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Introduction 

Section I: 
Introduction 

The Saint Paul Public Schools and several East Metro school districts have successfully engaged 
in plamung and implementing joint desegregation and integration activities for nearly a decade. 
The 5-District Integration Partnership has expanded upon these interdistrict initiatives by 
developing and implementing additional activities with students, teachers, and parents from five 
Mi1mesota school districts: Saint Paul, North Saint Paul/Maplewood/Oakdale, White Bear Lake, 
South Washington County, and Inver Grove Heights. 

The plaiming and progranm1ing for the 5-District Integration Partnership was organized around 
two goals: 

1. to sigiuficantly expand interdistrict desegi·egation and integi·ation activities among 
eight schools in five school districts, and 

2. to explore the potential for an additional interdistrict magi1et school and/or magi1et 
program among the participating districts. 

In September 1998, the Saint Paul Public Schools authorized an evaluation of the project's 
second year to include measures of project outcomes, progi·ess on project plans, participant 
satisfaction, and the project's impact on participants. 

To address these issues, several data collection methods were employed. These included surveys 
of teachers, students and parents; focus gi·oups with teachers and sh1dents; phone interviews with 
parents; interviews with progi·am staff; infornrnl site visits; attendance at project management 
council meetings; and review of progi·am materials (see Appendix A). 

This report summarizes the results of the 5-District Integi·ation Partnership evaluation that began 
in September 1998 and ended in June 1999. It is organized by the major topics generated from 
the evaluation questions: 

• Section II describes the activities related to goal one (professional development, 
Sahirday activities, and the sununer emichment progi·am) including the characteristics 
of participants, key progi·am features, and overall effectiveness, 

• Section III describes the plam1ing process associated with goal two and the 
accomplishments from the second year, and 

• Appendix A contains a description of the evaluation work plan. 
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Section II 

Section II: 
Expanding Interdistrict Activities 

This section describes the activities related to the expansion of interdistrict programming aimed 
at desegregation and integration, the first goal of the 5-District Integration Partnership. During 
the project's first year, staff focused their efforts on planning and implementing an intensive two
week summer program to bring together students from the five districts. This summer program 
was held again during the second year of the program, along with Saturday activities that took 
place approximately once a month tlu·oughout the school year and a staff development day for 
participating teachers. 

Included in this section are descriptions of the participating districts and students, key features of 
the stmm1er and school year programs, and indicators of their effectiveness. Infom1ation was 
drawn from district data provided by the Department of Children, Families & Learning; surveys 
of participating students, their parents, and teachers; focus groups with sh1dents and teachers; 
telephone interviews with parents; an interview with the program director; infomial site visits; 
and review of program materials and project records. 

Project Features 

Project Management 

A Project Management Council (PMC) that included the project coordinators for goals 1 and 2, 
representatives from each of the school districts, and the project evaluators, oversaw this 
component of the 5-District Integration Partnership. The PMC met regularly to discuss 
progranmiatic decisions and to review progress on grant activities. 

Project Activities 

Four major activities were to be planned and implemented as part of the continued expansion of 
interdistrict progranm1ing. The first involved only the teachers, while the last tlu·ee were to be 
joint ventures involving teachers, sh1dents, and their families: 

1. staff development oppo1iunities; 
2. Sahu-day family activities; 
3. linking activities using the Intemet1

; and 
4. sununer learning activities. 

1 
In March 1999, parents of students who had been involved in any previous 5-District activity were sent a letter 

inviting them to enter a contest with their child in which they would be paired up with another fa mily via e-mail and 
try to come up with a new name for the partnership. However, due to the low number of families expressing an 
interest in the contest, the PMC moved to postpone this activity (#3 above) until the third year of the grant and fo cus 
instead on the Saturday and summer programs. 
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Expanding 

District Characteristics 

One urban and four suburban school districts make up the 5-District Integration Partnership (see 
Table 1 ). Total emollment in the urban district was greater than the other four districts combined 
with minority students emolling at a rate six times that of the suburban districts. Students in the 
urban district were also tlu·ee times more likely to be eligible for financial assistance. 

Table 1: Characteristics of districts participating in the 5-District 
Integration Partnership. 

% of Students 
% Eligible for Total K-12 

District Minority Free or Enrollment 
Reduced Price 

Lunch 
Urban 

Saint Paul 62.6 63 .0 44,818 
Suburban 

Inver Grove Heights 10.1 16.3 4,098 
North Saint Paul/ 10.6 16.7 11,415 

Maplewood/Oakdale 
South Washington County 7.7 9.3 14,283 
White Bear Lake 5.8 12.8 9,523 

Source: Department of Children, Families & Learning (fall 1998 dish·ict data). 

Professional Development 

This section describes the one-day professional development workshop that was held in 
November 1998 for teachers participating in the 5-District Integration Partnership. It describes 
the goal of the workshop, characteristics of the teacher participants, content of the presentations, 
and results of a survey completed by teachers at the end of the day. 

Program Goal 

The purposes of the staff development training were to help teachers: 1) design interdisciplinary 
ctmiculum using the graduation standards, and 2) become familiar with the resources available 
through the Ramsey County Historical Society. 

Participant Characteristics 

All ten teachers pariicipating in the workshop were female. The seven teachers who completed 
the survey taught a variety of grades, ranging from kindergarten to twelfth grade, though most 
taught grades 4 tlu·ough 8. They had been teaching for as few as 3 and as many as 23 years, and 
had been in their ctment schools from 1 to 10 years. 
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Section II 

Workshop Presenters and Content 

Two presenters from the University of Minnesota worked with the teachers for three hours in the 
morning. Their focus was an interdisciplinary model of curriculum in which they integrated the 
Graduation Standards and the Profile of Learning. They "walked" teachers through the model as 
the teachers pla1med a unit. In the afternoon there was a presentation by the educational curator 
of the Ramsey County Historical Society who was plam1ing a new teacher program and 
developing resources for classrooms. Finally, there was an update on the 5-District Integration 
Partnership and a brainstorming session to generate ideas for field trips for the upcoming surmner 
program. 

Workshop Effectiveness 

At the end of the day, teachers completed a survey designed to gather information about how 
well the training met its goals. Seven teachers completed the survey. 

Presenters 

The teachers agreed that the presenters were well prepared and knowledgeable about the topics 
they presented. However, one teacher cormnented, "I would have liked if the a.m. speakers had 
found out where we were coming from in te1111s of our cmTiculum planning before 'lechiring' ." 

Materials 

Most of the teachers reported that the training materials and handouts were useful. Some 
described the materials as being "helpful" or "well organized," although one participant did think 
they were "a little too structured" with "not enough time devoted to doing them." 

Using Graduation Standards 

The majority of teachers indicated that this training had changed the way they think about 
instruction and assessment with regard to the Graduation Standards. Asked how their thinking 
had changed, their cormnents included: "I am reminded of the benefits of interdisciplinary 
teaming to conquer the standards" and, "Now, I can visualize using the Grad Standards as the 
framework for interdisciplinary plamung." When questioned about the impact of the session on 
their skills in using the Graduation Standards to plan both instruction and assessment, these 
teachers did not see much change. 

Utilizing the Ramsey County Historical Society 

All of the teachers agreed that attending tlus session increased the likelihood that they would use 
resources available from the Ramsey County Historical Society. Specifically, they thought they 
would use the resources for sh1dying history, archaeology, and irmnigration with their students. 
In tern1s of which resources they would be most likely to use, they listed Gibbs Farn1, the 
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Expanding 

archaeological dig, the Bosse exhibit, and the trunks. Finally, they shared their desire to be kept 
infonned regarding the existence and availability of various materials, speakers, and field trips. 

Overall Workshop 

Additional conm1ents provided by the teachers indicated that they appreciated having had the 
opportunity to get together with others involved in the 5-District program. Some of their remarks 
included: 

"Wonderful - more time to plan together. " 

"Good to have time to meet with one another." 

"It was great! This is an energetic group that is wonderful to be involved with and the 
topics and ideas emich all programs." 

Saturday Family Activities 

This section describes the events that took place approximately one Saturday a month throughout 
the 1998-99 school year. It includes paiiicipant characteristics, program effectiveness, promising 
features of the program, as well as suggestions for improvement. The information that follows 
was taken from student and parent surveys, a student focus group, and telephone interviews with 
parents. 

Program Goal 

The broader mission of the 5-District Integration Partnership is to "provide enhanced learning 
opportunities for students, teachers, and families in an integrated setting." During the second year 
of the grant, monthly events were offered that would do just that by bringing together fifth, sixth, 
and seventh grade students of different social and cultural backgrounds. 

Program Features 

Learning Activities 

Before the Saturday activities began, an "icebreaker" field trip was held during a school day in 
October 1998. The purpose of this was to introduce students from the five districts to the 
program and especially to the teachers involved. Eleven 5-District teachers brought 137 students 
to the Landmark Center in St. Paul for a tour and a play (entitled "Mighty Mississippi") put on by 
the SteppingStone Theatre. 

In November, the monthly Saturday activities began. Typically, these were two to tlu·ee hours in 
length, beginning in the morning and ending in the early afternoon. Table 2 lists the locations of 
the field trips. 
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Section II 

Table 2: Saturday field trip locations and activities. 

Month 

November 

January 

February 

March 

Field trip location 

Tamarack Nature Center 

Cottage Grove Junior High 

Dodge Nature Center 

Science Museum 

Major activities 

Hiking, orienteering 

Native American culture (speakers, building 
a tipi , dancing) 

Winter survival , building a fire 

Scavenger hunt tlu·ough exhibits, Onmi 
movie about Egypt 

April Dayton 's Bluff Children's Garden Planting a garden 

Source: Program records. 

Support for Learning Activities 

All of the field trips were free of charge to interested students and their parents. Transportation 
was provided both to and from the various locations, with pick-up and drop-off occurring at one 
or more schools in each district. Parents were responsible for arranging transportation for their 
child to and from those local schools. Snacks were also provided to students and parents 
participating in these events . 

Staffing 

Most of the 5-District teachers took part in leading a Saturday field trip. Two to three teachers, 
representing both urban and suburban districts, were responsible for plaiming and leading each 
event. The 5-District program coordinator also assisted with and attended the events. 

Recruitment/Eligibility 

All fifth, sixth, or seventh grade students from the paiiicipating districts were eligible to attend 
the Saturday field trips. Their parents were also welcome to join in the activities. The number of 
available slots for each event varied depending on its location. Students were recruited tlu·ough 
school newsletters and flyers which were posted at school and sent to homes on the 5-District 
mailing list (students who participated in any 5-District event were added to this list). Teachers 
also talked with both students and parents about the oppmiunities to paiiicipate in Saturday 
events. 

Participant Characteristics 

About 40% of the students who attended the Saturday activities were from St. Paul; the other 
60% came from the suburbs, with South Washington County and North St. Paul/Maplewood/ 
Oakdale having the greatest suburban attendance. The typical student was white, female, and in 
sixth grade (see Table 3). 
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Table 3: Characteristics of students and parents participating in 
Saturday family activities. 

Students Parents 
Total Attendance 154 1 45 1 

Dish·ict 
Urban (St. Paul) 4 1.1 28 .9 
Suburban 58.9 71.l 

Inver Grove Heights 8.9 17.8 
North St. Paul/Maplewood/Oakdale 21.8 15 .6 
South Washington County 25 .8 33 .3 
White Bear Lake 2.4 4.4 

Students of Color 35.3 
Female 67.2 
Grade 

Fifth 23 .0 
Sixth 44.4 
Seventh 32.5 

Note: 1Not an unduplicated count. 
Sources: Program emollment records and Saturday activity student and parent surveys. 

Program Effectiveness 

Attendance 

Expanding 

As few as 13 (April) and as many as 48 (March) students participated in each event. The number 
of parents attending ranged from 0 (April) to 14 (March). Overall, 154 students and 45 parents 
attended, although these are not unduplicated counts (see Table 3). 

Based on infomrntion from surveys filled out at the end of each event, it was apparent that 
students chose to attend because the field trips sounded fun, interesting, or "cool." Other reasons 
for wanting to participate included to learn, to meet new people, and to see friends. Parents 
participated in order to spend time with their children and because they were interested in the 
field trips. " It was an added incentive to come that a bus picked us up at my son's school and 
transported us here and also back home," wrote one parent. 

Because there were typically fewer students registered than there was space for, the PMC was 
interested in finding out why more students were not signing up for these events. Telephone 
interviews were conducted with 15 parents representing all five districts. They were selected 
from the program's mailing list and had a child who had participated in 0, 1, or 2 events. Overall, 
these parents were very positive in their conm1ents about the activities offered by the program 
and cited their child's busy schedule as the main ban-ier to pmticipation (sports and music lessons 
often fall on Sahirdays). For the most part, it appeared that when their child was available and 
interested in the field trip, he or she would attend. 
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Section II 

Connecting Students 

Begi1ming with the January field trip, students were paired up with another student (usually from 
a different district) at some point during each event. The surveys they were given at the end of 
these events asked students, "What's one thing you learned about your partner?" After three of 
the field trips, students' responses tended to be rather generic, such as naming a sport their 
partner liked to play, some activity or hobby they enjoyed doing, or their age or grade. However, 
following the Science Museum event, students were much more varied in their answers to the 
question about their partner. In the course of a couple of hours, they had learned things such as: 
"She's going to Florida," "She is very smart," "She lived in Germany," "Same kind of a person," 
and "Other people can be nice even though they don't lmow you." What differed between this 
event and the others was the nature of the time the children had spent together. Whereas their 
meetings had been rather short and perfunctory during the other field trips, at the Science 
Museum, students were paired up for a long scavenger hunt, which took them through three of 
the exhibits. Students had to search with their partners for specific information in order to 
complete a worksheet with questions about each exhibit. They had been told ahead of time that 
there would be prizes for the most complete, accurate infonnation and thus had a real incentive 
to work with their partner. 

Satisfaction 

Asked if they would "reconm1end this field trip to a friend," 84% of the students who completed 
surveys at the end of the field trips responded "yes" (34% "definitely" would and 50% 
"probably" would). Of the remaining 16%, most said that they were "not sure"; only one 
youngster answered "no." Parents were unanimous in their belief that "field trips like this" are 
worthwhile. Asked to explain why, they responded with answers such as: 

"Children who live in the city do not always get this experience." - November field trip 

"The kids got to mingle. It opened up a look at another culture. The items displayed were 
great!" - Janua1y field trip 

"My daughter and I both learned something ve1y useful." - February field trip 

"It was a worthwhile educational activity that encouraged my child to interact with a child 
she didn't know." - March field trip 

Promising Program Features 

• Diversity of students: Students and parents from all five districts participated in the 
Saturday activities. Just over one-third of the students who attended were children of color. 
As one sh1dent stated during a focus group, "If it was all the same kids from my district, it 
would be really boring because you'd never see anybody new." 
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Expanding 

• Convenient and affordable activities: Parents liked the fact that there was no fee charged 
for the field trips and that transportation was provided both to and from at least one school in 
their district. 

• Variety of field trips that promote learning: The Saturday activities were held in a variety 
of locations both in and around the participating districts . Students had the opportunity to 
learn about topics such as orienteering, Native American culture, winter survival, and Egypt 
by attending these events. Parents appreciated that the field trips were "educational. " One 
parent described the trip to the Science Museum as "great for history and science education." 

• Students working together: When given the chance to work with a partner toward a 
common goal (e.g. , the scavenger hunt at the Science Museum), students were able to get to 
know each other in a way that did not occur during other field trips. Merely assigning 
students partners was not sufficient for them to really "co1mect." 

• Opportunities for professional collaboration: Teachers worked in pairs to both plan and 
lead the Saturday activities . They were partnered across districts, typically an urban with a 
suburban teacher. 

Suggestions for Improvement 

• Increase participation: It would be desirable if the Saturday field trips were attended by 
more students of color, urban students, and students from White Bear Lake and Inver Grove 
Heights. Given the busy schedules of many children in this age group, more students likely 
need to be targeted if the Saturday field trip enrollment is to increase. Both increasing the 
number of students who are sent home with flyers and getting the infomrntion into more 
school newsletters would help in this regard. 

• Increase length of field trips: Both sh1dents and parents cited lack of time as something 
they liked least about the field trips. They indicated that they sometimes felt rushed and 
would have liked more time for some of the activities. The addition of a noontime meal (as 
noted below) would allow the events to be lengthened and continue into the afternoon. 

• Plan more hands-on activities: Both students and parents indicated a desire for more hands
on activities. The one event that included a long lecture drew several complaints from the 
adults and their children about the amount of time spent simply sitting and listening. In 
addition, having partners working together on a hands-on activity could go a long way in 
fostering interdistrict relationships among students. 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 9 



Section II 

1999 Summer Enrichment Program 

This section describes the two week summer program, the students who participated, and the 
program's effectiveness. Info1mation was drawn from student and parent surveys, focus groups 
with students and teachers, infornrnl observations, an interview with the program coordinator, 
and program records . 

Program Goal 

The goal of the summer program was the same as that of the Saturday activities: to "provide 
enhanced learning opportunities for students, teachers, and families in an integrated setting." 
During the first year of the grant, program staff plaimed and implemented an intensive two-week 
Slmm1er program that brought together fifth , sixth, and seventh grade students of different social 
and cultural backgrounds. This program was repeated during the second year of the partnership 
with some minor changes based on lessons learned the previous smmner. 

Program Features 

Organization 

The 1999 Summer Emiclm1ent Program ran from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m., Monday tlu·ough Friday, for 
two weeks in June at EXPO School in Saint Paul. Program activities emphasized experiential 
learning through an interdisciplinary and thematic cmTiculum with the primary theme being 
"Travel Twin Cities." 

Because it was intended as a way to "bring together children who otherwise might not have a 
chance to meet each other," special attention was given to organizing the program in a way that 
would encourage students and staff to venhire across "boundaries": 

• Student Groupings: For the duration of the program, students were divided into 
eight groups of approximately 20 students. Each group included students from both 
suburban and urban schools and grades five tlu·ough seven. Student interactions 
within groups were also encouraged through special community building games and 
random groupings. 

• Team Teaching: A team of two teachers - one from a suburban school and the other 
from an urban school - were assigned to each group of students. 

• Close Quarters: All on-site activities were held in a block of classrooms allowing 
students to interact both within and between groups . Students also had the opportunity 
to mingle informally with one another and with students from other groups during 
breakfast and lunch, transitions between activities, and on field trips. 
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Expanding 

Learning Activities 

Activities in the summer program built upon the theme of the transportation with the principles 
ofrespect, sharing, and valuing diversity being highlighted as well. Each day, students took field 
trips to various Twin Cities locations and/or attended on-site workshops with local aiiists and 
performers. In between these special events, students worked on group projects and kept journals 
or travel books in which they wrote about their experiences in the program. 

Field trips included: 

• a ride on a steam engine of the Osceola - St. Croix Valley Rai lroad, 
• a tour of the Aviation Museum, 
• a visit to the James J. Hill house, 
• a nature hike at the Dodge Nahire Center, 
• a tour of an NSP plant and walking tour of St. Anthony Falls, 
• a boat ride on the Mississippi River's Padleford, 
• a visit to Hamline University with a focus on navigating culh1ral differences, 
• a walk on the Gateway bike trail, 
• a visit to the Mi1mesota Train Museum, with a tour of the exhibits, 
• a ride on the Lake Harriet - Como streetcar with a tour of the related exhibit, and 
• a tour of Gibbs Farm with a focus on how Native Americans and pioneers traveled. 

In addition, local performers were involved with the program on-site. Actors from the 
SteppingStone Theatre worked with students on creative dramatics . Working with small groups, 
they initially engaged the sh1dents in ice-breaking activities to help them feel more comfortable 
taking risks in front of peers. Later, they assisted the students in composing their own skits 
around the theme of travel; some of these were perfo1med on the last day during the final 
perfomrnnce. In addition, perfmmers from Theatre Mu visited the program twice, once to present 
a story on cultural differences and again for a musical drum perfornrnnce. Finally, a professional 
from the Heart of the Beast Theatre talked with students about the history and use of masks and 
taught them to make paper-mache masks. Each student then created his or her own mask and 
again, many of these were used in the final perfonnance. 

Other activities included outdoor games (e.g., kickball, basketball, jumping rope), bonding games 
(e.g., passing the hoop), and sharing time. Sh1dents also wrote in journals and had travel books 
containing activities related to travel, and "passports" in which they kept track of where they had 
gone on field trips. On the last day, there was a final perfo1mance in which each group shared 
their skits, masks, and/or various songs or dances with the rest of the students, staff, and parents. 

Support for the Learning Activities 

No fees were charged to paiiicipants in the summer program. Each of the five districts provided 
transpo1iation both to and from the program for students from their districts. Special busing for 
field trips was organized through the Saint Paul Public Schools and was provided at no cost to 
the program with the aid of state desegregation funds. 
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Section II 

Breakfast and lunch were also provided at no charge to students through the Federal Summer 
Food Service Program. Teachers brought their own lunches. 

Stciffing 

Sixteen teachers - eight each from suburban and urban schools and representing each of the five 
districts in the paiinership - helped plan and implement the summer program. Prior to the start of 
the program, these fifth tlu·ough seventh grade teachers attended two planning sessions in 
preparation for the program. The program coordinator did most of the planning and facilitated the 
day-to-day operation of the program. 

Recruitment and Eligibility 

Participation in the summer program included both a voluntaiy and a mandatory component. Any 
student currently emolled in fifth, sixth, or seventh grade in the five districts was eligible to 
participate. The program was intended to serve approximately 200 students, with 100 slots 
reserved for Saint Paul and 25 for each suburban district. Students were recruited tlu·ough flyers 
and school newsletters, teachers talking with parents, and more general a1mouncements at school. 
In addition, all 58 students from Crosswinds School, an interdistrict, year-round school located in 
Saint Paul, attended the sunm1er program as part of their regular school year. 

Participant Characteristics 

In this sunm1er program, the typical student was entering seventh grade in the fall, female, and a 
student of color (see Table 4). Overall, just under half of the paiiicipants were students of color. 
About 3 out of 4 students signed up for the program while one-quaiier attended as paii of their 
regular school year. 

Table 4: Characteristics of students participating in the 1999 
Summer Enrichment Program. 

Students of Color2 

Students of Color by Location of Dish·ict/School2 

Urban 
Suburban 
Interdish·ict 1 

Female3 

Grade Last School Year3 

Fifth 
Sixth 
Seventh 

Attendance 

Percentage 
46.7 

32.2 
16.1 
51.7 
60 .2 

26.5 
39.4 
34. 1 

Voluntary 72.2 
Mandat01y 27.8 

Note: 1This interdistrict school is made up of 7 1 % urban and 29% suburban students . 
Sources: 2Program enrollment records and the 31999 Sunm1er Enriclm1ent Program -
Student Survey. Of the 145 students finishing the program, 93% completed surveys. 
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Expanding 

Program Effectiveness 

Several measures of the sunm1er program's effectiveness were assessed and examined with any 
differences between urban, suburban, and interdistrict students being noted: 

• parents' awareness of and commitment to the paiinership, 
• student attendance, 
• students' interest in learning, 
• connections among students, and 
• student, parent, and staff satisfaction with the program. 

Awareness of and Commitment to the Partnership 

The 1999 Sunm1er Emiclmrnnt program helped raise awareness of the 5-District Integration 
Partnership. While parents of children attending urban schools were more likely to have heard 
about the partnership, overall, nearly two-thirds of the parents were aware of their district 's 
involvement (see Table 5). This number represents an increase over the 47.2% of parents who 
reported having such an awareness last year (see the 1998 Evaluation Report). Urban parents 
were much more likely to be aware of the 5-District Saturday programs and to have a child that 
had paiiicipated in these activities . In contrast, few parents of students attending the interdistrict 
school were aware of the other 5-District activities. 

Table 5: Parents' awareness of and commitment to the 5-District Integration 
Partnership. 

Aware of your district's involvement in 
partnership? 

Aware of 5-District Saturday activities? 
Did child participate in Saturday activities? 
Like your child to be in summer program next 

year? 

Suburban 
(n=51) 

54.0 
40 .0 
33 .3 

90.2 
Source: 1999 Summer Enrichment Program - Parent Survey. 

Percent Saying Yes 
Urban Interdistrict 
(n=13) (n=20) 

84.6 
61 .5 
53.8 

84.6 

70.0 
10.0 
0.0 

65.0 

Total 
(n=84) 

62.7 
36.1 
28.6 

83 .3 

Parents' commitment to the program was assessed in two ways: by their interest in having their 
child attend the sununer program again next year and by their own desire to be more involved in 
the program. Overall, parents were very conunitted to the sununer program with about 83% 
wanting their child to participate in the sununer program again next year. When asked if they 
wished to be more involved in the 5-District Integration Partnership, over half of the parents 
were interested in doing so, with parents of children attending urban schools being somewhat 
more likely to say yes (see Table 6). In terms of how they would like to be involved, parents were 
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most interested in attending activities with their child or with other adults, with many also 
indicating a desire to assist with program plmming and evaluation. 

Table 6: Parent involvement in the 5-District Integration Partnership. 

Percent Saying Yes 

Suburban Urban Interdistrict 
(n=46) (n=l2) (n=20) 

Like to be more involved? 50.0 58.3 55 .0 

How? 1 

Planning or selecting program activities. 34.8 71.4 18.2 
Teaching or leading program activities. 13.0 57.1 18 .2 
Attending program activities w/my chi ld. 82.6 85.7 81.8 
Attending program activities w/other parents. 60.9 57.1 72.7 
Evaluating the program. 47 .8 85.7 27.3 

Note: 10fthose parents who responded that they would like to be more involved. 
Source: 1999 Summer Emiclunent Program - Parent Survey. 

Attendance 

Total 
(n=78) 

52.6 

36.6 
22.0 
82.9 
63.4 
48.8 

Any fifth, sixth, or seventh grader from the five districts was eligible to participate in the summer 
program, although the target enrollment for individual districts depended on whether they were 
urban or suburban (see Table 7). Thus, half of the 200 spots were initially held for students from 
Saint Paul and the rest allotted to the suburban districts. Actual enrollments showed somewhat 
fewer urban and more suburban students in attendance, but good representation across all five 
districts nonetheless . As mentioned previously, the entire student body of the interdistrict school 
(n=58) attended the sunm1er program as pmi of their regular school year. 

A total of 151 students (plus the 58 interdistrict students, for a total of 209) initially enrolled in 
the summer program (see Table 7). Over the two-week period, daily attendance fluctuated 
somewhat with an average of 145 students attending each day. 

When asked why they wanted to participate, students and their parents said the summer program 
sounded both fun and interesting. Other common reasons for enrolling were to experience 
something new, have something to do during the smm11er, go on the field trips, and meet new 
people. As one parent explained, "I felt exposure to different cultural backgrounds would only 
broaden [my daughter's] horizons." During a focus group, one student acknowledged coming 
because "I was hoping to see some of the people I met last year." 
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Table 7: Attendance at the 1999 Summer Enrichment Program 
by district. 

Target Final Enrollment 
Enrollment 

% % n 
Urban 
Saint Paul 50.0 39.7 60 

Suburban 
Inver Grove Heights 12.5 9.9 15 
North Saint Paul/ 

Maplewood/Oakdale 12.5 17.2 26 
South Washington County 12.5 17.9 27 
White Bear Lake 12.5 15.2 23 
5-District Total 72.2 151 
Interdistrict (Crosswinds) 27.8 58 
Overall Total 100.0 209 
Source: 5-Dish·ict Integration Partnership, 1999 Sununer Enrichment Program 
records. 

Increased Interest in Learning 

Over half of the students said the summer program changed how they felt about learning. 
Attempts to obtain fmiher info1111ation on how they had changed were unsuccessful. When asked 
what they learned in the program, the majority of students cited knowledge of transportation, 
such as its history and impo1iance in our everyday lives. Others said they learned about creative 
arts, such as theatre and art, or learned that they can make new friends . In addition, four students 
responded to the diversity of students in the program, with one having learned that it was "okay 
to be different." 

Connecting Students 

Bringing together students from different schools and social and cultural backgrounds was the 
intent of the 5-District Integration Partnership and the summer program. However, simply putting 
students in proximity to one another does not ensure that they will talk to one another, much less 
fo1111 more lasting bonds. By engaging students in activities organized around a common theme 
and structuring opportunities for them to explore their similarities and differences with other 
students, the summer program helped to foster deeper c01mections among students. 

New Friendships. While it was true that the majority of students already knew someone in the 
program - most likely another student from their school - almost all made new friends with 
students from other schools. Three-quarters of the students said they were interested in keeping 
in touch with their new friends (see Table 8). During a focus group, one student acknowledged 
that the interdistrict nature of the program makes ongoing interaction a challenge: "Because we 
are far away, it can get hard. We can call each other and stuff, but to get together isn't as easy." 
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Table 8: Building connections among students. 

Already !mew someone in the program 
Made new friends 
New friends attend a different school 

Suburban 
(n=66) 

92.4 
95 .5 
96.8 

Like to stay in touch with new friends 71.4 
Source: 1999 Sununer Enrichment Program - Student Survey. 

Urban 
(n=23) 

82.6 
100.0 
95.7 
91.3 

Interdish·ict Total 
(n=42) (n=l3 l) 

92.9 90.8 
95 .2 96.2 
97.5 96.8 
72.5 75.4 

The fact that so many students developed friendships with students from different schools during 
the program may be explained by the program's deliberate emphasis on working together, being 
respectful to others, and the f01mal and informal opportunities for students to interact with one 
another. When asked what they liked most about their new friends , many of the students wrote 
that they were nice, interesting, cool, fun, funny, helpful, and/or had a lot in common with them. 
Four students commented upon the diversity of the friends they had made. One student wrote, "I 
don't know a lot about them or their school, so we have a lot to talk about." Two other students 
agreed saying that they liked that their friends came from different schools. One sh1dent sununed 
it up with: "The best thing is that they are different." 

Opening Up to Others. Parents were asked to rate their child in areas such as acceptance of 
differences and interest in interacting with others both before and after attending the program 
(see Table 9). The greatest increases noted by these parents were that their child is now more 
interested in spending time with and talking with students from other schools. (It is important to 
reiterate that the Crosswinds students had been attending an interdistrict school all year and were 
rated by their parents as being higher than either the suburban or urban groups in these attitudes 
and behaviors before attending the sununer program. Thus, these higher initial ratings allowed 
less room for an increase in these areas.) 

Table 9: Percentage of parents reporting an increase in their child's pro-social 
attitudes and behaviors. 

Suburban Urban Interdistrict Total 
Child demonstrated an increased ... (n=44) (n=l2) (n=l9) (n=75) 
. . . interest in talking with students from 

other schools. 41.9 25.0 26.3 35.2 
.. . acceptance of people who are 

different. 25 .0 33.3 10.5 22.6 
... interest in spending time with 

students from other schools. 40.9 58.3 21.1 38 .7 
.. . willingness to work with others. 18.2 8.3 10.5 14.6 
.. . willingness to listen to others. 20.9 16.7 16.7 19.2 
Source: 1999 Sununer Enriclunent Program - Parent Survey. 
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Satisfaction 

Students and parents were generally positive in their reviews of the summer program. 

• Suburban and urban students were equally likely to recommend the summer program to a 
friend with over half saying they would do so. Nearly half of the interdistrict students 
indicated that they would recommend the program to a friend . 

• 90% of suburban, 85% of urban, and 65% of interdistrict parents said they would like 
their child to be in the program again next year. 

• Overall, 96% of the parents were satisfied with the summer program. They were 
particularly pleased with the program's 9 a.m.-3 p.m., Monday-Friday schedule and the 
wide variety of experiential learning activities (see Table l 0) . 

Students were most excited about the field trips, especially the Padleford boat ride on the 
Mississippi River, the Osceola - St. Croix Valley train ride, and the tour of the Aviation 
Museum. They also enjoyed meeting people, the art classes, and the theater groups. 

"You see things you [have] never seen before and meet more people." - Fifth grader from 
Saint Paul 

Several parents appreciated the opportunity for quality summer programming for teenagers, 
particularly one that offered an affordable, safe, and experientially-based learning envirom11ent 
with opportunities to meet and interact with children from other cultural backgrounds: 

"It was an excellent experience for her. She did look fo1ward to it eve1yday." 

"What an emiching experience! My daughter has grown up (to J1h grade) in the suburbs 
with no real clue about other cultures, urban life, etc." 

"Since my child is adopted from Korea, she is used to differences. This program let her 
see that lots of people are different and that is okay." 

I liked "his exposure to other kids and new adventures throughout the city. Some, I 
haven't even done yet." 

"I think the program is wonderful and I am glad that my child had the oppmtunity to 
pmticipate in it. " 
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Table 10: Parent satisfaction with the 1999 Summer Enrichment Program. 
Percent satisfied or very satisfied 

Suburban Urban Interd istrict Total 
(n=5 1) (n= l3) (n=20) (n=84) 

The overall program 98.0 92.3 95.0 96 .4 
Time of day 98.0 84.6 100.0 96.4 
Days of week 96.1 84.6 100.0 95 .2 
Length of program 96.1 84.6 95.0 94.0 
Insh·uctional activities 95.9 84.6 85.0 91.5 
Recreational activities 91.8 92 .3 75.0 87.8 
Field h·ips 94.0 92.3 100.0 95.2 
Meals 47.1 61.5 30.0 45.2 
Transportation 87.8 92.3 75 .0 85.4 
Conrnrnnication with program staff 71.4 53 .8 57.9 65.4 
Opportunities for you to participate 39.1 46.2 33.3 39.0 
Source: 1999 Summer Emichment Program - Parent Survey 

Teachers, however, were less positive in their assessment of the program than they had been the 
previous year. Their main complaint was that the mandato1y nature of the program for the 
interdistrict students (which accounted for 27% of all students) really affected the atmosphere for 
everyone. Some of the students who had to attend the program expressed very different attitudes 
from those children who chose to enroll. Furthem1ore, the fact that none of the teachers from the 
interdistrict school were working as teachers (although two worked as aides) in the summer 
program was problematic in that the paiiicipating teachers had no prior lrnowledge of or 
connection with these particular students. 

Not all of teachers' sentiments were negative, however. As one teacher shared during the focus 
group, "We have had many kids in our group that have really shined in these last two days. They 
have volunteered, and dared to act different, knowing that it was okay to act that way." 

Promising Program Features 

Students, teachers, and program staff identified the following features as contributing to the 
positive outcomes of the 1999 Summer Enrichment Program: 

• Small class size: The average student-teacher ratio of 20 helped facilitate the building of 
relationships among students and among staff and sh1dents. The teachers did feel , however, 
that a class size of 25 - which they would have had if eve1y sh1dent who enrolled had 
attended every day - would have been too many. 

• Student diversity: Urban and suburban students were equally represented in the summer 
program with 43% coming from suburban schools, 29% from urban schools, and 28% from 
the interdistrict school. In addition, half of the participants were students of color. 
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• Team-teaching with staff from the regular school year: Pairing urban and suburban 
teachers who had many of these students in their classes during the school year helped 
integrate the program with ongoing instruction. Having students from a different school 
attend this year without any of their teachers involved in a significant way was a key feature 
that was missing. 

• Thematic, integrated, and experientially-based curriculum: Bringing students and 
teachers together around a common theme of transpo1iation and emphasizing principles such 
as sharing and respect helped provide an integrating focus for the program. In addition, the 
wide variety of hands-on and culturally diverse activities and interdisciplinary nature of the 
program allowed students and staff to learn and grow in different ways. 

• Using structured and unstructured activities to promote integration: Students were given 
opportunities to connect and build friendships naturally tlu·ough both structured and 
unstructured time. Whether making masks, riding a train, passing in the hallway, or eating 
lunch together, students learned how to interact with others who might be very different from 
themselves and to appreciate differing points of view. 

• Positive climate: The staff and community partners really set the tone for the program by 
being suppmiive and energetic. Visiting artists, perfonners, and fie ld trip guides not only 
made the students feel special but reinforced the program themes as well. 

• Strong program coordination: This collaborative effort was greatly faci litated by the 
excellent coordination of activities and communication that occtmed among the program 
coordinator, program staff, and the Proj ect Management Council. 

• Opportunities for professional collaboration: Teachers were able to take advantage of 
some rare time for collaboration with colleagues from other schools and districts both during 
planning sessions and as team-teachers in the sununer program. The majority of teachers 
enjoyed the support of having a teaching partner. 

• Convenient and affordable summer programming: Parents appreciated the "convenience" 
of the program, citing the availability of meals and transportation, and the fact that it was not 
fee-based, but free. 

• Parents' commitment: Parents' interest in attending activities with their child both 
tlu·oughout the school year and over the summer indicated a high level of conunitment to the 
program. Even those parents who did not have the time to be involved were supportive of the 
partnership's effmis and wanted their child to participate. 

• Student Engagement: Students demonstrated a curiosity about and high engagement in the 
program activities and events, most notably during more structured activities (e.g., when 
working with perfo1mers and on field trips). 
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Suggestions for Improvement 

In addition to continuing the practices noted above, staff and participants gave the following 
suggestions for improving the 5-District summer program: 

• Involve teachers to a greater extent in program planning: Teachers would like to be more 
involved in plaiming the summer program and to have fonnal (paid) plall1ing time both with 
their teaching partners and with the aitists. 

• Involve students in planning: Students in both of the focus groups said they would like to 
have some input into field trip destinations and the overall theme of the program. 

• Provide more interactive field trips that connect to other program activities: Students 
wanted more field trips and ones that were longer, more interactive, and less "lecture-based." 
It should be noted, however, that the teachers did not agree there should be more field trips. 
Teachers also expressed a desire to be given more information about the field trips 
beforehand (e.g., brochures) to allow them to integrate off-site with on-site activities . 

• Provide more "connecting" activities: Teachers would like to see more activities having to 
do with culture and building connections with others. In the latter instance, they believed it 
would be advantageous to include more engaging activities, such as "advenhire" components, 
where the sh1dents really have to rely on each other. 

• Vary student groupings: Rather than pairing up with the same group for every field trip, the 
teachers suggested that it might be better to pair up with one group for two field trips, then 
pair up with a different group, giving the students more oppo11unities to meet new people. In 
addition, if the program is expanded to include fourth grade students next summer, these 
teachers recommended pairing grades 4/5 and grades 6/7 for the classes, with opporhmities 
for all students to come together for some activities. 

• Voluntary attendance only: The teachers felt that having a large group of students who 
were not given a choice about attending really changed the atmosphere of the program. It was 
suggested that the summer program remain completely voluntaiy. 1 

• Increase parent involvement: Many parents were interested in being more involved in 
programs offered through the partnership. In particular, they wanted opportunities to attend 
activities with their child and with other adults, and in general, to know more about what 
their child was doing each day in the summer program. 

• Provide more permanent facilities: The need for a more pennanent site to house activities 
sponsored by the partnership was raised in the context of creating a visible identity for the 

1 The main reason the interdistrict students were required to attend the program was to provide the teachers at this 
new school some much needed time for cuniculum planning. 
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program, ensuring continuity, and simply providing a space where teachers felt at home when 
working with students (i.e., not having to pack up materials everyday or woITy about making 
a mess with paints, etc.). 

• Increase length of summer program: Some parents wanted to extend the summer program 
beyond two weeks. Another suggestion was to give students more of a break at the end of the 
school year rather than beginning the summer program immediately. 

• Provide better food: Both students and their parents were disappointed in the quality and 
variety of food made available tlu·ough the Federal Summer Food Service Program. 

Summary 

Lessons learned ... 

Many lessons have emerged from the evaluation of the 5-District Integration Partnership during 
its first two years of expanding interdistrict programming aimed at desegregation and integration. 

The key lesson, however, was the need for deliberate attention to how people are brought 
together. Successful integration seems more likely to occur when programs incorporate the 
following features: 

• Engaging and shared focus: activities are interesting, fun, interactive, 
experientially-based, and organized around a conunon theme; 

• Positive climate: drawing upon existing relationships between and among teachers 
and students - who pmiicipate voluntarily - as a means of fostering attitudes and 
behaviors that demonstrate respect for and acceptance of others; 

• Deliberate and sustained interactions: opportunities for all participants - students, 
parents, and staff - to interact both fo1111ally and informally, in small and large group 
settings, with activities targeted towards building c01mections over longer periods of 
time; 

• Convenient and affordable programming: transpo1iation, meals, and activities for 
both students and parents at no cost; 

• Opportunities for professional collaboration: paid staff time for plmming activities 
and attending professional development sessions, and oppo1iunities for staff to work 
collaboratively with their colleagues on the implementation of program activities; 

• Coordination among participants and program staff: a program structure that 
supports high levels of communication and coordination among districts and program 
staff. 

Next steps ... 

Activities are already underway for the third year of progranuning to expand interdistrict 
collaboration. Initial plans to c01mect students via the Internet are being resurrected to 
accompany the Saturday activities, professional development, and summer program. 
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Section III: Planning an 
Interdistrict Magnet School 

This section briefly describes the activities and progress related to the 5-District Integration 
Partnership's efforts to plan for interdistrict magnet programs to promote voluntary 
desegregation and integration. Info1mation in this section was drawn primarily from an interview 
with the proj ect coordinator. 

The Planning Process 

In 1995, the Saint Paul Public Schools were awarded a three-year grant from the Federal Magnet 
School Assistance Program that laid the groundwork for the development of a new interdistrict 
magnet school. The federal grant supported the development of an interdistrict partnership to 
promote magnet programs as a means of voluntary desegregation and integration and the creation 
of a new year-round, elementary school, Tri-District Envirom11ental Science and Conummity 
Cultures, that opened in fall 1996. The present grant from the Mi1mesota Department of 
Children, Families & Learning has suppmied portions of the plalll1ing related to the creation of 
Crosswinds, another interdistrict magnet school located in the East Metro area, and the 
development of a governance structure to support a variety of interdistrict initiatives. 

Project Management 

An Interdistrict Initiatives Leadership Team (IILT) representing key stakeholders worked in 
collaboration to continue the plam1ing related to Crosswinds, the interdistrict middle school that 
opened in the fall of 1999. The team was comprised of administrative representatives (usually 
assistant superintendents) from each of the five school districts and a sixth district which joined 
the project this year (South Washington County); the Director of the Office of Interdistrict 
Initiatives; and the principal/administrator of Tri-District, the first east metro interdistrict school. 
Worner & Associates, an outside consulting firm, worked closely with the IIL T. 

Project Activities and Outcomes 

During the second year of the grant, the plam1ing component of the 5-District Integration 
Partnership focused on two critical areas: 

1. creating and establishing a new governance structure for the interdistrict integration 
schools and programs in the east metro area, and 

2. providing direction in the formation and implementation of the vision guiding the 
creation of a new interdistrict middle school. 

Several key activities were ca1ried out during the 1998-99 school year. They are presented here 
with their related outcomes for each of the critical areas. 
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Creating and Establishing a New Governance Structure: 

1. Worner & Associates conducted an initial study to identify potential interdistrict governance 
structures and to determine the vision key district and citizen leaders had for the governance 
of the cunent and future interdistrict initiatives . 

2. A concept paper was written based upon the outcomes of the initial study. It was approved 
by the six participating school boards. 

3. Two issue forums involving representation from parents, political entities, citizen and 
minority groups were held for the purpose of identifying critical issues to be addressed as a 
new governance structure was being established (Note: this activity was not supported with 
funds from the 5-District grant). 

4. A new Joint Powers Agreement was drafted after the forums, reviewed by all boards and 
superintendents and, after several revisions, adopted by all six school boards as of June 30, 
1999. A transition plan and school board for the interdistrict initiatives was developed with 
full implementation to take place October 1, 1999. 

Creating a New lnterdistrict Middle School: 1 

1. The IILT met bimonthly to guide the development and implementation of the vision for the 
new middle school during its first year of operation. 

2. The building design required plaiming meetings with architects, teachers, a community
based design group, citizens, and city officials. It also involved a legislative hearing 
regarding funding. 

3. The principal of the new interdistrict middle school served as team leader for the curriculum 
and program development that occmTed tlu·oughout the year. This extensive process was 
based upon the vision that the cuniculum be written from scratch based upon the graduation 
standards and Profile of Learning, and that it reflect an interdisciplinary, integrated, 
experientially-based aiis and science magnet focus appropriate for use in multi-age 
classrooms. 

Progress 

Several key outcomes emerged from the 1998-99 interdistrict planning activities: 

• A new governance structure: A Joint Powers Agreement was adopted to support the new 
East Metro Integration District #6067 which includes the two interdistrict schools (Tri
District elementary and Crosswinds middle school) and two interdistrict programs (the 5-
District Integration Partnership and Project Common Ground). 

• New name for the new interdistrict school: In the fall of 1998, the Interdistrict Arts and 
Science Middle School opened in tempora1y facilities at Arlington High School with a total 
enrollment of 60 students in grades six and seven. After gathering input from the school 

1 Note: the 5-District Integration Partnership grant paid fo r .33 FTE of the new middle school principal 's sa lary to 
support the planning and development work which occurred simultaneously with the opening of the new school. 
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community, the school's name was fomrnlly changed to "Crosswinds" in 1999 to reflect both 
the mission of the school and the dual focus on aiis and science. 

• Another year of funding and future home: As a result of the guidance provided by the 
Design Team Subcommittee, a pemrnnent facility for the Crosswinds school is scheduled to 
open by fall 2001. The building design clearly reflects and suppo1is the school's mission with 
small and large group areas for project work and perfomrnnces, and six arts and science labs. 
In addition to approving the 1999-2000 budget for the school, land for the new building was 
also secured this year. 

Challenges to Planning and Implementation 

The planning group and project coordinator identified several challenges that were encountered 
during the plaiming process, noted the implications for the project, and discussed how they 
addressed these issues: 

• Stress of starting a new school: The actual implementation of the new year-round, 
interdistrict middle school was catTied out by a very small staff (i .e., a principal, four 
teachers, and a secretary). While this is a daunting task in and of itself, the staff faced the 
additional challenges of: 

1. creating the school from the ground up (e.g., writing school policies, curriculum, 
handbook, report cards, etc.); 

2. working without any significant time off because of the year-round schedule which 
required that activities be offered during the intersessions; 

3. working amidst the uncertainty of continued funding for the program and school building; 
and 

4. doing all of this under the watchful eyes of the Depaiiment of Children, Families & 
Leaming and the paiiicipating school districts. 

Not surprisingly, these demands took a noticeable toll on the staff who worked phenomenal 
hours . 

• Clear leadership to support consensus building: Coming to consensus on the governance 
structure when different stakeholders initially held different visions was an anticipated 
challenge. However, doing so without a single, identifiable leader upon whom was confetTed 
both the responsibility and authority made the task at hand more fmmidable . 

Factors Facilitating Planning and Implementation 

Several factors were also identified as promoting successful planning and implementation of 
activities: 

• Centralized support for interdistrict initiatives: The Saint Paul School District funded the 
Office of Interdistrict Initiatives for one year to support the cutTent interdistrict initiatives and 
planning until the governance structure went into effect October 1, 1999. 
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• Willingness to change for the greater good: The Tri-District school board and 
administration willingly dissolved their cunent organizations to become part of the new, 
broader governance structure. 

• District's commitment to planning: Each of the districts demonstrated their commitment to 
promoting interdistrict initiatives by releasing high level administrators for the regular and 
plamung meetings and, often, time consuming follow-up. 

• Knowledgeable and dedicated school staff: The expertise and commitment of the 
Crosswinds staff and their willingness to work so very hard in creating a new school from 
scratch could not be overlooked in the success of the school. 

• Support from other interdistrict initiatives: The coordinator and staff of the 5-District 
Integration Partnership worked in collaboration with the Crosswinds school to include the 
school's students in the summer program, allowing the Crosswinds staff some much needed 
time for planning. 

• Broad participation: The fact that no one individual was viewed as the authoritative leader 
for the interdistrict plaiming provided a context in which the process might be inclusive and 
oriented toward consensus-building. The leadership style that did exist in the director of the 
Office oflnterdistrict Initiatives ensured that this was, indeed, the nature of the process. 

Summary 

Despite a short timeline, the collaboration was successful in opening the new Interdish·ict Arts 
and Science Middle School in the fall of 1998. As the planning team continued its work the 
following year, timelines were again tight, as there was much to accomplish. 

Lessons learned during tlus process suggest that the following would support future efforts to 
plan for and successfully implement interdistrict governance structures and new interdistrict 
schools: 

• encourage flexibility in the operations of the governance structure and maintain close 
connections with the school districts; 

• bestow the leadership role on one person who will have the responsibility of overseeing 
present and future interdistrict programs and the authority to do so; 

• identify a district contact who has both the knowledge of interdistrict initiatives and who 
can serve as a conduit for best practices to flow back and fo1ih between the programs and the 
districts; 

• ensure adequate funding for the simultaneous start-up and development of a new school 
which requires extraordinary funds; and 

• institute fonnal mechanisms for evaluating the goals and outcomes related to interdistrict 
initiatives, both across and within schools and programs, to identify promising practices and 
ensure that such initiatives not only meet the needs of all students, but also help those with 
greater needs to be successful. 
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Participants in the planning process were also able to identify key elements that either made the 
current eff01is possible or would enhance future efforts to develop interdistrict paiinerships and 
programs: 

• have a clear and shared vision of the goal; 
• allow adequate time; 
• involve key stakeholders early on in the process; and 
• build on prior successes and relationships to provide a sh·ong administrative or coordinating 

structure. 
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Appendix A 

Appendix A: 
Evaluation Design 

This evaluation was a joint effort between the Center for Applied Research and Educational 
Improvement and the staff of the 5-District Integration Paiinership. It was designed to assess 
progress on the two goals of the 5-District Integration Partnership : 

1. to significantly expand interdistrict desegregation and integration activities among five 
school districts, and 

2. to explore the potential for an additional interdistrict magnet school and/or magnet 
program among the participating districts. 

Given that the partnership was a pilot program, the evaluation focused primarily on the plaiming 
and implementation processes. Key outcomes that were also assessed included the sense of 
conummity or com1ectedness felt by pai1icipants (Goal 1) and the progress made on aimual 
obj ectives related to Crosswinds, the interdistrict arts and science iniddle school (Goal 2). 

Tables Al and A2 list the key evaluation questions, the populations from whom data was 
collected to answer these questions, methods of data collection, and timeline for the first and 
second project goals, respectively. Some evaluation activities that were initially plmmed were not 
caITied out due to changes in program implementation. These activities are crossed out in the 
following tables. 
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Table Al: Data collection planned for the evaluation of the 1998-99 5 District Integration Partnership: Goal 1 - Making 
Connections. 
Program Component Populations 
1. Saturday activities • Students 

2. Professional development 

3. Summer program 

4. Internet project 

5. Interdistrict Collaboration 

• Parents 

• Teachers 

• Students 

• Parents 

• Teachers 

• ~lt1:1aents 

• Pare1Hs 

• Teachers 

• Project 
Mgmt 
Council 

• Project 
Coord. 

• Program 
records 

Methods Timeline 
• Survey • On-going 
• Survey 
• Survey • At the end of the day-long, professional 

development session 
• Survey and Focus Groups • 2"ct to last day 

• Survey • Beginning of 2"d week 

• Focus Group • Last day 
-----£ttt:vey • Mia May 
• S1:1rvey • Mia May 
• S1:1rvey • Mia May 
• foc1:1s group • Ena of May 

• Interview • End of May 

• Review • End of May 

Table A2: Data collection planned for the evaluation of the 5 District Integration Partnership: Goal 1 - Planning for an 
Interdistrict Magnet School and/or Program (Crosswinds Arts and Sciences Middle School). 
Program Component Population Methods Timeline 

J . Planning • Leaaership • focus group • Ena of May 
+ea-m 

• Project • Interview • End of May 
Coordinator 

• Program • Review • End of May 
records 
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