

 

Do not teach for testing. Teach to make education come alive. The district has to prep for 

college and also teach for life, whether they want college or other careers. 
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Finding 4: While the awareness of financial communications remains flat, the 

views about the district’s effort to communicate this information – and to do so 

clearly – both saw a jump in scores. 
 

A regular feature of this annual survey is a series of questions dealing with the issue of the district’s 

performance in communicating on financial matters.  

 

In terms of the respondents’ awareness of communication “in the last several months from the 

district about its budget or its finances,” 34% said they did recall seeing such information. Since this 

question was added to the annual survey in 2010, the “yes” scores have ranged from 32% to 41%. 

Last year, the result was 37%, meaning that the change from last year to this year is not statistically 

significant. 

 

After those who recalled seeing this information provided details about where they saw this 

information and what it said, all respondents were asked to rate the efforts of the district to 

communicate on financial matters. 

 

This year’s survey showed a notable increase from 2015, as 74% rated the efforts of the district 

either “Excellent” or “Good.” Last year, the score was 64%. 

 

On the subject of whether the information provided by the district is clear and complete, 72% rated 

it “Excellent” or “Good,” which is 6% higher than 2015. This means that on both the effort made 

and the clarity of the information, the district’s scores improved at a statistically significant level. 
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The Park Hill School District is continually evaluating its performance on issues that are important to patrons. Now, I’d like to ask 

you just a few questions about your views on some important topics.  

 

28. First of all, do you remember seeing any communication in the last several months from the district about its budget or its 

finances?  

 

Response Percentage/ 

2016 

Percentage/ 

2015 

Percentage/ 

2014 

Percentage/ 

2013 

Percentage/ 

2012 

Percentage/ 

2011 

Percentage/ 

2010 

Yes 34% 37% 34% 41% 32% 41% 38% 

No 54% 55% 63% 57% 66% 46% 43% 

Don’t 

know/not 

sure 

12% 8% 3% 3% 2% 13% 19% 

 

 

29. What do you remember seeing? Asked only of the 135 respondents who answered question 28 “yes.” Responses below were 

coded, based on common words, phrases or ideas. Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below.  

 

Response Number 

Newsletter 58 

E-mail 46 

Mailer 17 

Other (see below) 14 

 

Verbatim “other” comments 

 

I don’t recall. 

 

It was at the bottom of my kid’s newsletter; a plan for growth. 

 

Regular Board meeting and Connection newsletter. 

 

The budget. 
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The super visited our school and spoke to staff. 

 

Regular mail and e-mails. 

 

I saw something about the budget, but don’t remember where. Maybe I heard it. 

 

It talked about building new schools. I received a mailing. 

 

I saw a brochure. 

 

They are in the process of building new schools. 

 

They did a comparison between our school and other area high school districts. 

 

Same stuff. They always say they spend the money wisely. 

 

I saw it on e-mail and Facebook. 

 

There was a brochure on finances that I read. 

 

 

30. What did it say? Asked only of the 135 respondents who answered question 28 “yes.” Responses below were coded, based on 

common words, phrases or ideas. Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below. 

 

Response Number 

General budget/finance issues 52 

Talked about the tax levy 32 

The need for additional 

space/additional school 

24 

Other (see below) 16 

Don’t remember 11 
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Verbatim “other” comments 

 

Just talking about taxes and stuff like that. 

 

What I remember was general growth and future plans. 

 

School Board meeting report that said the levy was just reduced. 

 

There was a budget plan for growth, but a need for land. 

 

Bonds may be cashed in. May buy land. 

 

That there are overcrowding issues and how to solve it. 

 

Adding, possibly, another high school. 

 

The superintendent explained the four proposals to alleviate overcrowding and also explained the costs. 

 

It mentioned budget and possible changes coming. 

 

Current tax levy will cover building, etc., but may need additional money for other products. 

 

It had tax information that we should expect. 

 

Talking about classroom sizes and an election on a bond issue with no increase in taxes. 

 

The tax levy percentage would be going down, which is a good thing. 

 

They compared our tax levy to other tax levies. 

 

A proposal is coming soon to help overcrowding. 

 

Talked about future need for growth. 
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31. Generally speaking, whether you remember seeing anything recently on the subject or not, how would you rate the Park Hill 

School District’s efforts to communicate actively with patrons regarding the district’s budget and finances? Would you rate 

the district…Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage/ 

2016 

Percentage/ 

2015 

Percentage/ 

2014 

Percentage/ 

2013 

Percentage/ 

2012 

Percentage/ 

2011 

Percentage/ 

2010 

Excellent 18% 13% 11% 17% 14% 9% 11% 

Good 56% 51% 49% 48% 45% 59% 54% 

Fair 9% 16% 21% 24% 26% 14% 12% 

Poor 5% 4% 6% 4% 7% 6% 6% 

Don’t know 

(not read) 
11% 17% 13% 8% 9% 12% 17% 

 

 

32. What steps should the district take to communicate more actively on budget and finance matters? Asked only of the 57 

respondents who answered question 31 “fair” or “poor.” Responses below were coded, based on common words, phrases or ideas. 

Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below. 

 

Response Number 

Don’t know 29 

Communicate more often 16 

Other (see below) 12 

 

Verbatim “other” comments 

 

Start communicating their mission statement and not just about money they want. 

 

At least, send out mailings. 

 

They just need to be transparent. More detail and more communication of goals. 

 

Let us know what is going on. 

 

I would like to see a breakdown of costs, not just general numbers. 
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More info is better, that’s all. 

 

Mailings; although I rarely look at my mail. 

 

That is something you are getting paid for. I don’t have the answers. 

 

I want to know specifics regarding how the money will be spent. 

 

Include info in mailers and the Connection newsletter. 

 

Through e-mails. 

 

I don’t always receive the quarterly newsletter. I only get an annual “State of the District” report. 

 

 

33. How about the district’s efforts to make budget and finance information that it provides to patrons clear and complete…how 

would you rate their performance? Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage/ 

2016 

Percentage/ 

2015 

Percentage/ 

2014 

Percentage/ 

2013 

Percentage/ 

2012 

Percentage/ 

2011 

Percentage/ 

2010 

Excellent 14% 12% 11% 18% 12% 7% 9% 

Good 58% 54% 48% 47% 52% 52% 58% 

Fair 10% 10% 18% 16% 16% 9% 7% 

Poor 4% 6% 9% 3% 8% 4% 3% 

Don’t know 

(not read) 
15% 18% 15% 17% 12% 28% 24% 
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34. What steps should the district take to make budget and finance information more clear and complete? Asked only of the 52 

respondents who answered question 33 “fair” or “poor.” Responses below were coded, based on common words, phrases or ideas. 

 

Response Number 

Be more detailed 25 

Don’t know 18 

Other (see below) 9 

 

Verbatim “other” comments 

 

Start communicating their mission statement and not just about money they want. (One respondent said the same thing on this 

question and on question 32.) 

 

The website needs to be a little better on money and funds matters. I could not find some info on a funding matter. A menu tab 

would help. 

 

We don’t know what is going on. We need more information. 

 

A more specific section on the website regarding budget info. If it is there, I’m not seeing it. 

 

Since I haven’t seen much, anything would be an improvement. 

 

Just make the information easier to find. 

 

Mailings. 

 

They need to present it in a way the average person can understand. 

 

They need to be honest with the community. This was voted down on the tax increase and the district went ahead and did it anyway. 
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Cross-tabulation: Awareness of communication about budget and finances, and combined “Excellent/Good” percentages on the 

district’s efforts to communicate on these matters and to make the information clear and complete by age, length of time living in 

the district, and the presence of a current district student, past district student or no district student ever in the household. Note: 

“n” equals the number of respondents in each group, and “age” will not square with “overall” score, because nine respondents 

refused to answer this question.  

 
Response Overall 

score 

 18-34 

(n=82) 

35-54 

(n=173) 

55 or 

older 

(n=136) 

 Up to 5 

years 

(n=57) 

5-15 

years 

(n=145) 

More 

than 15 

years 

(n=198) 

 Student, 

yes 

(n=153) 

Student, 

past 

(n=133) 

Student, 

never 

(n=114) 

Aware of having seen budget/finance 

information from the district 
34%  32% 38% 28%  37% 34% 33%  42% 29% 29% 

Combined “Excellent/Good” percentage 

on district’s efforts to communicate on 

these matters 

74%  77% 75% 72%  65% 72% 79%  84% 71% 65% 

Combined “Excellent/Good” percentage 

on district’s effort to make the 

information clear and complete 

72%  77% 73% 68%  63% 74% 73%  82% 66% 65% 

 

 

Cross-tabulation: Awareness of communication about budget and finances, and combined “Excellent/Good” percentages on the 

district’s efforts to communicate on these matters and to make the information clear and complete by high school drawing area and 

gender. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group. 

 
Response Overall 

score 

 Park 

Hill 

(n=200) 

Park 

Hill 

South 

(n=200) 

 Female 

(n=234) 

Male 

(n=166) 

Aware of having seen budget/finance 

information from the district 
34%  34% 34%  36% 31% 

Combined “Excellent/Good” percentage 

on district’s efforts to communicate on 

these matters 

74%  75% 74%  74% 75% 

Combined “Excellent/Good” percentage 

on district’s effort to make the 

information clear and complete 

72%  75% 70%  70% 75% 
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Finding 5: Half of the survey respondents said they believed that the Park Hill 

School District’s operating levy was either “A lot higher” or “A little higher” 

than those in neighboring districts, which was a 13% jump from 2015. 

However, 53% also said that they thought the services provided by the district 

were either “A lot higher” or “A little higher” than neighboring districts – an 

increase of 24%. 
 

The questions that appear in each annual survey dealing with the operating levy and the services 

provided for that levy – and how both compare to neighboring school districts – had results that 

were truly mixed. 

 

In terms of the perceived size of the levy, 50% of the respondents said they thought that Park 

Hill’s was either “A lot higher” or “A little higher” than the levy in neighboring districts. This 

was an increase of 13% from 2015, and it was the highest score on this question, since it was 

added to the survey in 2010. 

 

On the other hand, 53% of the respondents said that they thought that the services provided by 

the district were “A lot higher” or “A little higher” than those in neighboring districts. This was 

an increase of 24%, and was just 1% off the highest score ever on this question (which was 

achieved in 2012). 

 

While it is disappointing to see the score of 50% on the question regarding the perceived size of 

the operating levy, the good news is that the score on the subject of “services received” was 

higher than that. That was not the case in 2015, when 37% said the levy was at least “a little 

higher,” but only 29% said that the services provided with those funds were also at least “a little 

higher.” 

 

The cross-tabulation results reveal that the score for “services received” was higher among all 

the subgroups than the score for the perceived size of the operating levy. The differences were 

small, but it is still a positive result. 

 

 

 



 37 

 

35. Thinking now just about the operating levy,  based on what you know or what you may have heard from others, how do you 

think the operating levy you pay to the Park Hill School District compares to what is paid by patrons in other neighboring 

districts? Would you say that Park Hill School District taxes are…Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents.  

 

Response Percentage/ 

2016 

Percentage/ 

2015 

Percentage/ 

2014 

Percentage/ 

2013 

Percentage/ 

2012 

Percentage/ 

2011 

Percentage/ 

2010 

A lot higher than 

neighboring school 

districts 

9% 11% 14% 6% 13% 10% 12% 

A little higher 41% 26% 31% 36% 27% 37% 32% 

About the same 28% 38% 32% 28% 34% 39% 35% 

A little lower 4% 2% 5% 5% 3% 1% 2% 

A lot lower 0% <1% 0% 1% 1% 0% <1% 

Don’t know (not read) 18% 23% 18% 25% 22% 14% 20% 

 

 

36. Compared to other neighboring school districts, do you think the services that are provided by the Park Hill School District 

for the operating levy funds are…Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage/ 

2016 

Percentage/ 

2015 

Percentage/ 

2014 

Percentage/ 

2013 

Percentage/ 

2012 

Percentage/ 

2011 

Percentage/ 

2010 

A lot higher than 

neighboring school 

districts 

17% 9% 13% 3% 14% 17% 10% 

A little higher 36% 20% 37% 32% 40% 31% 34% 

About the same 24% 42% 30% 36% 22% 33% 28% 

A little lower 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 5% 

A lot lower 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Don’t know (not read) 22% 27% 19% 28% 23% 20% 23% 
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Cross-tabulation: Combined “A lot higher/A little higher” percentage on operating tax levy and service perception by age, length of 

time living in the district, and the presence of a current district student, past district student or no district student ever in the 

household. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group, and “age” will not square with “overall” score, because nine 

respondents refused to answer this question. 

 
Combined “A lot higher/A little higher” 

percentage 

Overall 

score 

 18-34 

(n=82) 

35-54 

(n=173) 

55 or 

older 

(n=136) 

 Up to 5 

years 

(n=57) 

5-15 

years 

(n=145) 

More 

than 15 

years 

(n=198) 

 Student, 

yes 

(n=153) 

Student, 

past 

(n=133) 

Student, 

never 

(n=114) 

Operating levy vs. neighboring districts 50%  45% 54% 46%  56% 52% 47%  52% 46% 53% 

Services provided vs. neighboring 

districts 
53%  49% 59% 47%  60% 57% 49%  59% 47% 54% 

 

 

Cross-tabulation: Combined “A lot higher/A little higher” percentage on operating tax levy and service perception by high school 

drawing area and gender. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group. 

 
Combined “A lot higher/A little higher” 

percentage 

Overall 

score 

 Park 

Hill 

(n=200) 

Park 

Hill 

South 

(n=200) 

 Female 

(n=234) 

Male 

(n=166) 

Operating levy vs. neighboring districts 50%  50% 51%  51% 48% 
Services provided vs. neighboring 

districts 
53%  54% 54%  53% 55% 
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Finding 6: Survey participants expressed strong support for three of the four 

project ideas that were presented for consideration. The fourth one – 

construction of a Support Services facility – had more support than 

opposition, but that support was notably below 50%. When asked to rank 

order the projects, based on the respondent’s level of support, the new 

elementary school and the additional middle school separated themselves 

from the other two projects. 
 

The survey then presented matter-of-fact descriptions of four project ideas being considered by 

the school district for a possible upcoming bond issue. After each description was read, 

respondents were asked if including the project in a future bond issue would make them “More 

likely to vote in favor,” “More likely to vote against” or would it “Make no difference” in their 

voting decision. 

 

The percentages of “More likely to vote in favor” responses indicated strong support for at least 

three of the ideas, at the time this survey was taken (project descriptions truncated): 

 

 New elementary school – 71% “More likely to vote in favor” 

 Additional middle school – 69% 

 Central facility for special curriculum for high school students – 55% 

 Support Services facility – 41% 

 

Having a non-classroom building have less support than school building projects is not 

uncommon. And, certainly, there was not a groundswell of opposition to the project. It will just 

be important for the district to study these results carefully – particularly in the cross-tabulation 

data on this project – as it makes its decisions about what to include or exclude from a bond issue 

proposal. 

 

After responding to each project individually, survey participants were then asked to rank order 

the list from “1” (the project that the respondent most supported), down to “4” (the project that 

he or she least supported). 

 

The answers to the rank order question were converted into a 4-point weighted scale, with 4 

points being awarded for each “most-supported” project, down to 1 point for each “least-

supported project.” The total points for each project echo the results from the individual project 

questions: 

 

 New elementary school – 996 points 

 Additional middle school – 984 points 

 Central facility for special curriculum for high school students – 734 points 

 Support Services facility – 506 points 
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As you may know or you may have heard, the number of students in the district continues 

to increase, which means that the school buildings and classrooms continue to become more 

crowded. Estimates provided by outside demographic consultants are that this steady 

growth will continue for the foreseeable future.  

 

To address this issue, a variety of possible solutions are being evaluated. One or more of 

these ideas may be included in a future bond issue proposal from the school district. The 

purpose of this survey is to determine what a cross-section of residents thinks about the 

ideas that are currently being discussed.  

 

I’m now going to read you very brief descriptions of the ideas that are being discussed. 

Let’s start with…Questions 37 through 40 were rotated. 

 

 

37. One of the ideas to address the overcrowding is to build an additional elementary 

school that would serve about 500 students. The location of this potential new school 

has not been determined yet. That decision would be guided by factors such as 

student population growth trends and the availability of land. If this project was 

part of a bond issue proposal, would you be…? Choices, except where indicated, were 

read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

More likely to vote in favor 71% 

More likely to vote against 7% 

It would make no difference in 

how you voted 

16% 

Don’t know (not read) 7% 

 

 

38. One of the ideas to address the overcrowding is to build an additional middle school. 

If this project was part of a bond issue proposal, would you be…? Choices, except 

where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

More likely to vote in favor 69% 

More likely to vote against 6% 

It would make no difference in 

how you voted 

14% 

Don’t know (not read) 11% 
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39. One of the ideas to address the overcrowding is to create a third facility that would 

offer advance professional learning experiences and related innovative courses. 

Some students would leave their high school for a portion of the day to attend these 

courses, helping to alleviate the overcrowding issue, until enrollment had grown 

enough to warrant considering adding a third high school. If this project was part of 

a bond issue proposal, would you be…? Choices, except where indicated, were read to 

respondents.  

 

Response Percentage 

More likely to vote in favor 55% 

More likely to vote against 13% 

It would make no difference in 

how you voted 

18% 

Don’t know (not read) 15% 

 

 

40. One of the ideas is to construct a Support Services facility to centralize district-wide 

departments, such as technology, food service, custodial service, transportation, 

grounds maintenance and the warehouse. Currently, these services are spread 

throughout the district. Bringing them together in a central facility offers an 

opportunity for greater efficiency. If this project was part of a bond issue, would 

you be…? Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

More likely to vote in favor 41% 

More likely to vote against 13% 

It would make no difference in 

how you voted 

31% 

Don’t know (not read) 16% 
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Cross-tabulation: “More likely to vote in favor” and “More likely to vote against” percentages for each project idea by age, length of 

time living in the district, and the presence of a current district student, past district student or no district student ever in the 

household. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group, and “age” will not square with “overall” score, because nine 

respondents refused to answer this question. 

 

Response Overall 

score 

 18-34 

(n=82) 

35-54 

(n=173) 

55 or 

older 

(n=136) 

 Up to 5 

years 

(n=57) 

5-15 

years 

(n=145) 

More 

than 15 

years 

(n=198) 

 Student, 

yes 

(n=153) 

Student, 

past 

(n=133) 

Student, 

never 

(n=114) 

New elementary /Vote in favor 71%  68% 73% 70%  79% 69% 70%  73% 67% 74% 

New elementary/Vote against 7%  6% 6% 9%  0% 9% 7%  5% 11% 5% 

              

Additional middle school/Vote in 

favor 
69%  65% 76% 63%  72% 69% 69%  75% 64% 68% 

Additional middle school/Vote 

against 
6%  5% 7% 5%  2% 7% 6%  5% 9% 4% 

              

Central facility for special 

curriculum/Vote in favor 
55%  52% 59% 49%  65% 55% 52%  59% 54% 49% 

Central facility for special 

curriculum/Vote against 
13%  12% 13% 13%  11% 15% 12%  12% 12% 15% 

              

Support Services facility/Vote in 

favor 
41%  29% 35% 54%  40% 34% 46%  33% 53% 37% 

Support Services facility/Vote 

against 
13%  13% 12% 13%  12%  12% 13%  14% 9% 15% 
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Cross-tabulation: “More likely to vote in favor” and “More likely to vote against” percentages for each project idea by high school 

drawing area and gender. Note: “n” equals the number of respondents in each group. 

 
Response Overall 

score 

 Park 

Hill 

(n=200) 

Park 

Hill 

South 

(n=200) 

 Female 

(n=234) 

Male 

(n=166) 

New elementary/Vote in favor 71%  73% 70%  72% 69% 

New elementary/Vote against 7%  6% 8%  8% 5% 
        

Additional middle school/Vote in 

favor 

69%  68% 71%  67% 72% 

Additional middle school/Vote 

against 
6%  7% 5%  9% 2% 

        

Central facility for special 

curriculum/Vote in favor 

55%  52% 58%  50% 62% 

Central facility for special 

curriculum/Vote against 
13%  14% 12%  16% 9% 

        

Support Services facility/Vote in 

favor 

41%  42% 40%  47% 33% 

Support Services facility/Vote 

against 
13%  12% 13%  15% 10% 
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41. Now, please rank these four projects – 1, 2, 3 and 4 – with number 1 being the project that you support the most and 4 being the 

project you least support. Thirty-seven respondents said, “Like them all equally,” 26 said, “Don’t know” and 15 said, “Dislike them 

all.” The rest were evaluated using a 4-point weighted scale, in which 4 points was awarded for each rank of “1” for a project, down to 

1 point for each rank of “4.” 

 

Project First 

place 

Second 

place 

Third 

place 

Fourth 

place 

4-point 

weighted 

scale points 

New elementary school 128 116 60 16 996 

Additional middle school 108 135 65 17 984 

Professional learning facility 

for high schools students 

55 57 134 75 734 

Support Services facility 31 14 63 214 506 
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Finding 7: Support for a bond issue for the projects that had been discussed 

was a strong 80% (combined “Strongly favor/Favor”), at the time this survey 

was taken. That support increased to 87%, when it was revealed that the bond 

issue would not require a tax increase. While results tighten – in some cases, 

significantly – as Election Day draws closer, the district would clearly be 

starting any bond issue initiative from a strong position. 
 

If an election was held today on a bond issue that included all the projects that had been 

presented, 80% of the survey respondents said they would either “Strongly favor” or “Favor” it. 

If that bond issue did not require a tax increase, the number would be 87%, as of the time this 

survey was conducted. 

 

In considering these results, it seems clear that the survey participants deemed these projects 

sensible, on the whole. Whether those feelings solidify or change between now and Election Day 

will depend on how the district communicates about its final bond issue plan and how that plan 

will benefit students and families.  

 

 

42. If the district proposed a bond issue that included all of the ideas we have been 

discussing, how do you think you would vote, if the election were held today? Would 

you…? Choices, except where indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

Strongly favor it 18% 

Favor it 62% 

Lean favor (not read) 1% 

Lean oppose (not read) <1% 

Oppose it 9% 

Strongly oppose it 2% 

Depends on the cost (not read) 5% 

Don’t know (not read) 4% 
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43. What if the bond issue resulted in NO TAX INCREASE? This would be possible at 

this time, because of how the district has structured its debt. If an election on such a 

no-tax-increase bond issue were held today, would you…? Choices, except where 

indicated, were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

Strongly favor it 55% 

Favor it 32% 

Lean favor (not read) 2% 

Lean oppose (not read) 1% 

Oppose it 3% 

Strongly oppose it 1% 

Don’t know (not read) 7% 

 

 

44. Is there a particular project or projects that would make it likely that you would 

OPPOSE/STRONGLY OPPOSE this bond issue, or is it something else? Asked only 

of the 17 respondents who answered “Lean oppose,” “Oppose it” or “Strongly oppose 

it.” All verbatim comments displayed below. 

 

No specific project. I would just need to know specifics, before agreeing to a proposal. 

 

Don’t believe there would be no tax increase. 

 

I will oppose any tax increase. 

 

I don’t see how you can do these improvements without a tax increase. 

 

I honestly think there would be a tax increase. 

 

Give me more information first. 

 

I am against spending money, as buildings that will soon be obsolete. Bond issues are 

old-fashioned. I am open to hearing more details about the proposals, and I have ideas 

about the best way to do things. 

 

I am confused on what type of facility the advanced learning one proposed is for. 

 

I am sure there will be a tax increase. 

 

Just generally tired of broken promises. 
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Be more specific on what classes would be at the advanced learning facility and how that 

reduces class sizes. 

 

I am for trying to reduce overcrowding, but I’m not sure how that is done with the 

Support Services facility. 

 

There is no way you wouldn’t see a tax increase. 

 

I tend to vote, “No,” until I see details. 

 

There will be a tax increase. Don’t let them kid you. 

 

I don’t think all projects are needed, especially the learning center one. 

 

I would need more details, before I would approve. 
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Finding 8: Interest in seeking out district news grew notably from the scores in 

2015. This year, 10 of 18 sources saw a statistically significant increase in 

consultation for district updates, while only two had a significant decrease. 
 

Before the demographic questions, respondents were presented with a list of 18 different potential 

sources of school district news and asked how often they consult that source for such information: 

Frequently, Sometimes, Rarely or Never. 

 

The responses for each source are shown below. However, to simplify the analysis process, a 4-

point weighted scale has also been applied. In this scale, each response of “Frequently” is worth 4 

points, down to each response of “Never” being worth 1 point. 

 

With a mid-point of 2.50, that means that any source that scores above that level is consulted 

more than average for district news. Four sources achieved that level: 

 

 “Friends and neighbors” – 3.10 

 Local television news – 2.79 

 Park Hill Connection newsletter – 2.71 

 Park Hill School Board – 2.54 

 

In addition, 10 of the 18 sources had a greater than 5% increase in how often they were consulted, 

meaning it was outside of the Margin of Error. Of those 10, eight were district- or district-

affiliated sources. 

 

The two sources whose use decreased at a statistically significant rate were The Platte County 

Citizen newspaper (7% decline) and The Kansas City Star (6% drop). 

 

Finally, I’m wondering who you turn to for information about the Park Hill School District. 

For each of the people or the organizations I mention, please tell me whether you look to 

them frequently, sometimes, rarely or never for information about the Park Hill School 

District. Questions 45 through 62 were rotated. 

 

 

45. The Platte County Citizen newspaper 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 6% 

Sometimes 13% 

Rarely 8% 

Never 73% 
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46. The Kansas City Star newspaper  

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 22% 

Sometimes 14% 

Rarely 10% 

Never 55% 

 

 

47. The Landmark 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 1% 

Sometimes 10% 

Rarely 7% 

Never 82% 

 

 

48. Local television news 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 28% 

Sometimes 35% 

Rarely 26% 

Never 12% 

 

 

49. Park Hill School Board members, either in person or when they are quoted in the 

news media 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 19% 

Sometimes 40% 

Rarely 16% 

Never 25% 
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50. Park Hill School District administration, either in person or when members of 

administration are quoted in the news media 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 21% 

Sometimes 35% 

Rarely 9% 

Never 36% 

 

 

51. School principals 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 26% 

Sometimes 14% 

Rarely 11% 

Never 49% 

 

 

52. Teachers 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 33% 

Sometimes 18% 

Rarely 8% 

Never 41% 

 

 

53. Other district employees 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 24% 

Sometimes 11% 

Rarely 15% 

Never 50% 
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54. Parent Teacher Association (also known as PTA) 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 9% 

Sometimes 13% 

Rarely 12% 

Never 66% 

 

 

55. Friends and neighbors 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 42% 

Sometimes 34% 

Rarely 16% 

Never 9% 

 

 

56. First Hand e-mail newsletter 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 31% 

Sometimes 14% 

Rarely 10% 

Never 46% 

 

 

57. The Park Hill Connection newsletter 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 40% 

Sometimes 22% 

Rarely 8% 

Never 30% 
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58. Individual school newsletters 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 27% 

Sometimes 11% 

Rarely 6% 

Never 56% 

 

 

59. Park Hill School District website 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 21% 

Sometimes 18% 

Rarely 13% 

Never 48% 

 

 

60. The Park Hill School District Facebook page 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 10% 

Sometimes 16% 

Rarely 5% 

Never 69% 

 

 

61. Park Hill’s Twitter feed 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 4% 

Sometimes 9% 

Rarely 6% 

Never 82% 
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62. Video from the school district on television or online 

 

Response Percentage 

Frequently 7% 

Sometimes 14% 

Rarely 5% 

Never 74% 
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Cross-tabulation: 4-point scale rating for information sources for 2016, 2015, 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, 2010, and 2009, plus the 

percentage difference between 2016 and 2015. Items that are bolded in the “change” column are statistically significant. 

 

News source 2016 

rating 

2015 

rating 

2014 

rating 

2013 

rating 

2012 

rating 

2011 

rating 

2010  

rating 

2009  

rating 

Change 

2015 to 

2016 
Friends and neighbors 3.10 2.90 2.99 3.00 3.00 2.89 3.13 3.08 7% 
Local television news 2.79 2.30 2.89 2.19 2.32 2.26 2.08 1.90 21% 
Park Hill Connection 

newsletter 

2.71 2.59 2.49 3.03 2.97 2.58 2.96 2.84 5% 

Park Hill School Board 2.54 2.27 2.26 2.00 1.89 2.05 1.70 1.56 11% 
Teachers 2.43 2.18 2.22 2.05 2.04 2.00 2.04 1.92 11% 

Park Hill administration 2.41 2.16 2.34 2.05 1.80 1.93 2.02 1.47 12% 
First Hand e-mail 

newsletter 

2.30 2.09 2.08 1.78 1.75 1.91 2.08 1.80 10% 

School principals 2.18 2.05 2.00 1.84 2.00 1.80 1.77 1.77 6% 
Park Hill School 

District website 

2.12 2.04 2.12 1.93 1.97 2.05 1.99 1.60 4% 

Other district employees 2.10 1.93 1.75 1.88 1.66 1.69 1.80 1.55 9% 
Individual school 

newsletters 

2.08 1.92 1.91 1.66 1.66 1.84 2.06 1.93 8% 

The Kansas City Star 2.03 2.15 2.45 2.29 2.39 2.56 2.39 2.70 (6%) 
Park Hill Facebook 

page 

1.68 1.61 1.61 1.63 1.46 1.48 1.36 1.15 4% 

Parent Teacher 

Association 

1.64 1.57 1.64 1.48 1.46 1.59 1.57 1.43 4% 

Video from the school 

district on television or 

online 

1.53 1.43 1.68 1.80 1.71 n/a n/a n/a 7% 

The Platte County 

Citizen newspaper 

1.52 1.64 1.64 1.86 1.74 1.97 1.93 n/a (7%) 

Park Hill Twitter feed 1.35 1.29 1.37 1.36 1.30 1.20 1.10 1.11 5% 
The Landmark 1.30 1.36 1.40 1.29 1.32 1.31 1.28 1.24 (4%) 
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Demographics 
 

The demographic questions whose data allowed for the creation of the cross-tabulation 

information in this report revealed that the survey group: 

 

 Was modestly tilted toward long-term residents, with 50% having lived in the district 

more than 15 years, but also had 32% who had lived there 10 years or less. 

 Had a total of 61% between the ages of 25 and 54. 

 Included 153 current student families, 133 past student families (meaning all district 

students in the household have graduated) and 114 “never” student families. 

 Was 59% female and 42% male. 

 

 

My last few questions will help us divide our interviews into groups. 

 

63. How long have you, yourself, lived within the boundaries of the Park Hill School 

District? Is it...Choices were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

Less than 2 years 4% 

2 years to 5 years 11% 

More than 5 years to 10 years 17% 

More than 10 years to 15 years 20% 

More than 15 years 39% 

I’ve lived here all my life 11% 

 

 

64. In what age group are you? Is it...Choices were read to respondents. 

 

Response Percentage 

18 to 24 3% 

25 to 34 18% 

35 to 44 21% 

45 to 54 22% 

55 to 64 20% 

65 or older 14% 

Refused (not read) 2% 
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65. Do you have any children or grandchildren who attend school in the Park Hill 

School District right now? Numbers, rather than percentages, displayed below. 

 

Response Number 

Yes, children 150 

Yes, children and grandchildren 3 

Yes, grandchildren 58 

No 189 

 

 

66. Do you have any children or grandchildren who previously were students in the 

district, but who have graduated? Asked only of the 247 respondents who did not say, 

“Yes, children” or “Yes, children and grandchildren” on question 65. Numbers, rather 

than percentages, displayed below. 

 

Response Number 

Yes, children 126 

Yes, children and grandchildren 7 

Yes, grandchildren 12 

No 102 

 

 

67. RECORD GENDER 

 

Response Percentage 

Female 59% 

Male 42% 
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Summary 
 

The 2016 version of the annual survey of head-of-household, registered voters living within the 

Park Hill School District generated positive results, overall. 

 

First, the district’s performance continues to score very well, in the view of “typical” patrons. 

These same patrons are growing in their interest in district news and tend to consult district-

sponsored or affiliated sources more often than they do other outlets (although, as is typical, 

“friends and neighbors” continues to be the top source for such news). 

 

Second, the perceived strengths and areas needing improvement continue to show a high degree 

of appreciation for the work being done in the classroom, along with the usual call to manage 

funds efficiently. 

 

Third, at the time this survey was conducted, there was support for a bond issue to construct a 

new elementary school and a new middle school, with solid – but less – support for a separate 

facility for specialized curriculum that would lessen the crowding in the high schools. There was 

more support than opposition for a Support Services facility, but that support was less than 50%. 

 

Finally, the support for a bond issue, again, at the time this survey was taken, was strong, in 

general, and grew even stronger when it was revealed that such a proposal will not require a tax 

increase. While a level of support this high will be difficult to maintain (particularly when the 

final plan is announced and those who would criticize it have something specific to discuss), it is 

clear that the district begins a bond issue conversation from a position of strength. 

 

Going forward, it would be helpful for the district to take several steps: 

 

 Identify the plan in a timely fashion, but do not overwhelm the electorate with 

details too early. 

 

After the general election next month, residents will need a “cooling off” period and will 

want to focus their attention on the holidays. While it would be an ideal time for the 

district to come to a decision about its plan, it would be extremely premature to begin 

active discussions with the community, until after the first of the year. 

 

 Make the communication focused on how students will benefit. 

 

This proposal – whatever it ends of being – will be focused on easing the overcrowding 

taking place in the school district. The reason for the buildings and the problems they will 

solve are more important than the buildings themselves, in the minds of typical voters. 

The focus must be on how students and families will benefit. 
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 Provide clarity on how the proposal can be accomplished without a tax increase. 

 

A clear, simple explanation of how so much can be done without an increase in taxes will 

be critical for the school district. While the number of comments of “I can’t believe there 

won’t be a tax increase” in the survey was fairly small, the general wariness on the 

subject of tax issues in the region where the district resides makes this all the more 

important. 
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