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Introduction 

Section I: 
Introduction 

The Saint Paul Public Schools and several East Metro school districts have 
successfully engaged in planning and implementing joint desegregation 
and integration activities for nearly a decade. The Five District Integration 
Partnership expanded ctment interdistrict activities by developing and 
implementing additional activities with students, teachers, parents, and 
community members from five Mitmesota School districts: Saint Paul, 
North Saint Paul/Maplewood/Oakdale, White Bear Lake, South 
Washington County, and Inver Grove Heights. 

The platming and programming of the Five District Integration Partnership 
was organized around two goals: 

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

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

In June 1998, the Saint Paul Public Schools authorized an evaluation of 
the project's first year to include measures of project outcomes, progress 
on project plans, paiticipant satisfaction, and the project's impact on 
participants. 

To address these issues, several data collection methods were employed. 
These included surveys of students, parents, and community pat1ners; a 
focus group with teachers; focus groups and interviews with program staff; 
informal site visits; attendance at project management meetings; and 
review of program materials (see Appendix A). 

This report summarizes the results of the Five District Integration Project 
evaluation that began in June and ended in September of 1998. It is 
organized by the major topics generated from the evaluation questions: 

• Section II describes the activities related to goal one including 
the characteristics of participants, key program feahires, and 
overall effectiveness, 

• Section Ill describes the planning process associated with goal 
two and the accomplislm1ents from the first year, and 

• Appendix A contains a description of the evaluation work plan. 
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The Five District 
Integration Partnership 
provides educational 
experiences that cross not 
only geographical lines, 
but also cultural, racial, 
and socioeconomic ones 



Goal 1: To significantly 
expand interdistrict 
desegregation and 
integration activities 
among eight schools in 
five school districts. 

Section II 

Section II: 
Expanding Interdistrict Activities 

This section describes the activities related to the expansion of interdish·ict 
programming aimed at desegregation and integration, the first goal of the 
Five 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. 

Included in this section are descriptions of the participating districts and 
students, key features of the summer program, and indicators of its 
effectiveness. Information was drawn from district data provided by the 
Department of Children, Families and Learning; surveys of paiiicipating 
students, their parents, and community paiiners; a focus group with 
teachers; an interview with the program director; and review of program 
materials and project records. 

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 evaluator, oversaw this component of the Five 
District Integration Partnership. The PMC met regularly to discuss 
prograrnnrntic decisions and review progress. 

Project Activities 

Four major activities were to be planned and implemented as part of the 
expansion of interdistrict programming. The first three were to be joint 
ventures involving teachers, students, and their families from a total of 
eight classrooms from eight schools while the fourth involved only the 
teachers: 

1. classroom instructional activities using the Internet; 
2. Saturday family activities; 
3. summer learning activities; and 
4. staff development opportunities. 

However, delays in accessing grant funds meant that a program 
coordinator was not hired until March 1998; too late to anange for and 
implement the activities planned for the school year. Consequently, the 
PMC moved to postpone activities 1 and 2 until the second year of the 
grant to focus on the summer program. 
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District Characteristics 

One urban and four suburban school districts make up the Five District 
Integration Partnership (see Table 1). Total enrollment in the urban district 
was greater than the other four districts combined with minority students 
enrolling a rate six times that of the suburban districts. Students in the 
urban district were also three times more likely to be eligible for financial 
assistance. 

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

% of Students 
O/o Eligible for Total K-12 

District Minority Free or Enrollment 
Reduced Price 

Lunch 
Urban 

Saint Paul 60.5 62.1 44,620 
Suburban 

Inver Grove Heights 10.6 17.3 4, 118 
North Saint Paul/ 9.6 17.4 11 ,239 

Maplewood/Oakdale 
South Washington County 7.8 9.4 14,199 
White Bear Lake 5.9 13 .0 9,523 

Source: Department of Children, Families and Learning (fall 1997 district data). 

Community Builders 1998 Summer Enrichment Program 

Program Goal 

The broader mission of the Five District Integration Partnership is to 
"provide enhanced leaniing opportunities for students, teachers, and 
families in an integrated setting." During the first year of the grant, 
program staff planned and implemented an intensive two-week summer 
program to do just that by bringing together fifth, sixth, and seventh grade 
students of different social and cultural backgrounds. 
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A common theme and 
both structured and 
unstructured activities 
ensured that students 
would meet up with one 
another. 

Section II 

Organization 

The Community Builders 1998 Summer Enrichment Program ran from 9 
a.m. to 3 p.m., Monday tlu·ough Friday, for two weeks in June. Program 
activities emphasized experiential learning tlu·ough an interdisciplinary 
and thematic cmTiculum with the primary themes being the Mississippi 
River and the celebration of diversity: 

"We picked the river as something a lot of people have in common. 
We thought having a tangible focus like the river would be the 
springboard for talking about how people come together. The 
larger integration project is about bringing together students and 
staff to cross not only district boundaries but cultural, racial, and 
socioeconomic boundaries as well." - Anne Parks, Program 
Coordinator 

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 venture across "boundaries": 

• Student Groupings: For the duration of the program, students 
were divided into eight groups of approximately 16 students. 
Each group included students from both suburban and urban 
schools and grades five tlu·ough seven. Sh1dent interactions 
within groups were also encouraged tlu·ough special 
conununity 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 sh1dents. 

• Close Quarters: All on-site activities were held in a block of 
adjoining classrooms allowing students to interact both within 
and between groups. Sh1dents also had the opp01iunity to 
mingle infonnally with one another and students from other 
groups during breakfast and lunch, transitions between 
activities, and on field trips. 

Learning Activities 

Activities in the summer program built upon the theme of the river with 
the principles of respect, sharing, and valuing diversity being highlighted 
as well. Each day, students took field trips at 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 about their experiences in the program. 
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Field trips included: 

• A limestone quaITy tour on Grey Cloud Island in St. Paul Park, 
• a class on life in the wetlands with a slide show and exhibits at the 

Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge, 
• a guided tour of the Mississippi River aboard the Harriet Bishop 

paddleboat, 
• a tour of the Weisman Art Museum and discussion of its design in 

relation to the river, 
• an historical tour of the Mounds Park area along the bluffs of the 

Mississippi led by a park ranger, 
• fossil digging at Lilydale Park, and 
• a tour of the Seneca Water Treatment Plant. 

Other activities were provided on-site by local performers. On the opening 
day, a park ranger set the stage by singing songs and telling stories about 
the Mississippi River to students and their parents. At the end, a 
multicultural comedian-storyteller-rap atiist shared his experiences as an 
inm1igrant. In between, a local dancer-perfonner led students in a 
workshop on West African movement; performing artists from the St. 
Paul-based COMP AS taught students Puerto Rican and Caribbean dance, 
music, and culture; and actors from the SteppingStone Theah·e helped 
students to compose a play and music around the river theme. The artists 
from COMP AS and SteppingStone Theatre worked the most with students 
providing five and ten hours of instruction, respectively, over the two
week period. Their sessions included a variety of mediums to engage and 
teach students about diversity, the creative arts, and other principles such 
as respect and leadership all in the context of learning about the river and 
its role in different cultures and in society. 

All along, students wrote in their journals and worked on special group 
projects that included hyperstudio presentations, a videotaped and live 
"broadcast" of a television news show, a pop-up book, and other creative 
ventures that told of their experiences in the program. On the last day, each 
group shared their completed projects with the rest of the students, staff, 
and parents. 

Support for the Learning Activities 

No fees were charged to participants in the summer program. Each of the 
five districts provided transportation both in the morning and afternoon for 
students from their districts. Special busing for field trips was organized 
tlu·ough the Saint Paul Public Schools and was provided at no cost to the 
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Parents were thrilled by 
this high quality, no
cost summer program 
for middle school 
children. 

Having teachers from 
each of the districts 
working with students 
helped to connect the 
program and the 
schools. 

3 out of 5 participants 
were students of color. 

Section II 

program with the aid of state desegregation funds. Average transportation 
cost for the four suburban districts was $1,451. 

Breakfast and lunch were also provided at no charge to students tlu-ough 
the Federal Summer Food Service Program. Teachers could purchase 
lunches at the campus cafeteria. 

Staffing 

Sixteen teachers - eight each from suburban and urban schools and 
representing each of the five districts in the partnership - helped plan and 
implement the summer program. Prior to the start of the program, these 
fifth through seventh grade teachers attended a day-long professional 
development and cmTiculum planning retreat at the Humanities Education 
Center where the main topics were teaching with interdisciplinary and 
multicultural cmTicula. 

Recruitment, Eligibility, and Participant Characteristics 

Any student cunently emolled in fifth, sixth, or seventh grade in the 
participating districts was eligible to participate in the summer program. 
The program was initially intended to serve approximately 175-200 
sh1dents with the number of slots allotted to each district being in 
proportion to districts' total emollment. Students were recruited through 
flyers and school newsletters, teachers talking with parents, and more 
general am1ouncements at school. 

In this summer program, the typical student was entering seventh grade in 
the fall, female, and a student of color (see Table 2). Overall, 3 out of 5 
participants were students of color. Of these, 75% attended urban schools. 
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Table 2: Characteristics of students participating in the Community 
Builders 1998 Summer Enrichment Program. 

Students of Color' 
Students of Color by Location of District' 

Urban 
Suburban 

Female2 

Grade Last School Year2 

Fifth 
Sixth 
Seventh 

Percentage 
59.7 

74.0 
26 .0 
63.3 

27 .6 
44.9 
27.6 

Sources: 'Program enrollment records and the 2Community Builders 1998 Summer 
Enrichment Program - Student Survey. Of the 127 students finishing the program, 81 % 
or 103 completed surveys. 

Program Effectiveness 

Several measures of the summer program's effectiveness were collected 
and examined for the program as a whole and for differences between 
urban and suburban students: 

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

Awareness of and Commitment to the Partnership 

The Community Builders Sununer Emiclunent program helped raise 
awareness of the Five District Integration Paiinership. While parents of 
children attending urban schools were more likely to have heard about the 
partnership, overall, less than half of the parents were aware of their 
district's involvement (see Table 3). Almost all, however, felt that the 
goals of the partnership were worth pursuing and that the summer program 
was an effective way to promote integration. 
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Section II 

Table 3: Parents' awareness of and commitment to the Five District 
Integration Partnership. 

Aware of your district's involvement in 
partnership? 
Is goal of partnership worthwhile? 
Summer program helpful for promoting 
integration? 
Interested in having child participate 
throughout the year? 
Interested in attending activities for the entire 
family? 
Like your child to be in the summer program 
next year? 

Percent Saying Yes 

Suburban Urban Total 
(n=43) (n=29) (n=72) 
44.2 51.7 47.2 

97.7 
93.0 

74.5 

62.8 

88.4 

96.2 
89.7 

62.0 

56.2 

89.7 

93 .1 
91.7 

69.4 

60.2 

88.9 

Source: Community Builders 1998 Summer Emichment Program - Parent Survey. 

Parents' commitment to the program was assessed in two ways: by their 
interest in having their child or entire family attend activities sponsored by 
the partnership and by their own desire to be more involved in the 
program. Overall, parents were very committed to the sunm1er program 
with about 90% wanting their child to paiiicipate again next year. And, 
although fewer were interested in having their child participate in activities 
offered during the school year (70%) and even less in attending family 
activities (60%), parents still indicated high levels of interest in these types 
of programming despite the many demands on both their child's and their 
own time (see Table 3). 

When asked if they wished to be more involved in the Five District 
Integration Paiinership, over half of the parents were interested in doing so 
with parents of children attending urban schools being more likely to say 
yes (see Table 4). Parents were most interested in attending activities with 
their child or with other adults with many also indicating a desire to assist 
with program planning and evaluation. Again, given their comments about 
time being a precious commodity, their interest in direct participation 
suggests a high level of commitment on the part of parents. 
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Table 4: Parent involvement in the Five District Integration 
Partnership. 

Percent Saying Yes 

Suburban Urban Total 
(n=43) (n=29) (n=72) 

Like to be more involved? 47.5 63.3 54.3 

Type of Involvement 
Attending program activities w/my child. 94.4 77.8 86.1 
Attending program activities w/other parents. 82.4 66.7 74.3 
Planning or selecting program activities. 68.4 61.l 64.9 
Teaching or leading program activities. 23.5 27.8 25.7 
Evaluating the program. 66.7 72.2 69.4 

Source: Conmmnity Builders 1998 Sununer Emiclunent Program - Parent Survey. 

Attendance 

Any fifth, sixth, or seventh grader was eligible to participate in the 
summer program, although the target emollment for individual districts 
was based on the size of the district (see Table 5). Thus, approximately 
half of the spots were initially held for students from the larger urban 
district and the rest allotted to the suburban districts . Actual emollments 
showed somewhat fewer urban and more suburban students in attendance, 
but good representation across all five districts. 

A total of 167 students initially emolled in the summer program. Over the 
two-week period, daily attendance fluctuated somewhat with a few 
students attending only the first week. By the end, 24% of the students 
either dropped out or never showed up bringing the final program 
emollment to 127 (see Table 5). The highest attrition rates were in Saint 
Paul (1 in 3 students) and Inver Grove Heights (1 in 4). 

When asked why they wanted to paiiicipate, students and their parents said 
the summer program sounded both fun and interesting: 

"I thought it would be fun to learn about the Mississippi." 

"I wanted to go on field trips and learn more about the Twin 
Cities." 

"I wanted to be busy for a couple of weeks, not just sit around and 
watch TV." 
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"Field trips are 
better than books." 
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Many students also emolled "to be with my friends out of school and to 
meet new people" while parents saw opportunities for them to learn and 
have new experiences. 

Table 5: Attendance at the Community Builders 1998 Summer 
Enrichment Program by district. 

Target Final Attrition 
Enrollment Enrollment Rate 1 

% % n % n 
Urban 
Saint Paul 53.3 45.7 58 34.1 30 

Suburban 
Inver Grove Heights 4.9 15.7 20 25.9 7 
North Saint Paul/ 13.4 18.1 23 8.0 2 

Maplewood/Oakdale 
South Washington County 17.0 11.8 15 6.3 1 
White Bear Lake 11.4 8.7 11 0.0 0 

Total 100.0 100.0 127 24.02 40 
Notes: 1 Includes both no-shows and drop-outs. 2 Average attrition rate. 
Source: Five District Integration Partnership, Community Builders 1998 Sununer 
Enrichment program records. 

Increased Interest in Learning 

When asked, about half of the parents said they noticed an increase in their 
child's interest in learning since s/he started attending the summer 
program with many saying their child came home each day ve1y excited 
about the program: 

"Except for one unfo1tunate trip to a sewage plant (yuck!) she 
talked on and on about eve1ywhere she went and what she did. 
Eve1y day she came home with a big grin." - parent 

Two out of three students said the summer program changed how they 
looked at learning, highlighting the emphasis on experiential learning: 

"Learning is fun . I used to think it was boring." 

Leaming occurs "by bringing people and showing us." 

I used "different learning skills" and learned "from experience." 
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Students also recognized that "teachers" come in many shapes and sizes -
as regular classroom instrnctors, visiting artists, other students, and the 
environment itself. 

When asked what they learned in the program, the vast majority of 
students cited knowledge of the Mississippi River, its history and 
importance in our everyday lives. Others said they learned about other 
cultures and creative aiis such as dance, music, singing, art, and theatre. 

Connecting Students 

Bringing together students from different schools and social and cultural 
backgrounds was the intent of the larger Five District Integration 
Partnership and the intensive two-week summer program. However, 
simply putting students in proximity to one another does not ensure that 
they will talk to one another, much less f01m more lasting bonds. By 
engaging students in activities organized around a conunon theme and 
strnchiring opportunities for them to explore their similarities and 
differences with other students, the summer program helped to foster 
deeper connections among students. 

New Friendships. While the majority of students already knew someone 
in the program - most likely another student from their school - almost all 
made friends with students from other schools. For reasons unknown, only 
half of the students said they were interested in keeping in touch with their 
new friends (see Table 6). 

Table 6: Building connections among students. 

Suburban Urban Total 
(n=63) (n=40) (n=103) 

Already knew someone in the program 92.0 98.0 93.1 
Made a new friend 95.0 100.0 97.1 
Friend attends a different school 97 .0 95 .0 96.0 
Like to stay in touch with new friend 54.4 51.3 52.5 
Source: Conm1unity Builders 1998 Sunm1er Emiclm1ent Program - Student Survey. 

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 formal and info1mal oppo1iunities for students to interact with one 
another. At breakfast the first day, students from suburban and urban 
schools sat themselves down at separate tables and did not interact. By 
lunchtime, however, they began to intenningle and staiied identifying 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 11 

"When you are 
surrounded by teachers, 
Oearning]justsortof 
happens." 

"it doesn't matter what 
race you are, you can be 
friends!" 

"all people are different... 
... and yet alike in 

different ways". 



Many students showed an 
increased interest in 
talking to and spending 
time with students from 
other schools. 

Section II 

themselves by their group's name (e.g. , the "rap pack"). Students soon 
discovered that kids from other schools are "nice" and that all you have to 
do is "be yourself' and "just walk up and say hi." 

Table 7: Impact of the summer program on students' perceptions of 
others. 

Has being in the summer program 
changed what you think about. .. 
. .. how you act toward people who are 

different from you? 
.. . working with others? 

.. . getting to know people from other 
cultural backgrounds? 

... getting to know students from other 
schools? 

Percent Saying Yes 
Suburban Urban Total 

(n=63) (n=40) (n=l03) 
84.2 73.0 79.4 

71.0 55 .0 64.3 

50.0 68.0 57.l 

44.0 53.0 47.4 

Source: Conununity Builders 1998 Sunm1er Emiclm1ent Program - Student Survey. 

Opening Up to Others. Parents were asked to report any changes they 
had seen in their child since s/he began the program (see Table 8) . Over 
half of the parents said their child seemed more interested in talking and 
spending time with students from other schools - a greater interpersonal 
commitment than simply being willing to get along with others. Children 
attending urban schools were also perceived as being more willing to 
listen and work with others and to be more accepting of people different 
from themselves since entering the summer program. However, because 
these measures did not take into account the child's initial level of 
willingness or acceptance - which some parents noted as high to begin 
with - the differential impact of the program on urban and suburban 
students must be interpreted with caution. Staff also saw some students 
learning to value others' opinions and taking care of one another while 
parents also noted a greater appreciation for and interest in other cultures, 
increased self-confidence, and an increased sense of responsibility in their 
children. Thus it appears that the summer program did indeed have an 
impact on attitudes and behaviors that promote positive interactions 
among students. 
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Table 8: Percentage of parents reporting an increase in their child's 
pro-social attitudes and behaviors. 

Child demonstrated an increased ... 
... interest in talking with students from 

other schools. 
... interest in spending time with 

students from other schools. 
. .. wi llingness to work with others. 
... wi llingness to listen to others . 
.. . acceptance of people who are 

different. 

Percent Saying Yes 
Suburban Urban Total 
(n= 43) (n= 30) (n=73) 

56% 57% 56% 

48 59 52 

31 57 42 
28 43 34 
33 41 37 

Source: Community Builders 1998 Summer Emichment Program - Parent Survey. 

Connecting Teachers 

Teachers also came together for a common purpose and went away with 
new colleagues and collaborators. In stepping outside of their classrooms, 
these teachers found something rare .. . time to develop and try out 
i1movative projects, time to learn what teachers at other schools face day
to-day, and time to experience other cultures. 

The teachers enjoyed team teaching, saying it offered added support by 
allowing them to take time out as needed while the other one caITied on, 
gave them the opportunity to bounce ideas off of someone else, and in 
general enhanced their teaching by complementing strengths and 
weaknesses . And, early on in the program the staff stayed after to talk with 
one another and even went out for di1mer as a group a few times during the 
program. 

As the program ended, a few of the staff began develop a web site to help 
maintain the connections that were made among staff and students in the 
sunm1er program. The site will include a description of the Five District 
Integration Partnership, information and clips from the summer program, 
and links to each of the districts. Next school year, it will be used with the 
Internet project. 
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Satisfaction 

Students, parents, and staff were all positive in their reviews of the 
summer program. 

• Suburban and urban students were equally likely to recommend the 
summer program to a friend with 2 out of 3 saying they would do 
so. 

• 89% of the parents said they would like their child to be in the 
program next year. 

• Overall, 98% 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 9). 

• One teacher sununed up the general sentiment of the staff, saying 
this was "the best summer program" she had ever been involved in 
because it was "energizing, not draining." 

Students were most excited about the field trips, especially the fossil 
digging and paddleboat excursions, and making fiiends: 

"You meet new people from different places and get to hear about 
their schools. You get to go to different places. Some are cool. 
Some are duds." - Seventh grader at Inver Grove Heights Middle 
School 

Several parents commented that quality sunm1er progranm1ing for 
teenagers was often lacking, particularly ones offering affordable, safe, 
and experientially-based learning envirom11ents with opportunities to meet 
and interact with children from other cultural backgrounds: 

14 

"We have been very pleased and impressed with the program 
overall and the fact that there was no fee is unbelievable!" 

"There are very few programs geared to kids this age that aren't 
way too expensive. It kept my child's interest with a good blend of 
education and fun and both old and new friends." 

"I think this is a marvelous thing. [My child] couldn't stop talking 
about everything! Nonnally I ask about school and she shrugs her 
shoulders ... with this I had a hard time shutting her up! " 
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I liked "all the different things they studied. There were many 
different things, not just reading, math and other [typical] school 
acti vi ti es ." 

"Everyday was an adventure." 

"I liked that she had a safe, fun, positive activity to look forward 
to." 

"[The program] expanded my child's horizons. Without [it] she 
would never have found fossils or visited an art museum. She also 
made some new friends." 

"It 's a wonderful opportunity for kids to come together from all 
over and work together." 

Table 9: Parent satisfaction with the Community Builders 1998 Summer 
Enrichment Program. 

Percent satisfied or 
very satisfied 

Suburban Urban Total 
(n=43) (n=29) (n=72) 

The overall program 100.0 96.6 98.6 
Time of day 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Days of week 100.0 96.6 98.6 
Length of program 90.7 65 .5 80.6 
Instructional activities 95.1 89.7 92.9 
Recreational activities 97 .6 89.7 94.3 
Field h"ips 100.0 96.6 98.6 
Transportation 93 .0 82.2 88.8 
Meals 66.5 65.5 66.7 
Communication with program staff 75.6 69.0 72.8 
Opportunities for you to participate 65 .0 79 .3 71.0 
Source: Community Builders 1998 Summer Emiclm1ent Program - Parent Survey 
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Promising Program Features 

Students, teachers, community partners, and program staff identified the 
following features as contributing to the positive outcomes of the 
Community Builders 1998 Sununer Emichment Program: 

• Small class size: The average student-teacher ratio of 15 .6 helped 
facilitate the building of relationships among students and among staff 
and students. Although teachers felt the program could work with 
groups of up to 25 students with two teachers per group, they felt the 
dynamics would change. Community partners and field trip organizers 
also tended to prefer groups with no more than 20 students. 

• Student diversity: Urban and suburban students were equally 
represented in the summer program with just over half coming from 
suburban schools. In addition, 3 out of 5 participants were students of 
color. 

• 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. 

• Thematic, integrated, and experientially-based curriculum: 
Bringing students and teachers around a conunon theme of the 
Mississippi River with an emphasis on principles such as sharing and 
respect helped provide an integrating focus . 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 writing plays, digging up fossils, 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 supportive and energetic: "people wanted to 
be there, they had fun but with a serious goal in mind." Visiting artists, 
perfo1mers, and field trip guides not only made the students feel 
special but reinforced the program themes as well . 
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• Strong program coordination: This collaborative effo1i was greatly 
facilitated by the excellent coordination of activities and 
communication that occmTed among the program coordinator, program 
staff, parents, and the Project 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 the initial plamling retreat 
and as team-teachers in the summer program. The majority of teachers 
found the planning retreat to be both "inspiring" and "motivating" and 
enjoyed the supp01i of having a teaching paiiner. 

• Convenient and affordable summer programming: Parents 
appreciated the "convenience" of the program, citing the availability of 
meals and transportation, and suggested that for some families, the 
lack of a paiiicipation fee may increase access to the program. 

• Parents' commitment: Parents' interest in attending activities with 
their child both throughout the school year and over the sunm1er 
indicated a high level of commitment to the program. Even those 
parents who did not have the time to be involved were supportive of 
the partnership's efforts 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 such as when working with the 
performers and on the field trips. 

Suggestions for Improvement 

In addition to continuing the practices noted above, staff and participants 
gave the following suggestions for improving this component of the Five 
District Integration Partnership: 

• Start program planning earlier: Delays in receiving the grant 
funding affected much of the planning process including 
communicating with parents, schools, and the broader conmrnnity 
about the opportunities available through the paiinership. Starting 
registration earlier will likely allow more students and parents to 
become involved in the program. Teachers would also like more 
fo1mal (paid) plaiming time with their teaching partners and to solicit 
info1mation on the special needs of paiiicipating students. 

• Expanded programming: More staff, students, and parents could be 
involved through programming offered throughout the school year. 
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Although the original plan was to emoll students in the summer 
program and get them "talking" as Internet pen pals during the school 
year, various delays led the staff to focus on simply developing the 
summer activities. Plans for the second year include special 
interdistrict programming during the school day and on Saturdays in 
preparation for the second annual summer program. 

• Longer summer program: Many sh1dents and parents - especially 
those from urban districts - wanted to extend the summer program 
beyond two weeks with a few suggesting a four-week program. Staff 
and parents commented that offering progra1ru11ing during the smru11er 
was ideal because it allowed for a more intensive experience and fewer 
summer programs exists for students at the middle school level. 

• More field trips and time with artists/performers: Most of the 
co1ru1rnnity partners expressed a desire to have had more info1mation 
about the mission of the partnership and the summer program before 
working with the students. Others said they could send pre-trip 
materials to students before they arrive to make better use of the field 
trip time. Community partners working on-site with students looked 
fo1ward to having additional time with them the following year. 

• Increase parent involvement: Many parents were interested in being 
more involved in programs offered through the paiinership. In 
paiiicular, they wanted oppo1iunities to attend activities with their 
child and with other adults, to assist with program planning and 
evaluation, and in general, to know more about what their child was 
doing in the program. 

• More permanent facilities: The need for a more permanent site to 
house activities sponsored by the paiinership was raised in the context 
of creating a visible identity for the 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 wony 
about making a mess with paints, etc.) . 

• Increased coordination at the school level: It was suggested that the 
work of the partnership might be facilitated if each district designated 
a contact person from each participating school to aid in program 
plam1ing and communication (e.g. , distribution of materials, 
applications, notices of events, confomation of participation, etc.). 
Decentralizing the program coordination function also supports 
sustainability if and when membership in the partnership grows or 
changes. 
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• Staff Pay: One issue that emerged during the first year was the need to 
pay staff from different districts at the same or very similar rate. 
Although the teachers were able to maintain their sense of community, 
the issue of equitable pay had the potential to interfere. 

• Better food: Both students and their parents were disappointed in the 
quality of food made available through the Federal Summer Food 
Service Program. 

Summary 

Successfully meeting a need ... 

One goal of the Five District Integration Partnership was to expand 
interdistrict activities that promote desegregation and integration. The 
need for programs like this and its success during the first year were 
evident in the comments heard from students, parents, and staff and 
s1mm1ed up well by the program coordinator in an aiiicle published by the 
Saint Paul Pioneer Press: 

"What I'm hearing from the suburban teachers is that they and the 
kids in their district really need the exposure [to different people of 
different races, cultures, and socioeconomic backgrounds]. I'm 
happy we're able to help these students build bridges to meet 
people who are different from them." 

"We felt like a group at the end. The kids were exchanging phone 
numbers. That was our goal - to make these sorts of connections." 
"I think [the program] has the potential to make a big difference in 
these students' lives and their conu1rnnities as well." 

Lessons learned ... 

Many lessons emerged from this evaluation of the Five District Integration 
Partnership's eff01is to expand interdistrict programming aimed at 
desegregation and integration. 

Perhaps the key lesson, however, is that deliberate attention must be given 
to how people are brought together. Successful integration seems to 
emerge from programs that provide: 

• a shared or common focus that is both interesting and fun, 
• a means of fostering attitudes and behaviors that demonstrate 

respect for and acceptance of others, 
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Section II 

• opportunities for paiiicipants to interact both formally and 
infom1ally, and 

• sustained interactions to allow for continued development of 
friendships and collaborative relationships. 

Next steps ... 

Activities are already underway for the second year of expanding 
interdistrict collaboration. The original plans to involve students 
throughout the school year via an Internet activity and Sahll'day family 
events are up and running along with professional development 
opportunities for the teachers who will plan and participate in this year's 
sununer program. 
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Section III: Planning an 
Interdistrict Magnet School 

This section briefly describes the planning activities and progress related 
to the Five District Integration Project efforts to promote voluntary 
desegregation and integration through interdistrict magnet programs. A 
more in-depth discussion of the processes and outcomes involved is 
available in a number of reports summarizing results of the feasibility 
sh1dy, parent focus groups, and plarming retreat. 1 Information in this 
section was drawn primarily from an interview with the project 
coordinator; attendance at plarming meetings; a focus group with the 
leadership team; and a review of program materials and reports. 

Project Management 

A Leadership Team comprised of representatives from each of the five 
districts, a project coordinator, and the project evaluator worked in 
collaboration to explore and plan for a new interdistrict magnet school or 
program. The team worked closely with outside consultants to gather data 
on the feasibility of such an endeavor from key stakeholder groups, to 
guide the planning process, monitor progress, and report back to their 
districts . 

Project Activities 

Two broadly defined activities were proposed for this component of the 
Five District Integration Partnership: 

1. design and cany out a process for engaging teachers, 
administrators, parents, school board members, and community 
members in exploring the potential for additional magnet 
programming in the East Metro area, and 

2. prepare reconm1endations on magnet programming among the 
five participating districts for participating school boards and 
state officials by Febrnary, 1999. 

The Planning Process 

In exploring the potential for a new interdistrict magnet school or program 
in the East Metro area, the Leadership Team built upon activities and 
plarming carried out under a federal magnet grant awarded to the Saint 

1 For further information, contact the Office oflnterdish·ict Initiatives, Barbara Bmke, 
Director, 360 Colborne Ave., Room 441, St. Paul, MN 55102. 651-228-3618. 
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Section III 

Paul Public Schools from 1995-1998. In that grant tlrree Saint Paul schools 
and a new interdistrict school fo1med a patinership to promote magnet 
programs as a means of voluntary desegregation and integration. 

The planning strategy was emergent, guided by feedback obtained 
throughout the process. Key steps and participants in the process and their 
related outcomes are outlined below: 

1. (January) Parent Focus Groups: An outside consultant conducted 
focus groups with parents at two year-round, elementary magnet 
schools - Four Seasons and Tri-District - and parents from Inver 
Grove Heights to assess their interest in a year-round, Interdistrict 
Magnet Middle School (IMMS). The response was very favorable. 

2. (January-March) Feasibility Study: Another outside consultant 
interviewed key stakeholders identified by the superintendents in each 
of the participating school districts to detennine the degree of interest 
in and support for a year-round Interdistrict Magnet Middle School 
(IMMS). Again, the results were very favorable. 

3. (February-March) Federal Magnet School Grant: Staff working on 
the Saint Paul Federal Magnet School grant worked closely with the 
other four districts to prepare and submit an application for the next 
round of funding. The core element of the proposal was the creation of 
the year-round IMMS, additional support for the year-round 
elementary feeder schools, and the creation of another year-round 
elementary magnet school. It was not until September that the group 
learned the proposal had not been funded . 

4. (April) IMMS Brochure: In the absence of start-up funds for the new 
school, the mailing to encourage parents of middle school children in 
each of the districts to emoll in the new Interdistrict Arts and Science 
Middle School was supported by funds from the Five District 
Integration Partnership. 

5. (May) Planning Retreat: Parents, students, teachers, principals, and 
representatives from the teachers' union attended a planning retreat for 
the Interdisttict A.tis and Science Middle School. The primary focus 
was on creating "a shared vision and a curriculum and instructional 
model" for the new school. Over 40 people from six districts attended 
the retreat that was also funded by the Five District Integration 
Patinership. 
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6. (July) Hiring Teaching Staff: With plans to open the new school in 
temporary facilities in the fall , four teachers were hired to serve the 
anticipated 60 students in grades six and seven. 

Progress 

Collaboration 

Successful collaboration depends on the nature of the process and the 
extent to which pminers are involved. Although this collaborative was 
fanned around a shared goal its structure was more fluid and emergent. 
Rather than being appointed from the start, the project coordinator that 
eventually emerged from the group was the person most familiar with the 
previous interdistrict and magnet school activities and roles were assigned 
as tasks came up. This strategy of creating the collaborative structure as 
the project progressed was necessary to accommodate the short timeline 
and to best utilize the impmiant resources brought to the table by members 
of the Leadership Team. The people brought together for this project were 
key to making things happen based on their prior experience and 
knowledge. They were people who could get things done. However, 
because they also tended to be the point people on other major initiatives 
in their districts, the constraints on their time were numerous. 

Outcome 

In the fall of 1998, the Interdistrict Arts and Science Middle School 
opened in temporary facilities at Arlington High School with a total 
emollment of 60 students in grades six and seven. Plans for a pernrnnent 
facility are well underway, guided by the Design Team subcommittee. 

Barriers to Planning and Implementation 

The planning group and project coordinator identified several obstacles to 
the pla1ming process, noted the implications for the project, and discussed 
how they addressed these issues: 

• Short timeline: Starting a new school usually takes 18-24 
months; this group only had one year. Pa1iicipants often 
worked on tum-around times of 24 hours or less. 

• Little parent and community involvement: Again, the short 
timeline made it difficult to increase the involvement of parents 
and community members throughout the process. Input from 
these groups was, however, obtained tlu·ough focus groups, the 
feasibility study, and planning retreat. In addition, recruitment 
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efforts were hampered by delays in notifying parents that the 
school would indeed be opening in the fall; some parents had 
already selected schools. 

Factors Facilitating Planning and Implementation 

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

• A clear vision: This project had a common and well-defined 
goal based on a concept paper drafted as part of the earlier 
federal magnet grant. 

• Continuity of relationships, connections, and 
administrative structure: The project coordinator's previous 
experience working with many of the key players in the 
districts on other projects was a tremendous benefit to the 
group's efforts . She also headed up what is now known as the 
Office of Interdistrict Initiatives that includes a staff that was 
involved in many of these prior and ongoing efforts. Other 
members of the planning group were involved in existing 
interdistrict and year-round programs. 

• Commitment and support: The superintendents and other key 
administrators in all participating districts were very committed 
to plaiming and implementing an interdistrict magnet school or 
program, even if all patiners were not able to patiicipate at this 
time. This commitment went far beyond a statement of support 
to direct action: one superintendent sent a letter to 6111 and ?111 

grade students participating in the Conm1on Ground program 
(another voluntary interdistrict desegregation and integration 
initiative) to encourage them to attend the new interdistrict 
school. Another sign of commitment came from a sixth district 
that came on board during the pla1ming and ended up providing 
3 of the 4 teachers hired for the new magnet school. Finally, the 
willingness of the Leadership Team members to work on such 
shoti timelines given their other obligations demonstrated a 
high level of support. 
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Summary 

Despite a short timeline, the collaboration was successful in opening the 
new Interdistrict Arts and Science Middle School in the fall of 1998. 
Participants in the plaiming process were able to identify several elements 
that either made this possible or would enhance future effo1is to develop 
interdistrict partnerships 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 strong 

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 Five District Integration 
Partnership. It was designed to assess progress on the two goals of the Five 
District Integration Partnership: 

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

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

Given that the partnership was a new initiative, the evaluation focused 
primarily on the planning and implementation processes with key 
outcomes being the sense of conummity or connectedness fe lt by 
participants (Goal 1) and the degree of collaboration among project 
partners (Goal 2). 

Table Al lists the key evaluation questions for each project goal and the 
populations from whom data was collected to answer these questions. 
Tables A2 and A3 sununarize the data collection plan, including the 
populations involved, type of instmmentation, and timeline for data 
collection for Goals 1 and 2, respectively. 
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Table Al : Evaluation Plan for the Five District Integration Partnership. 

Process and Outcome Evaluation Topics Students Parents Teachers Prg coord PMC Comm IMMS 

Goal 1: Connectedness 
1. Connectedness: extent, nature, and x x x na 

im2act (year 2: maintenance of) 
2. Student outcome: increased interest x x x na 

in learning 
3. Barriers and facilitating factors x x x x x x na 
4. Planning and implementation: x x x x na 

extent, nature, and impact of 
involvement 

5. Satisfaction/Perceived hn2ortance x x x x x x na 

Goal 2: Collaboration 
1. Collaboration: extent, nature, and x x x x x 

im2act (year 2: maintenance of) 
2. Barriers and facilitating factors x x x 
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Table A2: Data collection for the evaluation of the Community Builders 1998 Summer Enrichment Program. 

Population Instrument Timeline 
Summer program participants and staff Informal observation of program activities 2 weeks (June 15-26) 
Students (n= 103) Short survey (2 pg) 2nd to last day of summer program 
Parents (n=74) Short survey (2 pg) Beginning of 2nd week of summer prog. 
Teachers (n=l6) Short survey; focus group End of program 
Project Coordinator (n=l) Interview; obtain and review project notes End of program 
Project Mgmt Council (PMC) (n=6) Focus group End of program 
Community Members (n=7) Short survey (1 pg) End of program 
PMC meetings Meeting minutes Ongoing 

Table A3: Data collection for the evaluation of the Five District Integration Partnership planning for an interdistrict magnet school 
and/or program. 

Population 

Project Coordinator (n=l) 

Leadership Team meetings 

Instrument 
Interview; obtain and review project 
notes/reports 
Meeting minutes 
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Timeline 
End of program 

Ongoing 


