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Presentation overview

• Who we are and how we started on the journey toward 

measuring employee engagement

• Steps in our process

• What we learned from the process and our data

• How we responded to the data

• Connection to staff attendance

• Questions



Who Are We and How We Got Started

Measuring Employee Engagement



Who are we?

Anoka-Hennepin

Anoka-Hennepin is the largest school district in the state of Minnesota



Who are we?
Anoka-Hennepin is the largest school district in the state of Minnesota

• Approximately 37,000 students and 8000 staff

• Span 13 communities north of the Twin Cities of 

Minneapolis and St. Paul spread across 172 square miles

• 24 Elementary schools – adding two more (grades K-5)

• 6 Middle schools (grades 6-8)

• 5 Traditional high schools (grades 9-12)

• Multiple alternative programs for students needing 

specific instruction and targeted support



Who are we?

F/R: qualifying for free or reduced price lunch

SOC: students of color

Sp Ed: qualifying for Special Education services

EL: English learners

Demographic Trend
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Over the last 20 years, students in 

poverty have more than doubled and 

students of color have quadrupled



How did we get started?
Context and process of getting started

• Significant leadership changes

– Over 60% of central and school level leadership turned over in a 

single year leading into a 5-year period of continued leadership 

transitions

• Significant district events

– School closings

– Budget cuts

• Administration and School Board desire to gauge staff 

engagement and satisfaction levels



How did we get started?
Context and process of getting started

• January, 2009: Commissioned outside agency to conduct a staff 
survey to measure perceptions about issues facing the district
– Superintendent change

– Random sample phone survey

• Teaching staff

• Non-teaching staff

• 2009-10: Conducted massive reduction in staff and programming; 
– cut $15.8 million

• 2010-11: Closed 8 schools, changed HS schedule; 
– cut $9 million

• 2011-12: Continued to reduce central support; 
– cut $3.2 million



Steps in Our Process

Measuring Employee Engagement



How did we proceed?
Determining how to get started with the process

In 2011-12: 

• Began researching staff engagement tools
– Previous survey conducted for Anoka-Hennepin

– Tools being used in pockets within the district

– Research studies 

– Available instruments

• Created a timeline for development and implementation 
collaboratively across departments
– Research, Evaluation and Testing

– Employee Services

– Labor Relations and Benefits

– Communications



How did we proceed?
Determining how to get started with the process

In 2011-12: 

• Created a first draft of our proposed Employee 
Engagement Survey (31 questions total)
– Items aligned to four dimensions (22 questions)

• Basic needs

• Growth

• Team

• Supervisor support

– Demographic items (6 questions)

– Special interest/district priority items (3 questions)



How did we proceed?
Steps of implementation and administration

In 2012-13:

• Gathered input and feedback from stakeholders

• Made survey edits

• Conducted “think alouds” with former employees

• Piloted the survey with additional former employees

• Determine communication and distribution plan

• Administered the survey online to all employees

• Compiled and analyzed the results

• Shared results with stakeholders



How did we proceed?

• District scorecard implemented in 2010-11

– Annual monitoring and reporting tool used for district, school 

and department improvement planning and goal setting

Employee Engagement included as an indicator on the district scorecard



What We Learned from our Process and Data

Measuring Employee Engagement



What did we learn?
Process take-aways

• Supports
– Collaboration across departments

– Ties to overarching district measures

– Value of feedback from all staff types annually

– Intentionality and importance placed on employee experience

• Obstacles
– Trust and concern about anonymity

– Staff access to technology

– Ensuring communication throughout organization

• Opportunity to participate 

• Conveying results



What did we learn?
Data take-aways

• Ah-ha’s
– Respondent 

percentages were 
proportional to district 
assignment percentages

– District engagement 
percentages are 
consistently higher than 
“industry standards” 
aligned to published 
instruments



What did we learn?
2017-18 Results Summary

• Overall district-wide rating is 86.8% employee engagement (UP)

• 92% of respondents feel safe in their work place (UP)

• 93% of respondents enjoy working in Anoka-Hennepin (UP)

• 91% of respondents would recommend Anoka-Hennepin as a 
good place to work (UP)

• Only 4% of respondents report their overall level of satisfaction as 
“unsatisfied” when considering all aspects of their job (SAME)

District Scorecard B:  Implementing “best in class” leadership and management practices  

Indicators Level 01

Intervene

Level 02

Concern

Level 03

Baseline

Level 04

Progress 

Level 05

Vision

Score Trend 

line

B1: 

Employee 

engagement

≤ 75% 

overall 

employee 

engagement 

76-81% 

overall 

employee 

engagement

82-87% 

overall 

employee 

engagement

88-94% 

overall 

employee 

engagement

≥ 95% 

overall 

employee 

engagement

87 ↑



What did we learn?
Employee engagement over time
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What did we learn?
Percent of engagement by dimension for 2017-18
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What did we learn?
Results Summary

• Strengths and opportunities for growth remain consistent 

over time at both the dimension and item level

• Percentages of engagement / agreement with each is 

changing over time, however

• Percentages of time in current role reported in the survey 

are becoming more evenly distributed across the options

• Employee longevity within the district remains 

consistently high



How We Responded to the Data

Measuring Employee Engagement



How did we respond?
Potential factors impacting change

• Staff Awareness 
– Of measurement

– Of challenges

• Peer Feedback
– Quality Compensation (QComp) Program

– Professional Learning Communities/Collaborative Teams

• Intentional Action
– Principal conversations

– School/department level plans

– Input sought through surveys & other data collections and using the 
data to promote change



How did we respond?
Potential factors impacting change – Additional action stemming from staff input

• Intentionally increasing communication and providing 

means for feedback throughout the system

• Addition of a mid-year leadership workshop to share 

scorecard, strategic priorities, etc. to cascade through to 

all staff

• Aligning the evaluation process to expectations

• Including employee engagement indicator as a part of all 

administrative performance pay goals



Connection to Staff Attendance

Measuring Employee Engagement



Relationship between engagement and attendance
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Questions or Comments?

Source: Google Images – Question

Johnna.RohmerHirt@ahschools.us


