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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

Report Overview 

The following report documents the evaluation findings for the Minnesota Voluntary Public School 
Choice Project (VPSC) for the period October 1, 2007 through September 30, 2011. This VPSC 
Year Four Evaluation Report is the early version of the final project report, as n1uch of the VPSC 
Year Five data. needed to perfonn this evaluation, including academic test data and student dat.'l 
frmn d1e Minnesota Depart111ent of Education (MDE), will not be available until after the grant has 
expired in summer 2012. Evaluation results presented in this report are bod1 fonnative, as they are 
presented to inforn1 continuous in1provement of ongoing Year Five activities conducted by the 
VPSC part11ers, and sumn1ative, as project outcon1es are discussed in detail. 

Overview of the VPSC Grant Program 

The Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) project is a program funded by d1e U.S. Depart111ent 
of Education wid1 the purpose of est.'lblishing or expanding intJ·a-disu·ict, inter-disu·ict, and open 
enrolln1ent school choice programs. The intent is to provide parents, particularly parents whose 
children attend low-performing public schools, expanded educational options. The U.S. 
DepartJnent of Education mal<.es competitive awards to State Education Agencies (SEAs), Local 
Education Agencies (LEAs), or part11erships that include bod1 organizations and other for-profit or 
non-profit groups. The Deparl:lnent gives priority to applications d1at: 1) provide d1e widest variety 
of choices to students in participating schools; 2) have d1e greatest impact in allowing students who 
attend low-perforn1ing schools to attend higher-performing schools; and 3) propose partnerships to 
implen1ent an inter-district approach to providing students ~~d1 the greater public school choice. 
VPSC funds may be used for planning, tuition pay1nents to chosen public schools, enhanced 
capacity-building activities in high-den1and schools, public awareness campaigns, and other costs 
necessary to implen1ent a school choice program. Student participation n1ust be voluntary to qualify 

for d1e funds. 1 Minnesota was one of fourteen states awarded a VPSC grant in 2007. IL was the 
second grant awarded to the St.'lte of Minnesota. 

The Minnesota VPSC Partners 

The Minnesota VPSC operates d1rough a collaborative part11ership including d1e Minnesota 
Depart111ent of Education (MD E), Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS), \iV est MetJ·o Education 
Program (\iVMEP), an inter-disu·ict collaboration of Minneapolis Public Schools and ten T~~n 
Cities suburban school distJ.icts, d1e Center for School Change (CSC), an organization working at 
the school, community, and policy levels located at Macalester College, and the Choice 
Information and Support Services (CISS), which assists wid1 acade1nic support and tutoring 
activities for Choice Is Yours program participants. The Minnesota Department of Education, the 
Minneapolis Public Schools, and d1e West Meu·o Education Program have been involved in bod1 
VPSC grant projects. MDE leads d1e Minnesot.'l VPSC efforts. Through d1is collaborative 
part11ership, the Minnesota VPSC project activities are open to urban and suburban kindergarten 
d1rough grade twelve students enrolled in d1e school disu·icts represented by the part11er 
organizations. 

1 
Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Option Abstract from the U.S. Department of Education website: 
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Proposed VPSC Goals and Objectives 

It is important to docun1ent d1e history of d1e Minnesota_ VPSC efTorts in order to understand bod1 
d1e context of current findings and how the project has evolved since the writing of d1e proposal 
d1at resulted in d1e 2007 grant. The goals and objectives talz.en frmn d1e original proposal assist in 
understanding d1e partners' intent for the project and also how d1ey have revised activities to meet 
current needs. 

The goals as noted in d1e original proposal abstract were to: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Maint:tin cohesive marketing and fan1ily outreach strategies for volunt:1.ry public school 
choice; 

Continue to offer transportation services; 

Coordinate acaden1ic tutoring wid1 school curriculum enhancement; 

Expand school choice options; 

Develop a Leadership Academy for charter and alternative school/district adn1inist:rators; 

Strengd1en the Post-Secondary Education Options (PSEO) outreach program; and 

Develop a comprehensive orient:1.tion and mentoring program . 

The proposal also listed objectives d1at furd1er illuminated d1e partners' intentions. The objectives 

as noted in the original proposal were to: 2 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

Expand efforts to n1arket urban schools to suburban school students; 

Create a new school choice website; 

Enhance parent:tl involvement; 

Continue providing services to transport Minneapolis students to suburban and choice 
magnet schools; 

Expand transportation service to include suburban-to-urban transport:1.tion options; 

Increase access to and actively promote use of academic tutoring and support services; 
Improve and expand st:1.ff training; 

Expand existing magnet programs at Edison High School; 

Expand arts focus and capacity at Inter-District Dovvntown School (now named FAIR 
School Downtown); 

Expand choices to include branding tvvo charter schools; 

Incorporate Online Le~u-ning as a viable choice option; 

Create a Leadership Academy for current ~mel prospective chffiter ffild od1er public 
school/district administrators; 

Develop outreach ffild mffi·keting strategies to increase plli·ticipation in dual credit options 
by students frmn low-income fmnilies ffild students of color; 

IdentifY m1d reach out to first-generation college prospects inlow-incon1e families; 
Provide proactive, ongoing support ffild follow-up services to pm·ticipants m1d their fffi11ilies; 
~mel 

• Increase parent/cm·egiver advocacy services . 

2 
Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Option Abstract from the U.S. Department of Education website: 

http://www2.ed.gov/programs/choice/2007awards.html; December 14, 2010. 
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In addition, Minnesot-1. generated desired outcomes that would assist in their assessment of the 
project's success. The original proposal included d1e following desired outcomes: 

• Increase awareness of school choice options and assist fan1ilies in making inforn1ed 
choices; 

• Increase d1e number of subw·ban students choosing to attend schools in Minneapolis; 

• Increase outreach to dropout students; 
• Increase parents'/guardians' involvement in d1eir children's education; 

• Support school choice options; 
• Improve academic performance of students; 

• Increase student retention and graduation rates; 

• Increase use of academic support services by progran1 participants; 

• Prepare st-t.ff to teach all participating students; 

• Increase choice options available to all students; 

• Reduce dropout rates; 

• Strengd1en charter school and district leadership to in1prove school quality, teacher quality, 
and student academic success; 

• Increase participation in Post-Secondary Enrollment Options (PSEO); 

• Facilitate students' transition into school choice options; and 

• Improve life opportunities for students. 

Toged1er, d1e goals, objectives, and desired outcomes forn1 d1e basis for understanding Minnesot-t.'s 
overall intent for d1e VPSC progran1. Many of d1ese have re1nained central to current activities; 
however, as d1e program as been implemented, some activities and focus areas have changed or 
have been n1ore closely aligned wid1 d1e current educational realities. 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 5 
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SECTION II: THE MINNESOTA VPSC PROGRAM 

The Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Pr.ogram closely followed the project goals, 
components, outputs, and outcomes shovvn in the Program Logic Model developed for the original 
grant (see Appendix A). The goals noted below remained unchanged and guided the project in all 
aspects of implementation. The goals are as follows: 

1. Ensure that all families (MPS and suburban districts) are aware of and have access to both 
subjective and objective data on the school choice options available to the1n so that they 
can mal<.e sound, inforn1ed decisions about the best school for their children. 

2. Increase student academic performance for those who participate in VPSC-funded 
programs. 

3. Ensure that those students who choose an option through VPSC-funded activities will 
receive proactive, ongoing support needed to succeed acaden1ically in their new 
educational environn1ent. 

VPSC partners focused on four major project components as shown in the Minnesot.:1. Voluntary 
Public School Choice Logic Model (Appendix A). 

• Student and Family Outreach 

• School Choice Options and Enhanced/Expanded Options 
• Academic Tutoring and Support 

• St.:tff Support 

An overview of each major project component follows. 

Project Component Description: Student and Family Outreach 

Student and family outreach is composed of three primary activity areas: 1) the Marketing and 
Outreach; 2) the Choice lnforn'lation and Support Services Center; and 3) Partner Internal 
Marketing Activities. 

Marketing and Outreach. Marketing to families and students is one of the n1ajor prqject 
activities associated with Student and Family Outreach. The intent of the partners was to have an 
active Marketing and Outreach group led by MDE and consisting of representatives from the 
partner organizations. The original plan was to develop a comprehensive n1arketing plan with 
strategies and rationales delineated for the n1arketing efTorts funded through the VPSC project. 

Choice Information and Support Services (CISS). The overall purpose of CISS is to 
provide proactive support services for Choice Is Yours student participants so that they succeed in 
their new educational environn1ent. CISS replaced the Minneapolis Parent Information Center in 
fall 2010. CISS activities include developing individual learning plans for students, tutoring, as well 
as providing academic mentoring and coaching for students and parents. CISS assists families in 
obt.:tining transport.:1.tion, conducts inforn'lational n1eetings to n1al<.e students and families aware of 
support services, helps parents understand student achieven1ent and test results, connects students 
with academic assistance opportunities and other supports, and provides financial assistance to 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 6 
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fan1ilies in the fonn paying for fees and equipment for after school progratns, sports, field trips, and 
n1usical instruments. CISS activities also include obtaining feedback on support services from 
fan1ilies atld students using surveys and interviews. 

Partner Internal Marketing. The third project activity associated with Student and Fan1ily 
Outreach involves internal marketing by VPSC partners: \i\T est Metro Education Progran1, 
Minneapolis Public Schools, the Center for School Chcu1ge, and the Choice Information atld 
Support Services. The intent of this activity was for the internal n1arketing efforts of the partners to 
include information about VPSC-funded school choice options, thus leveraging resources to further 
increase awcu·eness of students and families about the options available through the VPSC prqject. 
Student atld Family Outreach are described in detail in Section IV, Findings. 

Project Component Description: School Choice Options and 
Enhanced/Expanded Options 

Central to the intent of the U.S. Depcutn1ent of Education's VPSC initiative is that 2007 grant 
awardees: 1) provide the widest vcu·iety of choices to students in participating schools; 2) vvould have 
the greatest i1npact in allowing students who attend low-performing schools to attend higher­
performing schools; atld 3) propose partnerships to in1plen1ent an interdistrict approach to 
providing students with greater public school choice. 3 The Minnesol:.c'l VPSC project has five n1ajor 
efforts concentrating on n1eeting the project goals and the intent of d1e Depcu·tment. Some of d1ese 
programs are ongoing and were in operation under d1e first VPSC grant, od1ers are new and 
in1plen1ented under d1is grant while od1ers are expansions of existing progratns. Overall, original 
student participation goals for d1is grant were 2,000 student pcu·ticipants in d1e Choice Is Yours 
Progran1 (CIY) atld 1,000 student participants from suburban school districts attending urban 
school choice options. 

VPSC pattners chose to focus on school choice options and expansion wid1 the following VPSC­
funded progran1s: 

1. The Choice Is Yours program 
2. FAIR School Downtown 
3. Enhance School Programs-Three Minneapolis Public School enhatlC'ed progran1s atld two 

\i\1 est Metro Education Progra111 enhanced progran1s 
4. Dual credit options 
5. Staff support atld professional development 

A description of each choice option and expansion is presented below. Detailed information on all 
school choice options a11d enhcu1ced/expcu1ded options are presented in Section IV, Findings. 

The Choice Is Yours (CIY) Program. The Choice Is Yours (CIY) is a continuation of a 
program d1at began wid1 d1e settlen1ent of an education adequacy lawsuit in 2000 that resulted in an 
inter-district volunl:.c'lry desegregation initiative. The Choice Is Yours program gives low-income 
Minneapolis families more options to attend suburban schools. All Minneapolis students who are 
eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch n1ay apply to participate in d1e program. Minneapolis 
students attending suburban schools du·ough d1e Choice Is Yours progran1 receive free 
transportation to and il·om d1eir suburban schools.4 The program is supported financially d1rough 
many sources, one of which is d1e VPSC grant. 

3 
U.S. Department of Education website, Voluntary Public School Choice webpage: http://www2.ed.gov/programs/choice/index.html 

4 
Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice 2006-2007 Evaluation Brief, February 26, 2008, Aspen. 
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VPSC funds dedicated to CIY are detailed in each district's grant applications to \VMEP, who 
n1anages the MN VPSC grant for suburban schools. VPSC funds are used to provide personnel, 
equipn1ent, and support services within the schools and school districts. In addition to the 
Minneapolis Public Schools, nine suburban school districts that are members of d1e \Vest Metro 
Education Program participate in Choice Is Yours progran1. These school disbi.cts are Colun1bia 
Heights (Disn-ict 13), Hopkins (Disn-ict 270), Eden Prairie (Disn-ict 272), Edina (Disn-ict 273), 
Richfield (Disn-ict 280), Robbinsdale (Disn-ict 281), St. Antl1ony/New Brighton (Disn-ict 282), St. 
Louis Park (Disn-ict 283), and \V ayzaL:'l (Disn-ict 284). The following four criteria are used to 
identifY and n-ack students participating in d1e Choice Is Yours program (as indicated on students' 
Minnesota Automated Reporting Student System (MARSS) records): 

1. Student's resident disn-ict is in Minneapolis Public Schools. 

2. Student is eligible for free and/or reduced-price n1eals. 
3. Transportation code indicates desegregation-funded n-ansporL:'ltion (code 4). 
4. Student's serving disn-ict is one of d1e nine \i\T est Me n-o Education Program participating 

disn-icts (Disni.cts: 13, 270, 272, 273, 280, 281, 282, 283, or 284.). 

FAIR School Downtown (Fine Arts Interdisciplinary Resource). 
5 

FAIR School 
Downtown was one of d1e school choice options highlighted in d1e original grant proposal. The 
grant specified the goal to provide choice options for all students, including suburban students, as 
well as rl1ose fron1 rl1e city of Minneapolis. FAIR School Downtown, located in rl1e heart of rl1e 
commercial disn-ict, vvas formerly known as d1e Interdisn-ict Downtown School (IDDS). FAIR 
School Downtown offers students and rl1eir parents and educational experience in parb1ership wirl1 
arts and business organizations in rl1e cenn-al city. The school is located near major tllean-ical 
venues rl1at are part of d1e Hem1epin Theater Trust and d1e school has relationships wid1 d1e 
Pi1nsler Dance Theater, MacPhail Music School, SL:'lges Theater Company, \V ells Fargo Bank, rl1e 
University of St. Thon1as and Target Corporation. 

FAIR Schools are a K-12 community wirl1 two Calllpuses, FAIR School Downtown alld FAIR 
School Crystal (located in rl1e nordnvest suburb of Crystal, MN). As pal-t of rl1e \Vest Me n-o 
Education Program (VVMEP), FAIR Schools al-e a collaborative effort involving eleven public 
school disn-icts: Brooklyn Center, Columbia Heights, Edina, Eden Prairie, Hopkins, Minneapolis, 
Richfield, Robbinsdale, St. And1ony-New Brighton, St. Louis Pal-k, alld \Vayzata. FAIR School 
Downtown will tJ-allsition to a K-3 and 9-12 can1pus in downtown Minneapolis; FAIR School 
Crystal is rl1e 4-8 campus. As a downtown school, FAIR School Downtown provides all educational 
experience rich wirl1 community pal-blerships while providing an all day, tuition-free kindergal-ten. 

Enhanced/Expanded Options Schools. An imporL:'lnt aspect of d1is VPSC project is to 
identifY progran1s rl1at increase opportunities for students to n-ansfer to high-performing schools 
alld to assist school disn-icts in reaching rl1e high-perforn1ing status. The progralns discussed in rl1e 
original proposal were reviewed, alld it was decided rl1at new criteria needed to be set to ensure that 
d1e MinnesoL:'l VPSC project was supporting d1e n1ovement of students to high-performing schools. 
At issue was rl1e reality d1at d1ere was need for more high-performing schools. Thus, d1e parb1ers 
decided to focus funding and efforts on enhallcing and/or expallding programs in five schools (in 
addition to FAIR School Downtown) d1at had rl1e potential to reach high-performing status. Two 
schools wid1 VPSC-funded enhallced programs have been in operation for d1e past two years­
Cenn-al Middle School in Columbia Heights School Disn-ict (engineering and media al-ts courses) 
alld Earle Brown Elementary in Brooklyn Center (Gifted alld Talented alld band progran1s). The 

5 
West Metro Education Program website: https://wmep.k12.mn.us/fair/about 
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other three schools located in Minneapolis did not receive VPSC-funded progran1 enhancements, 
due at least in part, to project funding issues. 

Dual Credit Options. Dual credit outreach efforts are included under School Choice Options 
and Expansion but could also be considered as an activity associated with partner internal 
n1arketing efforts. The primary purpose of these efforts is to disseminate infon11ation, forn1 
partnerships, and conduct activities to increase participation in dual credit options for students fron1 
low-incon1e families and students of color. One of the reasons to promote dual credit cow·ses is 
that participation in such courses helps students graduate with stronger skills and knowledge and 
prepares then1 to for post-secondary education. Dual credit options include post-secondary 
enrollment options (PSEO), enrollment in Advanced Placement (AP) classes and International 
Baccalaureate (IB) programs, participation in Concurrent Enrollment courses and some 
Concurrent Technical Education (CTE) progran1s. 

Project Component Description: Academic Tutoring and Support 

WMEP participating school districts and the Choice Information and Support Services (CISS) 
deliver Minnesota VPSC acaden1ic tutoring and support activities. \VMEP districts, as part of their 
grant application for VPSC funds, describe plans to support students, including tutoring, 
equipment, and st:tff development. CISS provides academic tutoring and support directly to CIY 
students and also works witl1 tl1e V\TMEP CIY liaison and witl1 liaisons witl1in \VMEP districts to 
ensure that academic tutoring and support services are in place. Detailed information on acaden1ic 
tutoring and support is presented in Section IV, Findings. 

Project Component Description: Staff Support and Professional Development 

WMEP Professional Development. V\TMEP does not use VPSC funds directly for staff 
professional development. However, VPSC student participants in \VMEP districts benefit frmn 
non-VPSC funded professional development conducted by tl1e districts. 

Leadership Academy. The Leadership Acaden1y provides a research-based adult learning 
model that trains, supports, and helps charter, district, and alternative public school leaders. 
Participant selection for tl1e Leadership Acaden1y is based on a demonstrated com1nitn1ent to 
student achievement and results. Participants must be currently serving in a school leadership 
position, have experience in a leadership role, or be viewed by officials as a person with 
considerable leadership potential. The core content of tl1e progra111 is to develop instructional 
leadership skills, orga11izationalleadership skills, and school ma11agement skills. The instructional 
n1odel is a yea1· long in duration, consists of a small cohort of pa1·ticipa11ts a11d provides fifteen full 
instructional days per yea1·, six needs-based sen1ina1·s, a11d ongoing communication among cohort 
pa1·ticipa11ts. The goals of tl1e program include expa11ded pa1·ticipa11t knowledge of research-based 
strategies to help students attain high levels of achievement, increased undersL:'lnding of 
components a11d strategies of successful schools, and expanded knowledge of fiscal responsibilities. 
The Leadership Academy's tl1ird cohort bega11 operating in SY20 11. Detailed information on staff 
support a11d professional developn1ent is presented in Section IV, Findings. 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 9 
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SECTION Ill: MINNESOTA VPSC EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

The evaluation of the VPSC project includes a formative and summative evaluation with the 
formative data aggregated and analyzed for the sumn1ative evaluation. The purpose of the formative 

evaluation is to "furnish inforn1ation that will guide program i1nproven1ent,"6 unlike the smnmative 
evaluation d1at focuses on "rendering a judgment on critical aspects of d1e progTam's 

perforn1ance,"7 d1e forn1ative evaluation focuses on program in1proven1ent and gad1ering datc1. 
frequently to assist staff and service providers in implementing d1e project goals. This report 
includes bod1 forn1ative findings to assist VPSC partners wid1 continuous in1provement for Year 
Five activities and a summative evaluation, to assess d1e extent to which d1e project resulted in 
meeting project goals. 

Project Program Theory 

The theory underlying d1e VPSC project is illustrated in d1e project logic model (Appendix A) and 
is discussed below. The stated purpose of d1e VPSC project is to ... 

facilitate volunta1y integration of urban and suburban school districts and n1ovement of 
students !i·o1n low-pe1fonning to high-pe1forming schools. 

The underlying assun1ptions guiding project activities are: 

• Public school choice can provide opportmlities for student success, especially for students 
in low-performing schools. 

• Support is necessary for a students' choice to result in success. 

Specifically, d1e d1e01)' on which d1e project is based contends d1at if students attending low­
performing schools can easily transfer to higher-perforn1ing schools or progran1s and if d1ey are 
provided wid1 acaden1ic and social support, d1eir academic performance will in1prove. 
Thus, d1e goals for d1e project include reference to opportunities for choosing schools and to 
having support necessary to be successful in the chosen schools. It is important to note d1at school 
choice, in general, is subject to capacity constraints and d1at d1ere is a natural hierarchy in priorities 
in dete1n1ining d1e enrollment, at d1e top of which is local residency. The project goals noted in 
Section II are central to d1e logic model and program implementc1.tion. 

Evaluation Questions 

Three broad evaluation questions guide d1e Minnesota VPSC evaluation. As noted in d1e logic 
n1odel and in d1e discussion below, d1e evaluation questions are associated wid1 nearly all activities 
and focus on bod1 d1e in1ple1nentation of d1e project and d1e desired outcomes. The evaluation 
questions are designed to inform project stctff on what is working and where in1proven1ent is 
needed. They also are summative in d1at all data gad1ered d1roughout d1e years of d1e prqject are 
used to ascertain how successful d1e project was in meeting its goals and d1e desired outcomes. The 
questions are noted below followed by tables showing project goals, outputs and outcomes 
identified in d1e VPSC Evaluation Plan included in Appendices B-C. 

6 
P. H. Rossi, H. E. Freeman, and M.W. Lipsey, Evaluation: A Systematic Approach, 6th ed. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage., 1999), 36. 

7 
Ibid. 
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1. To what extent has the VPSC gr;.mt been implemented as intended? (Process) 

• 'i\That barriers or opportunities emerged that changed implen1entation? 

• 'i\That is working? 

• How can the process or project be in1provecl? 

2. To what extent were desired outcomes met? (Outcomes) 

• V\That unexpected outcomes have emerged? 

3. 'i\That ;.u·e the contextual vcu·iables that affect implementa.tion cu1d outcome results? 
(Process and Outcon1es) 

Outputs and Outcomes, and Indicators of Success 

The tables below document desired outputs cu1d outcomes for the Minnesota VPSC progr;.un by 
goal ;.u·ea. An ex;.unination of outputs informs process-related questions cu1d will used to address the 
extent that the Minnesota Volunt;.u·y Public School Choice Grcu1t was implemented as intended. 
Assessment of direct, intern1ediate, cu1d long-term outcon1es addresses the extent that project goals 
were achieved. Long-tern1 outcomes align with the purpose and goals of the U.S. Dep;.utment of 
Education. 

Project Goal 1: Ensure that all families (MPS and suburban districts) are aware of and have access to 
both subjective and objective data on the school choice options available to them so that they can make 
sound, informed decisions about the best school for their children. 

Outputs 

- Completed marketing plan 

- Student and family support 
mechanism operating 

Outcomes 

Direct Outcomes: 

• Parents and students in MPS and WMEP participating districts will be aware of 
their educational options. 

- Marketing materials 
developed 

• MPS and WMEP will have increased capacity to serve more students in voluntary 
public school choice options and will meet target participation goals. 

- Marketing materials 
distributed 

- Transportation participation 
data 

- Choice participation data 

- FAIR School Downtown 
program documentation 

- Number of expanded 
programs 

Intermediate Outcomes: 

• There will be increased participation in voluntary public school choice options 
highlighted by the project: 

• Low-performing to high-performing schools 

• Dual credit first-generation college prospects, students of color, and low­
income students 

• MPS and WMEP expanded programs 
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Project Goal 2: Increase student academic performance for those who participate in VPSC programs. 

Outputs Outcomes 

- Evidence of CISS Direct Outcomes: 
components as per contract . Participating Choice students will have support necessary to succeed in the new 

- Percentage of student and setting. 
family participants aware of . There will be enhanced parental involvement for participating VPSC families . 
support services 

Intermediate Outcomes: 
- Number of students 

receiving services . There will be improved outcomes for VPSC student participants in reading and 

- Satisfaction with services 
mathematics, graduation rates, program retention, and satisfaction with experience. 

- Support plans at school 
level 

Project Goal3: For students who choose, they will receive the proactive, ongoing support needed to 
succeed academically in their new educational environment. 

Outputs Outcomes 

- Number in each Leadership Direct Outcome: 
Academy cohort who . There will be improved competencies for leaders and staff participating in VPSC-
complete program related training. 

- Percentage of Leadership Intermediate Outcome: 
Academy participants who 
are satisfied with experience . VPSC-trained staff members will demonstrate competencies in training areas . 

- Percentage of teachers with 
VPSC students who are 
trained 
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SECTION IV: MN VPSC EVAlUATION FINDINGS 

Findings for the VPSC Grant are organized by evaluation question and project goal area. The 
findings reflect data gathered for the first four years of d1e grant (SY2008 d1rough SY20 11) and are 
bod1 forn1ative, to assist d1e partners and d1eir stafT in the successful implementation of tl1e VPSC 
grant during tl1e final year of tl1e project, and sum1native for the four-year grant period. To tl1e 
extent datc'l becmne available during d1e final year of d1e grant, sun1n1ative findings will be updated 
in d1e Year Five Annual Report. 

Metl1odologies and supporting 1naterial relevant to each evaluation question are presented in tl1e 
appendices. Descriptions of program components and activities can found in Section II. 

To what extent has the VPSC grant been implemented as intended? 

Data Sources. Partner interviews; record review; MARSS student datc'l; and site visits. 

Project Goall: Ensure that all families are aware of and have access to both subjective 
and objective data on the school choice options available to them so that they can make 
sound/ informed decisions about the best school for their children. 

Project Goal1: Outputs 

- Completed marketing plan (Student and Family Outreach) 

- Student and family support mechanism operating (Student and Family Outreach) 

- Marketing materials developed (Student and Family Outreach) 

- Marketing materials distributed (Student and Family Outreach) 

- Transportation participation data (School Choice Options/Expanded Options) 

- Choice participation data (School Choice Options/Expanded Options) 

- WMEP: FAIR School Downtown program documentation (School Choice Options/Expanded Options) 

- Number of expanded programs (School Choice Options/Expanded Options) 

Key Implementation Findings 

• A completed marketing plan did not occur. The VPSC Marketing and Outreach Group, 
led by MDE, did not happen. 

• Student and family support mechanisms were in place during SY2011 and were 
in1plemented as intended. \Vhile CISS predecessors were ineffective, CISS imn1ediately 
began conducting outreach activities upon joining d1e VPSC team in fall2010. 

• Marketing materials were developed £mel distributed as intended by VPSC p£Utners. 

• The Choice Is Yours progran1 was in1plemented as intended, including providing 
tr£U1sportc'ltion to p£U·ticipating students. 

• FAIR School Downtown was implemented as intended. The school continued its focus on 
fine arts, serving students f!-om urban £U1d suburbm1 districts. 

• Not all VPSC Enh£U1ced Progran1s were i1nplemented as intended. Enh£U1ced progr£U11S at 
Central Middle School £U1d at Earle Brown Elementm·y School were in1plemented as 
intended £U1d were in d1eir second ye£U- of operation. However, program enh£U1cements 
pl£U1ned for d1ree Minneapolis Public Schools were not reported. 
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• The Center for School Change continued to actively promote dual credit options as 
intended. 

• The Leadership Academy achieved national visibility and is viewed by smne as a model for 
other states on successful district, charter, educator, and business collaboration. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Marketing and Outreach Group. The intent of the 
partners to have a Marketing and Outreach group led by MDE consisting of represenL:'ltives fron1 
the partner organizations did not occur, and a comprehensive marketing plan with strategies and 
rationales delineated for marketing efforts funded through the VPSC project was not completed. 
However, VPSC p<cutners, on their own initiative, collaborated on a number of marketing and 
outreach activities. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Minneapolis Public Schools Student and Family 
Outreach. Each yecu· MPS conducts a School Choice Fair for students <cmd fcunilies residing in 
Minneapolis. These fairs are typically held at a downtown Minneapolis hotel venue cu1cl cu·e highly 
attended. Over 2,000 students cu1d fal11ilies attended the 2011 MPS School Choice Fair where a 
vast cuTay of school choice options available to Minneapolis students cu1d fcu11ilies were on display, 
including VPSC-funded options, such as the Choice Is Yours program. The Center for School 
Challge was represented at the 2011 MPS School Choice Fair to provide students alld fcm1ilies with 
inforn1ation about dual credit available to Minneapolis students cu1d fcunilies. 

MPS alld the CSC also co-sponsored a present:'ltion by Joyce L. Epstein, Ph.D. in sociology f1:om 
Johns Hopkins University, who is the director of the Center on School, Fcm1ily, alld Community 
Pcutnerships cu1cl the National Network of Pcutnership Schools (NNPS). Dr. Epstein is a principal 
research scientist cu1d resecuTh professor of sociology atJohns Hopkins University. She has written 
more thcu1 100 publications on school, fcunily, cu1d community connections. Dr. Epstein spoke 
about promoting fcunily cu1d community involven1ent at the co-sponsored presenL:'ltion. 

Minneapolis Public Schools also n1aintained all excellent website to assist cu1d reach out to students 
cu1el farnilies about choice options. The MPS website includes all interactive web page where 
students cu1d fcu11ilies cu·e directed through the process of accessing all choice options available to 

them. The following screenshot is taken directly from tl1e MPS website. 
8 

8 
Minneapolis Public Schools website: http://schoolchoice.mpls.k 12.mn.us/. 
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MINNEAPOLIS 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Urban Education. Global Citizens 

Ho""' 

About -v Departments Schools "' Parents ,. Students ... Community ... News.,.. careers 

2012-13 School Choice Center 
The Minneapolis Public Schools believe that students and families have the right to 
choose programs that best fit their needs and interests. This website was created to 
help families better understand their choice options and make an Informed school 
choice decision. 

Compare academic 
pro11rams and 
determine which 
schools are available to 
you wlth transportation 
by entering your 
address. 

To select your school, 
contact Student 
Placement Services. 
rind out how. 

MINNEAPOLIS 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Urban Education. Global Citlz~n~. 

Review the information 
entered before 
submitting your online 
request fom1. 

Upcoming Events 

Request Card Deadline 

Complete an .Q!.~.Ei.H! . .J.f,\§g!.§.ti:~ or 

submlllpostmark by Feb. 29, for 
priority placement consideration. 

Home 

About "' Departments Schools ... Parents "' Students ... Community "' News "' Careers 

Additional School Options 

School Achievement Information 
Detailed Information about an lnd!Ytdual school's achievement record is ayailabte through a number of sources. 

"No Child Left Behind" Federal Law 
The 'No Child Left Behind' law gives parents a variety of tools and extra support to help them make the best educational decisions for 
their children. 

"The Choice Is Yours" Minnesota Program 
Through an expanded choice program called "The Choice Is Yours,' Minneapolis families who qualif)' for free and/or reduced-priced 
lunch qualify for priority placement in certain identifieo magnet programs in Minneapolis. 

West Metro Education Program (WMEP) 
FAIR School Crystal and FAIR School Downtown are fine arts-focused schools for students from Minneapolis and surrounding school 
districts. 

Minneapolis Schools Sponsored Charter Schools 
In addition to the choices listed on the School Choice Website, the Minneapolis School Board also sponsors three charter schools that 
operate independently from MPS, but are held to the same rigorous standards. 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 
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In addition to the School Choice Fair and website, Minneapolis Public Schools also has staff 
dedicated to student and family outreach and conducted numerous other internalrnarketing efTorts 
that were funded in part by the VPSC Program (MPS reported leveraging nearly $190,000 in 
VPSC-funded marketing outreach with district funds), including dissemination of over 4.,000 School 
Choice Guide Books, brochures, flyers, letters to fatnilies, atld newspaper advertisen1ents. The 
materials highlight choice options available within the MPS district and options available in VPSC 
pattner districts, as well as dual credit options. As is the case with all MPS internal mat·keting 
efforts, MN VPSC choice options at·e presented that result in decreased student enrolln1ent (and 
funding) for the district. 

Specific Implementation Finding-The Center for School Change Student and 
Family Outreach. The Center for School Change conducted extensive student a11d family 
outreach activities on dual credit. The CSC conducted special events, such as student visits to 
colleges a11d smnn1er acaden1ies, wrote a vat·iety of at·ticles for publication on the value of dual 
credit courses, made over 50 presenta_tions to conununity organizations, a11d funded numerous 
spots on local radio stations. The CSC also distributed written n1aterials (Dual Credit booklets), and 
produced of videos about dual credit opportunities in English, Spanish, Hmong, ~mel Son1ali; the 
videos were shared at a statewide retreat involving St:'lte Councils representing Africa11 An1ericans, 
Spatlish-speakers, Native Americcm, a11d Asiatl/Pacific Minnesotat1s. The CSC was pat·ticulat·ly 
efTective at collaborating with VPSC partners to provide outreach on dual credit options to farnilies 
and students. Examples of this collaboration include: 

• Present:'ltion for CISS families at the Plyn1outh Christian Youth Center; 

• Student visits to Macalester College (South High School students); 
• Sumn1er Academy (MPS pattner representation); 

• Production a11d dissemination of Dual Credit booklets, featuring students frorn Patrick 
Henry High School a11d FAIR School Downtown; 

• Dual Credit booklets distributed at the MPS School Choice Fair; 

• Dual Credit booklets distributed to WMEP district schools; 
• Co-sponsored with MPS a presentation by] oyce L. Epstein, Ph.D. on school, family, a11d 

comn1unity connections; 

• Videos that included MPS students from Edison a11d Roosevelt High Schools; a11d 
• Student essays written by MPS and FAIR School Downtown students on the value of dual 

credit courses. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Choice Information and Support Services 
Student and Family Outreach. The Choice Information a11d Support Services (CISS) 
conducted student a11d family outreach activities to ensure that families a11d students were aware of 
support sen~ces. Immediately after awat·d of their contract, CISS hired st:tff whose initial activities 
included to reaching out to students and fatnilies eligible to participate in d1e Choice Is Yours 
program about d1e support services d1at CISS would provide. The Choice Support Representatives 
(CSR) co-sponsored family nights, youth events a11d focus gToups. Informational n1eetings 
highlighting after school and tutoring progran1s were conducted wid1 over 97 pat·ents, students a11d 
representatives from CIY schools in attendat1Ce. CISS also provided tutoring opportm1ities, such as 
in-hon1e tutoring, which supported 6 student pat·ticipatlts in SY20 11, a11d Saturday tutoring 
sessions, which accomrnodated 33 kindergatten d1rough grade 8 students for 12 weeks in SY20 11. 
In addition, flyers a11d other written comn1unications in English and Spa11ish were mailed to 
fan1ilies d1roughout d1e SY20 11. 
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Specific Implementation Finding-West Metro Education Program Student and 
Family Outreach. As in previous years, \iVMEP focused marketing and outreach resources 
prin1arily on funding a CIY liaison who worked together wid1 member districts and CISS to address 
parents' questions and concerns and to coordinate CIY program activities. The \iVMEP liaison was 
the primary source of information for parents conta.cting \iVMEP about d1e CIY progran1. 

Specific Implementation Finding-CIY. The intent of CIY is to expand choice options for 
Minneapolis students. Over 2,000 Minneapolis students who qualified for free or reduced-price 
meals were provided wid1 transportation to and frmn participating V\TMEP districts in SY20 11. 
Detailed data. on CIY participant demographics and academic perforn1ance are presented in d1e 
section on Outcomes Findings and in Appendices H and 0, respectively. 

Specific Implementation Finding-FAIR School Downtown. FAIR (Fine Arts Interdisciplinary 
Resource) School Downtown was one of d1e school choice options highlighted in d1e original grant 
proposal. The grant specified d1e goal to provide high-performing school choice options for all students, 
including suburban students, as well as d1ose fi·om d1e city of Minneapolis. The school was formerly 
known as the Inter-dist:rict Downtovvn School (IDDS). 

In fall 2009 d1e \iV est Metro Education Progran1 (\iVMEP) announced d1at its magnet school in 
downtown Minneapolis was renamed d1e Fine Arts Interdisciplinary Resource (FAIR) School Downtown. 
The intent of d1e school change shifted its emphasis toward using d1e fine arts to facilitate instruction and 
to expand d1e school district's distinctive arts programming at its award-winning FAIR School in Crystal, 
Minnesota .. \iVMEP Superintendent Danieljett, Ph.D. Sh'lted, "by bringing d1is successful approach to a 
K-12 school in downtown Minneapolis, we are comn1itting to equity in educational opportunities in d1e 
central city as well as in d1e suburbs." FAIR School Downtown offered students and d1eir parents and 
educational experience in partnership wid1 arts and business organizations in d1e central city. The school 
is located near major d1eatrical venues d1at are part of d1e Hennepin Theater Trust and d1e school has 
relationships wid1 the Pimsler Dance Theater, MacPhail Music School, Stc'lges Theater Con1pany, \iVells 
Fargo Bank, the University of St. Thon1as and Target Corporation. As d1e only school in dovvntown, 
FAIR School Downtown provides an educational experience rich wid1 con1munity partnerships while 

providing an all day, tuition-free kindergarten. 9 

Specific Implementation Finding-Central Middle School (CMS). There were 194 
students enrolled in d1e enhanced engineering progran1 at CMS; data was not available on d1e 
students participating in d1e enhanced media arts classes. As intended, VPSC funding provided 
CMS wid1 a student support specialist who coordinated engineering progTanl n1entors who work in 
d1e engineering field at nearby BAE Systems and Medtronic. In addition, d1e VPSC grant 
continued to support a new collaboration wid1 d1e Stuart Pimsler Dance Company and to explore 
developing partnerships wid1 od1er professional dance organizations, such as d1e Schubert Theater. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Earle Brown Elementary (WMEP). Earle Brown 
Elen1entary School has been an aud1orized International Baccalaureate Primary Program \iV oriel 
School for n1ore d1a11 du·ee yea1·s. As intended, VPSC funds were used to stctff a coordinator, 
teacher, a11d outreach person for d1e Gifted and Talented progran1 at Ea1·le Brown Elen1entary. 
Od1er funds were used to hire a ba11d director to continue a11d in1prove d1e after-school ba11d 
program. There were 141 students enrolled in d1e Gifted and Talented a11d ba11d programs in 
SY2011. 

9 
FAIR School Downtown website: https://wmep.kl2.mn.us/fair/about). 
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Specific Implementation Finding-North Community High School (Minneapolis 
Public Schools). North Comn~unity High School was selected for enhanced programming in 
SY2011 with plans to in1plement a mentoring progran1 in 2012. TheW. Harry Davis Mentoring 
Program (VVHDMP), began training n1entors for service in November 2011. The goals of the 
progra111s are to assist students to "explore college readiness, career pathways, and community 

,10 
engagement. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Dual Credit and Post-Secondary Enrollment 
Options. As intended, the Center for School Change at Macalester College actively pron1oted 
dual credit options as discussed previously in this report. It is important to note the Dr. Nathan of 
the Center for School Change very effectively leveraged VPSC funds with other funds to expand 
the nun1ber students and fmnilies reached with infonnation about dual credit choice options. 

Project Goal 2: Increase student academic performance for those who participate in 
VPSC programs. 

Data sources. CISS contract with MDE; student m1d parent surveys; '"'MEP district support 
plm1s; CISS participm1t surveys. 

Project Goa/2: Outputs 

- Evidence of CISS components as per contract 

- Percentage of student and family participants aware of support services 

- Number of students receiving services 

- Satisfaction with services 

- Support plans at school level 

Key Implementation Findings 

• CISS implemented activities a11d progrmns to increase student acaden1ic performm1ce for 
students pm·ticipating in CIY. Evidence provided by CISS demonstrates that all 
components of their contract directed to increasing student acaden1ic performance were 
in1plemented as intended. 

• Students a11d families were awm·e of support services to increase academic performm1ce. 

• Students received direct student support services, including developn1ent of Individual 
Lem·ning Plm1s (ILPs), tutoring, a11d acaden1ic mentorship. 

• Students m1d fan1ilies were generally satisfied with support services to increase acaden1ic 
performm1ce. 

• Each \VMEP district submitted grant applications that included student academic support 
plai1S. 

Specific Implementation Finding-CISS Contractual Components. Evidence provided 
by CISS documents in1plementation of CISS contractual con1ponent activities to increase student 
acaden1ic performm1ce to develop student ILPs, provide tutoring for students, orgm1ize information 

10 
North Community High School website: http://north.mpls.k12.mn.us/w_harry_davis_mentor_program 
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n1eetings to make parents aware of support, assist parents in understanding test scores, and connect 
students with out-of-school programn1ing. 

Specific Implementation Finding-Student and Family Awareness of Support 
Services to Increase Academic Performance. CISS sent over 4,000 initial contact and 
follow-up letters to fa111ilies pa1·ticipating in CIY describing support services available to them. In 
addition, CISS provides a website with information for students with the following information (see 
below). 11 

PCYC Choice Information and Support Services 

PCYC's Choice Information and Support Services (CISS) staff provides assistance and resources 
to the students and families enrolled in the Choice Is Yours (CfY) Program. 

C!SS services are available to K-12 CIY students & families. Ser1ices Include: 

• Assistance in obtaining school transportation 
• Connections with out-of-school time programming during the school year and summer 

(academic. athletic, artistic, and more!) 
• Access to tutoring and mentoring programs 
• Regular school visits to assess the strengths and needs of Choice students 
" Helping parents understand student achievement and test results 
• Assistance with dual enrolled programs (PSEO, AP,IB, etc.) 
• Financial support to assist students participatin9 in school related activities 
• And more! 

Plymouth Christian 
Youth Center 

Bright Fuiur&t; in Aclion 

YOUTH & FAMILY PROGRAMS 

After School & Summer Enrichment 

Choice Info & Support Services 

Driving Directions to PCYC 

Gift Sale 

In addition, the evaluator surveyed pa1·ents and students at the enhailcecl schools a11cl those who 
pa1·ticipate in the Choice Is Yours progra111. Survey efforts included the following populations: 

• CIY participants in 6 \iVMEP districts a11cl their parents; 

• Students (grades 7 -12) enrolled at the enha11ced FAIR School Downtown a11cl their 
parents; 

• Students enrolled in the enha11cecl media a1·ts a11d/ or engineering classes at Central Middle 
School (grades 7 and 8) and their pa1·ents; a11cl 

• Pa1·ents of students in the enha11cecl ba11cl and/or Gifted a11cl Talented programs at Earle 
Brown Elenlent:'lry (students were excluded from the smvey efTorts clue to their young age). 

Survey results for each of the smveyecl populations ca11 be found in Appendices D-J. 

Included in the survey were specific questions about student and family avvareness of support 
services. When students were asked if they knew whom to cont:'lct if they needed support, 78 
percent (n=656) responded "Yes." When pa1·ents were asked if it was clea1· to therr1 whom to 
cont:'lct if their child needed academic support, 7 4 percent (n=224) responded "Yes." Parents were 
also asked if they were provided the inforn1ation they needed regarding school support services, 
including academic support services, 7 4 percent of pa1·ents (n=223) responded "Yes." In addition, 
when pa1·ents were asked, if the school provides them with information rega1·ding enrichrr1ent 
opportunities for their child, 84 percent responded "Yes" (n=231). 

11 Plymouth Christian Youth Center, Choice Information Studenet Services website: http://pcyc-mpls.org/_youthfamily/choice-info­
support-services/ 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 19 



Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation 

Specific Implementation Finding-Student and Family Satisfaction with Support 
Services To Increase Academic Performance. CISS also surveyed CIY students who 
received services and their parents regarding their satisfaction with CISS services. Ninety-one 
percent of families (n=23) responded that they were satisfied with CISS services. One hundred 
percent of students participating in CISS Saturday tutoring classes (n= 12) indicated that they were 
satisfied. The evaluator also included questions addressing satisfaction with acadernic support 
services in the 2011 Student and the 2011 Parent Survey. Eighty-one percent (n=593) of students 
responded "Yes" and 82 percent of parents (n=238) responded that they were "Satisfied" or 
"Son1ewhat Satisfied." 

Specific Implementation Finding-Programs To Increase Student Performance at 
CIY, FAIR, and Enhanced Schools. Each participating \VMEP district subrnitted a proposal 
and plans for serving participating CIY students and for increasing student acaden1ic performance. 
The plans provided details on student learning programs, student learning support, staff training, 
and equipment to increase academic performance of participating students. The \VMEP CIY 
liaison worked with districts to in1plen1ent the plans. In addition, CISS staff worked with \VMEP 
district personnel and the WMEP liaison to identify new CIY students and to provide support 
services needed for academic success. CISS provided individual learning plans for all students who 
were identified and who requested services. 

Specific programs to increase acaden1ic performance of students at FAIR School Downtown, 
Central Middle School, and Earle Brown Elen1entary were not identified. However, as with all 
VPSC choice schools, all students had access to ongoing progTan1s and services to increase student 
performance provided by the school or district. In addition, students enrolled at FAIR School 
Downtown benefitted from programs estc'lblished at FAIR School Crystal for increasing academic 
performance within an arts-focused curriculun1. 

Project Goal 3: To ensure that students who choose will receive the proactive, ongoing 
support needed to succeed academically in their new educational environment. 

Data Sources. CSC report to MDE; CISS report to MDE. 

Project Goal 3: Outputs 

- Number in each Leadership Academy cohort who complete program 

- Percentage of Leadership Academy participants who are satisfied with experience 

- Percentage of teachers with VPSC students who are trained 

Key Implementation Findings 

• Thirteen school administrators con1pleted the Leadership Acaden1y during SY20 11. 
• Participant satisfaction ratings were high for the Leadership Acaden1y. 

• The percentage of teachers with VPSC students who were trained was not available. 

Additional Implementation Finding-Student Academic Support. Support services for 
CIY students attending \VMEP districts were implemented via three prin1ary channels: ongoing 
academic support services at the \,YMEP participating district; special programs funded by VPSC; 
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and CISS support services for CIY students. All students, including CIY students, had access to 
school and district support programs and resources, such as the small groups at \iV ayzata \iV est 
Middle School, where groups are put toged1er based on student needs, as assessed by parent, staff 
and student counselor referrals. All participating \1\TMEP districts and schools had student support 
staff and progrcuns in place during d1e SY20 11 school year. 

In addition, each pcu·ticipating \1\TMEP district received VPSC funds based on a detailed application 
d1at included d1eir plcu1 to support CIY students. Several pcu·ticipating \iVMEP districts had a CIY 
liaison on staJT to assist CIY students wid1 d1eir t:.rcu1sition to d1e suburbcu1 school and d1eir ongoing 
academic success, a11d od1er issues. 

The Choice Information a11d Support Services (CISS) was a significant addition to VPSC student 
support services. CISS staited operations in fall 2010 a11d in1n1ediately begcu1 executing d1eir 
proposed support program for CIY students, including developing ILPs for new CIY students who 
were identified a11d who requested services. CISS also provided mentol'ing, tutoring, a11d coaching 
in SY20 11, in addition to assisting faiTiilies wid1 trcu1sportation needs. CISS orgcu1ized informational 
meetings to inform students cu1d families of support services, provided pcu·ents wid1 assist:'lnce 
underst:'lnding test scores, connected students wid1 out-of-school prograiTis. CISS also hired two 
Choice Support Representatives (CSRs) responsible to connect CIY students wid1 needed services, 
such as school psychologists, social workers, information about a11d access to out-of-school 
programs. CISS CSRs established relationships wid1 key staff at schools to help make connections 
a11d attended numerous district meetings, which vvere instrumental in helping to align district 
services with student a11d family needs. 

To what extent were desired outcomes met? 

Project Goal1: Ensure that all families are aware of and have access to both subjective 
and objective data on the school choice options available to them so that they can make 
sound, informed decisions about the best school for their children. 

Data Sources. Studentcu1d pcu·ent surveys; MARSS data. 

Project Goa/1: Outcomes 

Direct Outcomes: 

• Parents and students in MPS and WMEP participating districts will be aware of their educational options. 

• MPS and WMEP will have increased capacity to serve more students in voluntary public school choice options and 
will meet target participation goals. 

Intermediate Outcomes: 

• There will be increased participation in voluntary public school choice options highlighted by the project: 

• Low-performing to high-performing schools 

• Dual Credit first-generation college prospects, students of color, and low-income students 

• MPS and WMEP expanded programs 

Key Outcome Findings: 

• In general, pcu-ents a11d students in MPS a11d \iVMEP pcu·ticipating districts were awcu·e of 
their educational options. 
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• MPS and \iVMEP increased capacity to serve more students in voluntary public school 
choice options and met target participation goals. 

• There was increased participation in volunt-'lry public school choice options highlighted by 
rl1e project: 

o Lm·v percent-'lges of CIY students transfer from low-performing to high-performing 
districts. 

o Dual credit progran1s attended by students of color and low-income students. 

o \iVMEP enhanced programs at FAIR School Downtovvn, Central Middle School and 
Earle Brown Elementary. MPS did not implement VPSC-funded enhanced school 
progran1s. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Student and Family Awareness of Educational 
Options. Extensive outreach and inforn1ation dissemination activities described in d1is report 
suggest rl1at parents and students in MPS and VVMEP participating districts had access to 
information on school choice. 

In addition, d1e evaluator included specific questions about student and family awareness of 
support services in d1e 2011 Student Surveys and in rl1e 2011 Parent Surveys. Parents whose 
students participated in VPSC-funded choice schools were surveyed and asked if rl1ey were aware 
of od1er school choice options for d1eir child/children. One hundred percent of parents (n=89) wid1 
children participating in CIY indicated rl1at rl1ey were aware of other options wid1 Minneapolis 
Public Schools, CIY, or \iVMEP. When asked how d1ey heard about CIY, 50 percent of parents 
(n=84) indicated d1at d1ey heard about CIY from anod1er parent and 19 percent (n=84) from rl1eir 
child. Seventeen percent of parents indicated rl1at rl1ey heard about CIY during the phone survey 
(n=84); however, it is not dear if rl1is result is a n1atter of nan1e CIY name recognition. CIY Parents 
were also asked d1eir level of satisfaction wid1 d1e assist-'lnce d1ey received in choosing a school. 
Seventy-two percent of parents (n=60) indicated that rl1ey were "Satisfied" or "Somewhat Satisfied." 

Parents of students attending FAIR School Downtown, Central Middle School and Earle Brown 
Elementary were also asked if rl1ey v1rere aware of od1er school choice options. Ninety-six percent of 
FAIR parents (n=78) indicated rl1at they were aware of od1er options, 72 percent of CMS parents 
(n=4.8), and 71 percent of Earle Brown Ele1nentary parents (n=27) indicated d1at d1ey were aware of 
od1er options. Parents also indicated that word-of-moud1 was rl1e pri1nary source of information 
about d1e programs. At least 90 percent of all parents smveyed from d1ese schools (n= 127) 
indicated d1at rl1ey were "Satisfied" or "Somewhat Satisfied" wid1 d1e assist-'lnce d1ey received in 
choosing rl1e school. 

Specific Outcome Finding-Choice Is Yours Participation. MPS and \iVMEP 
demonstrate increased capacity to serve more students in voluntary public school choice options 
d1rough the Choice Is Yours program, exceeding d1e goal of 2,000 student participants each year of 
d1e grant (see chart below). The greatest nun1ber of participants and the highest numbers of new 
participants each year has been in d1e high school grades. 
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Black students comprised over 60 percent of CIY particip~mts since SY2008 (see the chart below). 
A comparison of ed1nicity of CIY participants and all students enrolled in d1e MPS indicate several 
differences. Proportionally, fewer American Indian/Alaskan Native, Hispanic, and \iVhite students 
participate in CIY compared to d1e percentages of d1ese ethnicities in Minneapolis and more Black 
and Asian/Pacific Islanders participate in CIY compared to d1ese ed1nicities in Minneapolis. The 
difference is largest for Black students (64 percent of CIY students in SY20 11 compared wid1 36 
percent of students in MPS). Proportional representa.tion of students in CIY for students designated 
as English Language Learners (ELL) and students receiving special education services are 
approximately d1e same as d1e proportions of d1ese students in Minneapolis. Approximately half of 
all ELL students were in d1e elen1ent~-y grades in SY20 11 ~1d approximately half of all students 
receiving special education services were in d1e high school grades. 
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Specific Outcome Finding-Enrollment at FAIR School Downtown, Central 
Middle School, and Earle Brown Elementary. Enrollment increased at FAIR School 
Downtown, Central Middle School, and Earle Brovvn Elemenw·y in SY20 11. A comparison of 
students enrolled at FAIR School Dm·vntown and all students enrolled in d1e MPS indicates several 
differences. Proportionally, fewer Hispanic, \iVhite ~1d ELL students were enrolled at FAIR 
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School Downtown con1pared with the percentages of these ethnicities in Minneapolis. As was also 
noted with students participating in CIY, the con1parative difference is largest for Black students (56 
percent of FAIR students in SY2011 compared with 36 percent of students in MPS). In addition, 1 
percent of students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown were identified as ELL, compared with 
approximately 20 percent in Minneapolis. Demographic dat-1. for FAIR School Downtown, Central 
Middle School, and Earle Brown Elen1ent-1.ry are in Appendix K. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-G PRA Elements. Additional data not specifically cited in the 
VPSC evaluation plan exist to inform progress on the direct outcome of increased capacity to serve 
students in VPSC choice options. Minnesota is required to report on VPSC Governn1ent 
Perforn1ance and Results Act (GPRA) indicators and while reporting n1etrics are not identical to 
indicators defined for the Minnesot-1. VPSC evaluation, the data do address similar project 
elements, including VPSC capacity and participation. The Minnesota Met-1. Table shown in 
Appendix L indicates that 123 schools and programs participated in VPSC (Measure 1) in SY20 11 
and n1ore than 4,700 students exercised choice by changing schools in SY2011 (Measw-e 4). 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Low-Performing to High-Performing School Transfer. 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) data t-1.ken from the MDE website for SY20 11 for Minneapolis 
and participating WMEP districts are presented as one measure of student transfer fron1 low­
perfonning to high-performing schools, where low pe1fonningis defined as not n1alung AYP and 
high perfonning is defined as malUng A YP. However, for tl1e purpose of d1is analysis, malung A YP 
vvas defined specifically as malung A YP benchmarks and does not include tl1ose districts d1at made 

A YP under n1alUng Safe Harbor, which is defined as d1e follow: 12 

!fa school or district has fallen below ti1e state proficiency index t:1rget- including 
confidence interval calculations, but has shown a pattern ofsuflicient i1nproven1enl 
or n1ove1nent towards ti1e t:1rget (1 0 percent annual decrease ofnon-proficient 
students), ti1ey 1nay be classified as having made "Safe Harbor" and 1nay re1nain off 
ti1e list as long as ti1eir progTess rvill enable ti1em to be on track to ''catch up" to ti1e 
tmget scores before ti1e yem- 2014. 

For reading, analysis of AYP excluding Safe Harbor suggests d1at low percentages of CIY students 
transfer from a low-performing districts to high-performing districts. Excluding Safe Harbor, neither 
MPS or any participating 'iVMEP district n1ade A YP in SY20 11 for students in d1e following AYP 
categories: Black, Limited English Proficient, and Free/Reduced Price meals, and, only one district 
made AYP for special education students. However, it is important to note d1at over 60 percent of 
CIY students are Black and all CIY students are eligible for free and reduced-priced meals. Results 
for mad1 indicate higher percentages of students transferring fi-om low-performing to high­
perforn1ing districts; however, percentages ren1ain low for students of color. Results are similar for 
students choosing FAIR School Downtown. Tables wid1 district-specific findings for low­
perforn1ing to high-performing transfers d1at bod1 include and exclude Safe Harbor from d1e 
analysis can be found in Appendices 1 and K. 

12 
Source: http :I /www .anoka.k 12.mn. us/education/components/scrapbook/default. php?sectiondetailid=23 6694 ). 
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MPS and WMEP Participating Districts 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress Analysis of Choice Transfers 

Not Including SAFE HARBOR 

Reading Math 

Low Low High High Low Low High High 
MPS to to to to MPS to to to to 

Group AYP Low High Low High AYP Low High Low High 

American Indian/Alaskan Native (n=35) No 66%* 0%* No 23% 54% 

Asian/Pacific Islander (n=241) No 69% 31% No 0%* 100%* 

Hispanic (n=238) No 76% 24% No 66% 34% 

Black (n=1 ,400) No 100%* 0%* No 81% 19% 

White (n=267) Yes 21% 80% Yes 0%* 100%* 

Limited English Proficient (n=427) No 100%* 0%* No 85% 16% 

Special Education (n=360) No 94% 6% No 84% 16% 

Free/Reduced-Price Meals (n=2,181) No 100% 0% No 83% 17% 

Note: The sum of the transfer percentages do not equal1 00 percent for the American Indian/Alaskan Native student 
category because some WMEP districts did not have an AYP status for these categories due to the student 
representation being too small, rendering it possible to determine whether the WMEP district was higher or lower 
performing compared to MPS. In these instances, the percentage of the CIY participants that chose to transfer to these 
districts was not included in the analysis. 
*Transfers were necessarily 0 percenU100 percent due to all WMEP participating districts either making or not making 
AYP for a given category. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Suburban to Urban Transfers. Based updated MARSS 
data. provided by MDE, it was possible to conduct an analysis of students whose resident district 
was a participating WMEP districts and \Vhose serving district was :Minneapolis (see Appendix S). 
Approxin1ately 1,000 students met the criteria for suburban-to-urban transfer students for each of 
the years (SY2008: 1,174; SY2009: 1,136; SY2010: 1,089; and SY2011: 973). 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Dual Credit Programs. MDE reported a 33 percent increase 
in participation for students of color in concurrent enrollment programs over the period SY2007 
through SY2010, with 1,938 participants in SY 2010. There was an increase of 373 percent for low­
income students during the same period, with 8,630 students participating in SY2010. MDE also 
reported a 13 percent increase for low-incmne students enrolling in PSEO courses over the period, 
with 921 students participating in SY2010. Participation by students of color in PSEO declined by 5 
percent over the period, wid1861 p;u·ticipants in SY2010. 13 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Transfers to Expanded/Enhanced Programs. Forty­
seven percent of students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown during SY20 11 (n=451) were fron1 
Minneapolis; fourteen percent of CMS engineering program students and Earle Brown Element.:1ry 
students enrolled in d1e Gifted and Talented :u1d band progran1 were from Minneapolis (n=335). 
These data indicate d1at students in VPSC p:u-tner districts continue to exercise choice in choosing 
Expanded/Enh:u1ced progran1s. Enrolln1ent and demographic data for FAIR School Downtown, 
:u1d enh:uKed programs at Central Middle School :u1d E:u·le Brown Elementary are in Appendix 
K. 

13 
CSC VPSC Project Evaluation of Outcomes, May 2011. 
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Project Goal 2: Increase student academic performance for those who participate in the 
Choice Is Yours program and enroll in enhanced schools. 

Project Goal 2: Outcomes 

Direct Outcomes: 

• Participating Choice students will have support necessary to succeed in the new setting. 

• There will be enhanced parental involvement for participating VPSC families. 

Intermediate Outcomes: 

• There will be improved outcomes for students who participate in CIY and enroll in enhanced school programs in 
reading and mathematics, graduation rates, program retention, attendance, and satisfaction with experience. 

Data Source. Student and parent surveys; MCA data; MARSS data. 

Key Outcome Findings: 

• Qualitative and quantitative data provide mixed results for the outcome that students had 
the acaden1ic support necessary to succeed in their new setting. 

• There was enhanced parental involvement for p~u·ticipating VPSC fm11ilies. 

• CIY students demonstrated improved outcomes in reading m1d math. 

• Graduation rates for pmticipating enhm1ced schoolm1d CIY students i1nproved. 

• Program retention rates for pm·ticipating enhanced schoolm1d CIY students in1proved. 

• Attendm1ce rates re1nained at approxin1ately 90 percent overall for the first four years of 
the grm1t. 

• Student m1d pm·ent satisfaction with the CIY m1d VPSC-enhanced schools vvas high. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Student Academic Support Necessary to Succeed. 
\7\Then students were asked in the 2011 Student Survey, do you need n1ore acaden1ic support, 42 
percent (n=583) responded "Yes" and 58 percent responded "No." Nem·ly 80 percent of students 
felt that their teachers provided the support they needed to succeed academically and over 80 
percent (n=732) were satisfied with the academic support they received. The student survey data 
suggest that a mqjority of students felt that they had the acaden1ic support they needed to succeed in 
their new setting. However, as discussed later in this section, student acaden1ic perforn1m1ce was not 
strong, suggesting a contradiction between students' beliefs about their acaden1ic perforn1m1ce m1d 
their actual perfonnance, m1d revealing implying that more academic support could increase 
academic success. The appm·ent mismatch between strong academic perfonnance m1d academic 
support highlights a key challenge to providing support. That is, students and pm·ents must see the 
need for m1d seek out support. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Enhanced Parental Involvement. The 2011 Pm·ent Survey 
conducted by the evaluator included specific questions relating to enhm1ced pm·ent:Ll involvement. 
\7\Then asked if the school provided pm·ents with opportunities to be involved with their child's 
education, approxin1ately 90 percent (n=237) responded, "Yes." \7\Then pm·ents were asked if they 
were satisfied with parent involvement opportunities, 81percent (n=231) responded that they were 
"Satisfied" or "Somewhat Satisfied." 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Improved Academic Outcomes: Choice Is Yours 
MCA Cohorts. The Minnesota Con1prehensive Assessments (MCAs) is the st:1.te test that help 
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districts measure student progress toward Minnesota's acaden1ic st-'1ndards and n1eet the 
require1nents of the Element-'1ry and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). 14 MCA reading and math 
achievement levels for four cohorts of CIY students entering in fall 2007, fall 2008, fall 2009, and 
fall 2010 were analyzed for acade1nic performance. \iVhile there are lin1itations to using MCA 
assessn1ent results, they remain a widely used and reported measure of acaden1ic perforn1a11C'e a11d 
growth for schools a11d school districts in Minnesota. MCA assessn1ents are also the measure for 
assessing schools' a11d districts' AYP status. Due to a nun1ber of factors, fewer cohort member data 
were available with each successive yea1·. In addition, cohort men1bers MCA test results were also 
tracked prior to their pa1·ticipation in CIY (see d1e stripped graphics below) to gain a perspective on 
academic performa11ce while students attended Minneapolis Public Schools. 

Data for d1e Fall2007 MCA Reading Cohort suggests a continually increasing trend of d1e 
percent-'1ge of students who scored proficient or above, beginning with 30 percent in SY2007, when 
students attended Minneapolis Public Schools, a11d increasing to 4.6 percent in SY20 11 during tl1eir 
pa1·ticipation in CIY. Me1nbers of the Fall 2007 MCA Math Cohort demonstrated ail increasing 
trend in tl1e percentage of students who scored proficient or above, ranging fron1 22 percent in tl1e 
SY2007 when students attended Minneapolis Public Schools to 4.4 percent in SY20 10 while 
pa1·ticipating in CIY. The percentage of students who scored proficient or above dropped 
dramatically in SY2011 when d1e state instituted a new MCA math test. It is not known if d1e results 
a1·e compa1·able witl1 test scores from previous yea1·s. MCA mad1 results for SY2011 were generally 
lower statewide, including for all cohorts studied for tl1is report. 
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Fall 2007 CIY Cohorts 
MCA Reading and Math 

MPS CIY CIY CIY CIY 
SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY20 1 0 SY20 11 
(n=165) (n=691) (n=240) (n=170) (n=119) 

Reading 

MPS CIY CIY CIY CIY 
SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY201 0 SY2011 
(n=162) (n=605) (n=241) (n=134) (n=110) 

Math 

Si1nilai·ly, data for d1e Fall 2008 MCA Reading a11d Math Cohorts suggests a continually increasing 
trend of d1e percent-'1ge of students who scored proficient or above, beginning vvith 35 percent in 
SY2007 a11d 41 percent in SY2008, when students attended Minneapolis Public Schools, a11d 
increasing to 48 percent in SY20 11 during pa1·ticipation in CIY. Data for the Fall 2008 MCA Mad1 
Cohort suggests a decreasing trend of d1e percentage of students who scored proficient or above 
while students attended Minneapolis Public Schools and continued d1e decreasing trend for d1e first 
year of pa1·ticipation in CIY in SY2009. However, data for SY2011 suggests an increasing trend. As 
noted above, mad1 scores declined significa11dy in SY20 11. 

14 
Minnesota Department of Education website: http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/SchSup!restAdmin/MNTests/ 
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Fall 2008 CIY Cohorts 
MCA Reading and Math 

MPS MPS CIY CIY CIY MPS MPS CIY CIY CIY 
SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY201 0 SY2011 
(n=166) (n=91) (n=544) (n=218) (n=188) 

Reading 

SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011 
(n=81) (n=87) (n=601) (n=222) (n=159) 

Math 

Data for both the Fall2009 and Fall2010 CIY MCA Reading Cohorts suggests decreasing trends 
while students were in Minneapolis, then reversing to an increasing trend during participation in 
CIY. For the Fall2010 Cohort, the trend reversal occurred while students were still enrolled in 
Minneapolis Public Schools. 

Data for the Fall2009 MCA Math Cohort do not indicate any identifiable trends, as the percentage 
of students who scored proficient or above changes frmn year-to-year beginning with scores prior to 
participation in CIY and continuing while students participated in CIY. 
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Fall 2009 CIY Cohorts 
MCA Reading and Math 

MPS MPS MPS CIY CIY MPS MPS MPS CIY CIY 
SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY201 0 SY2011 SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY201 0 SY2011 
(n=143) (n=147) (n=76) (n=548) (n=211) (n=140) (n=71) (n=75) (n=505) (n=211) 

Reading Math 

Data for members of the Fall2010 MCA Math Cohort suggest a reversing trend of the percentage 
of students who scored proficient or above while students attend a Minneapolis Public School, 
decreasing at first, and then increasing. As stated above, math results for all cohorts decreased in 
SY2011 when the new MCA math test was used. 
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Fall 2010 CIY Cohorts 
MCA Reading and Math 
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MPS 
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CIY 
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Reading Math 

\.Vhile MCA clat11. suggests improved outcomes in reading and math for participating CIY students, 
it is important to note that reading results presented here are below the state averages in all cases. 
The SY20 11 st11.te average for reading was 7 4 percent of students scored proficient or above and for 
n1ath, 56 percent of students scored proficient or above. 

Effect size analyses indicates that there was a small effect based on Cohen's Standards for effect size 
when con1paring the first year of participation in CIY to previous years in Minneapolis Public 
Schools or the first year of participation CIY with subsequent years. Tables of effect size analysis 
are included in Appendix Q. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Improved Academic Outcomes: FAIR School 
Downtown. MCA reading clat:1. for students attending FAIR School Downtown suggest an 
increasing trend, beginning with 58 percent of students who scored proficient or above prior to 
VPSC enhancements in SY2008 and increasing to 7 3 percent in SY20 11. M CA math results also 
suggests an increasing trend beginning with 48 percent of students who scored proficient or above 
in SY2008 and increasing to 51 percent in SY20 10. As noted previously, all SY20 11 math results 
declined, including those for FAIR School Downtown. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Graduation Rates. For this study, MARSS End Codes were 
used to develop graduation rates, calculated as a percentage of 12th grade students present in the 
fall of the year who graduated from their CIY school, but not including students who transferred 
out of their CIY school and students who left school clue to extenuating circumstances. Graduation 
rates increased each year of the grant, with the exception from SY2008 to SY2009. Overall, 
graduation rates increased from 70 percent in SY2008 to 78 percent in SY2011. Tables of 
graduation rates are presented in Appendix 0. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Year-To-Year School Retention. Year-to-year retention 
was calculated for cohort of students who began their participation in CIY in fall 2007, fall 2008 
and fall 2009. Three years of retention dat11. were available for the fall 2007 cohort, two years of data 
for the fall2008 cohort, and one year for the fall 2009 cohort. On average 70 percent of students 
present at the end of their first year of participation in CIY returned for a second year; 84 percent 
of the students who were present at the end of the second year returned for a third year, and 88 
percent of students present at the end of their dlircl year returned for a fourd1 year. 
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Specific Outcomes Finding-School Year Retention. In a sin1ilar n1anner, enrollment 
dat:1. for cohorts of students beginning participation in CIY in fall 2007, fall 2008, fall 2009, and fall 
2010 were analyzed to detennine retention during the school year. On average 85 percent to 90 
percent of students present in October were also present at the end of the year. Retention data 
tables are presented in Appendix P. 

Specific Outcomes Finding-Choosing to Transfer. An analysis was also conducted of 
students in the Fall 2010 Cohort who transferred out of their CIY district. Very few students who 
attended \iVayzata, St. Anthony-New Brighton, and Richfield chose to transfer. Higher percent:1.ges 
of students attending Eden Prairie and Columbia Heights chose to transferred. 

Choice Is Yours Participants 
Percentage Chose to Transfer 

Fall 2010 Cohort 

SY2011 

Columbia Heights (n=203) 21.% .. , 

Hopkins (n=86) 11% 

Eden Prairie (n=24) 

Edina (n=1 0) . .10% .. 

Richfield (n=44) 17% 
I 

Robbinsdale (n=202) ! 1.2% .• 

St. Anthony-New Brighton (n=22) 

St. Louis Park (n=99) 

Wayzata (n=22) 

jo% 
I ' 

~~~1%. 
! ........ . 

.21.% 

0% 1 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 1 00% 

Specific Outcomes Findings-Attendance Rates. Overall attendance rates for CIY 
remained const:1.nt at 90 percent to 91 percent over the grant period. Attendance rates differed 
among school groups, as students in the elementary grades had the highest attendance and students 
in the high school grades had the lowest attendance rates. Attendance for all CIY participants for 
the four-year period ending SY20 11 is presented below. 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 30 



Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 

SY2008 (n=2,067) 
100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Elementary 

SY2008 

100% 

80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 

0% 

Central Middle School 

Year Four Evaluation 

Choice Is Yours Participants 
Attendance Rates 
SY2008 - SY2011 

SY2009 (n=2,093) SY2010 (n=2,181) SY2011 (n=2,245) 

Middle 

Enhanced Schools 
Attendance Rates 
SY2008 - SY2011 

SY2009 

High 

SY2010 

Earle Brown Elementary 

SY2011 

'#. '#. '#. 
a; a; a; 

All Groups 

FAIR School Downtown 

Specific Outcomes Findings-School Satisfaction. \iVhen students at FAIR School 
Downtown, Central Middle School, and CIY students were asked, "Are you happy vvith your 
school?", 64 percent (n=739) responded that they were happy "All of the time" or "Most of the 
time." \1\lhen the additional response of "Some of the time" is added to the students' responses, 
approximately 90 percent of students are happy at least some of the tin1e. \iVhen parents were 
asked in the 2011 Parent Survey, in general are you satisfied with the school your child attended, 89 
percent (n=241) responded that they were "Satisfied" or "Son1ewhat satisfied." 

Project Goal 3: To ensure that students who choose will receive the proactive, ongoing 
support needed to succeed academically in their new educational environment. 
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Outcomes 

Direct Outcome: 

• There will be improved competencies for leaders and staff participating in VPSC-related training. 

Intermediate Outcome: 

• VPSC-trained staff members will demonstrate competencies in training areas. 

Data Sources. CSC report to MDE. 

Key Outcome Findings: 

• The Center for School Change reported improvements in Leadership Academy 
participants' abilities and knowledge. 

• Leadership Academy participants demonstrated competencies in training areas. 

Specific Outcomes Findings-Improved Competencies and Abilities in Leadership. 
The Center for School Change (CSC) asks board chairs to rate the skills and knowledge of the 
sixteen SY2011 Leadership Acade1ny participants in several key areas. It is CSC's goal that 80 
percent of the board chairs stc1.te that the Leadership Academy program produced "Good" or "Very 
Good" i1nprovements in the director's abilities and knowledge. VVhen asked in an online survey 
adnlinistered by esc about iinprovements in participants' overall knowledge, 82 percent of the 
board chairs responded or "Very Good" in1provement and18 percent responded "Good" 
in1 provement. 

\~Then asked specifically about in1proven1ents in ability to lead, 73 percent of board chairs 
responded "Very Good" improvement, 18 percent responded "Good" in1proven1ent, and 9 
percent responded "Not Much" in1proven1ent. 

In May 2011, participants (n= 16) were asked what kind of improven1ents, overall, the Leadership 
Acaden1y produced in their knowledge. 85 percent reported "Very Good" improvement, and 15 
percent reported "Good" improvement. This surpassed the CSC goal of 80 percent. 

What contextual variables affect implementation and outcome results? 

The affect of contextual variables for the entire project will be presented in the Year Five Final 
Project Report. 
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SECTION V: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions and recon1mendations are presented below organized by the overall project purpose, 
followed by each of the three project goals. Sun1mary conclusions and recomn1endations are also 
presented within the framework of the evaluation questions. 

Overall Project Purpose: To facilitate volunta1y integration of urban and suburban 
schools and n1ove1nent of students fonn low pe1fonning to high pe1fonning schools. 

Conclusions: The Minnesota Volunt-'lry Public School Choice project achieved the overall 
pw·pose to facilit-'lte voluntary integ1:ation of urban and suburban schools. The overall project goal 

·of moven1ent of students fron1 low-perforn1ing to high-perforn1ing schools was partially met. 

1. The MN VPSC project dearly facilit-'lted volunt-'lry movement for Minneapolis students 
and for students living in the suburbs. Student participation data indicate that 
approximately 2,000 Minneapolis students each year participated in the Choice Is Yours 
program, voluntarily attending suburban schools, and approximately 1,000 suburban 
students each year volwlt-'lrily attended a Minneapolis Public School. Also, over half of 
students attending FAIR School Downtown were from districts other than Minneapolis, 
·where the school is located. In general student movement '"'as to or fron1 districts with 
differing ethnicity cmnpositions. 

2. \i\Then Safe Harbor is excluded from analysis of AYP results, students of color, students 
identified as Lin1ited English Proficient, special education students (with one district 
exception), and students who qualify for free and reduced-price n1eals move fron1 districts 
that do not 1nal<..e AYP for these categories to districts where students in the same 
categories also do not make AYP. For this analysis, this transfer is identified as 1noven1ent 
from a low-perforn1ing district to a low-performing district. 

Project Goal 1: Ensure tl1at all fannlies are aware of and have access to botl1 subjective 
and objectiFe dat:1 on tl1e scl1ool choice options aFailable to tl1en1 so tl1at tl1ey can1nal(e 
sound, infonned decisions about tl1e best school for tl1eir cl1ildren. 

Conclusions: Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice partners provided both subjective and 
objective dat-'l on the school choice options to parents and students so that they could mal<..e sound, 
inforn1ed decisions about the best school for their children. 

1. Minneapolis Public Schools (MPS) effectively used VPSC funds to supplen1ent their 
school choice information and outreach activities, including the annual MPS School 
Choice Fair, MPS School Choice Catalogs, radio spots, and the MPS website. 15 MPS had 
st-'lff dedicated to n1anage their substantial school choice outreach activities and to assist 
students and parents directly. 

2. The Center for School Change effectively at leveraged VPSC funds to disseminate 
inforn1ation <mel to provide outreach activities to parents and students about dual credit. 
The CSC made a special effort to include VPSC partners in their activities, which included 
college visits, and production of videos to prmnote dual credit. As witl1 MPS, tl1e CSC had 

15 
· · · · II I k I Mmneapohs Pubhc Schools website: http: www.mp s. 12.mn.us 
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staff dedicated to manage and conduct outreach and information dissen1ination activities. 
In addition, the CSC Director, Dr. Nathan, is a widely recognized expert on dual credit 
and is a contributor to local and national newspapers, as well as scholarly journals. The 
esc also maintains an excellent website. 

3. The \1\T est Metro Education Program Choice Is Yours liaison worked effectively with 
\VMEP districts serving CIY students and to assisted students and parent with information 
about the CIY choice option. The \VMEP liaison also organized and led a working group 
of members fron1 participating districts, whose ta.sks included inforn1ation dissemination 
and outreach. \VMEP also n1aintained an excellent website for information on school 
choice. 

4. The Choice Information and Support Services (CISS) provided effective outreach and 
information dissen1ination to CIY students and families, including fan1ily events, written 
materials, and through working with the \VMEP CIY liaison and \VMEP district liaisons. 
CISS also maint-Lins an excellent website on their activities. . 

5. VPSC partners effectively collaborated to increase the number of families that were aware 
of school choice options. MPS and CSC brought a national expert to speak and conduct 
workshops on school, falnily, alld CODlmunit:y paltnerships; CISS alld esc pal·ticipated 
allnually in the MPS School Choice Fair; CISS has ongoing efforts with \VMEP and 
\1\TMEP districts to dissen1inate inforn1ation. 

6. A Mal·keting alld Outreach Group, led by MDE, did not occur. One of the key objectives 
of this group was to reach increased numbers of pal·ents alld students, especially those who 
proved to be difficult to cont-1.ct:. The absence of the Mal·keting alld Outreach Group 
resulted in reaching fewer pal·ents alld in limited data on outreach to pal·ents of students 
who were not currently pal·ticipating in allY VPSC choice progran1. 

Re c omm en dati ons: 

1. Continue current information alld dissemination activities conducted by MPS, \VMEP, 
CSC, and CISS. They al·e working very well. 

2. Ret-Lin all orgallization qualified to lead a VPSC Mal·keting alld Outreach Group. The 
goals of tl1is group should include: 1) Reach increased nun1bers of pal·ents alld students to 
inform tl1em of school choice options; 2) Identify who is not "getting tl1e message" about 
VPSC-funded school choice options and design progralns to reach tl1em; 3) Coordinate 
effective paltner nlal·keting activities. \1\Thile paltners collaborated to increase tl1e impact of 
tl1eir efforts, a n1ore structured approach is likely to produce even better results. 

Project Goal 2: Increase student acade1nic perfonnance for tl1ose who participate in 
VPSC progrmns. 

Conclusions: Students pal·ticipating in tl1e Minnesota Volunt-'lry Public School Choice progran1 
den1onstrated increased student acaden1ic performance. 

1. Minnesota Comprehensive Assessn1ent (MCA) data for four cohorts of students who 
began pal·ticipation in CIY in fall 2007, fall 2008, fall 2009, alld fall 2010 suggest tl1at tl1e 
percentage of students proficient or above in reading and rnatl1 increased witl1 continued 
pal·ticipation. In son1e cases, tl1e trend of academic improve1nent begall witl1 cohort 
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members' test results vvhile enrolled in Minneapolis Public Schools, prior to their 
participation in CIY. In other cases, negative improvement trends observed while students 
were in enrolled MPS were reversed and trended positive while participating in CIY. 

2. MCA results for students attending FAIR School Downtovvn indicate a trend of increased 
acaden1ic performance in reading beginning in SY2008 and continuing tl1rough SY20 11 
when 73 percent of students were proficient or above. FAIR Downtown School results for 
n1atl1 indicate a slightly increased academic performance tlu·ough SY20 10, when 51 
percent (n=233) where proficient or above, tl1en a decline during tl1e first year of tl1e new 
MCA matl1 exam. 

Recommendations: 

1. Esta.blish achievement goals togetl1er 'vitl1 tl1e goal of increased academic achievement. 
Phased progress toward tl1e st-1.te averages for MCA Reading and Matl1 are suggested as 
added achieven1ent goals. 

2. Replicate and scale academic successes at FAIR School Downtovvn (especially in reading). 

Project Goal 3: To ensure d1at students wl1o cl1oose Fv111 receive d1e proactive} ongoing 
support needed to succeed acade1nically in d1e1i· new educational env1i·onn1ent. 

Conclusions: Not all students received support needed to succeed academically in tl1eir new 
environment. However, witl1 tl1e startup of tl1e Choice Inforn1ation Support Services (CISS) in fall 
2010, student and family support has increased. CISS, working effectively witl1 tl1e '"'MEP CIY 
liaison and \VMEP district liaisons has added programs to provide proactive, on-going support 
(Individual Learning Plans, Saturday Tutoring, etc.). In addition, CISS has helped to better connect 
CIY students witl1 existing districts student support systen1s. 

Recommendations: 

1. Expand tl1e CISS prograin to increase tl1e nun1ber of support activities and tl1e nun1ber of 
students served, including students in all VPSC-funded programs. 

2. Improve ea~·ly identification of needy students. CISS is dependent on dat-1. from 
participating districts to identify students who need support. These dat-1. are not always 
provided or made available. 

3. Establish CISS as a district resource. Currently, CISS is not always a welcomed pa~·tner by 
all districts. More collaboration on student support will help students. 

Evaluation Question #1: To what extent has d1e VPSC grant been in1plen1ented as 
intended? 

Conclusions: In general, the VPSC grant has been in1plemented as intended, 1A~tl1 tl1e exceptions 
of tl1e Ma~·keting and Outreach Group a11d enha11ced schools in Mim1eapolis. 

What worked: 

• Collaboration among pa~·tners worked well. Pa~tners worked togetl1er on information 
dissemination a11d outreach (all partners) a11d on providing support for students a11d 
families (CISS, \VMEP). 
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• In spite of the barriers encountered and considering that some VPSC Grant outcomes 
resulted in financial impacts for partner districts, a cmnmitment persisted a:mong partner 
leadership to provide families with information on school choice, to increase student 
acaden1ic perforn1ance, and to provide ongoing support to help students succeed. 

• All project partners credited the evaluator with a positive impact on project i1nplementation 
and with maintaining the grant partners' focus on the purpose, goals, project components, 
outputs, and outcon1es of the grant. 

What didn't worked: 

• Changing project leadership at MDE over the course of the grant was a prin1ary barrier to 
establishing a cohesive, effective Marketing and Outreach Group. MDE placed three 
different individuals as the VPSC project leader over the first four years of the grant. V\Thile 
all had leadership qualities and skills, transitions from one leader to the next presented 
delays, issues and barriers. Momentun1 was never established for the Marketing and 
Outreach Group. 

• Funding issues, especially between MDE and Minneapolis Public Schools, vvas a major 
barrier during the grant. MPS continued as a grant partner for a period of more than one 
year ~~thout grant funding (during Project Years Two and Three), which impacted several 
MPS initiatives, including establishing VPSC-funded enhanced schools in Minneapolis. 

Evaluation Question #2: To what extent were desired outcomes metP 

Conclusions: For the most part the VPSC Grant addressed and achieved desired 
outcomes. Of the thirty-two individual outputs and outcomes shown in the VPSC logic model, all 
but one were addressed and dat:'l were provided to support and subst:'lntiate the extent the 
outcomes were met. In 1nost cases, out-puts and outcmnes were substantially met or 1net in total; 
however, not all benchmarks were dear. 

What worked: 

• Due to a dearly defined project plan, logic model, and evaluation plan, the purpose, goals, 
and project components (activities) were dear and provided the pathways to achieving 
desire outputs and outcomes. 

• VPSC partners focused on the original grant application and were receptive to and made 
early and mid-course modifications when they were needed based on forn1ative evaluation 
data. VPSC partners were receptive to formative evaluation recomn1endations and n1ade 
mid-course changes to grant activities, where they were needed. For example, the CSC re­
focused efforts to involve VPSC partners n1ore directly in tl1e activities relating to dual 
credit. 

What didn't work: 

• Access to dat:'l required to evaluate outcon1es was diflicult, especially access to student test 
dat:'l available only from participating districts. 

• Final MDE MARSS data is delayed for over one year for cleaning and processing by tl1e 
state. Quicker access to MARSS data would have benefitted tl1e project. 
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Recommendations: 

• Revaluate benchmarks on an annual basis. T'he VPSC is conducted in a rapidly changing 
environn1ent (e.g. student populations, political din1ate, etc.). Benchn1arks should be 
reviewed to ren1ain consistent with the desired outcomes, as well as to reflect the context of 
the implementa.tions. 

Evaluation Question #3: What unexpected outcomes have emerged? 

Unexpected outcomes will be address in the Year Five Annual Evaluation Report. 
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APPENDIX A: MN VPSC LOGIC MODEL 
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MN VPSC Purpose: To facilitate voluntary integration of urban and suburban school districts and movement of students from low-performing schools to high performing schools 
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APPENDIX B: EVALUATION APPROACH AND METHODOLOGIES 
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Definitions 

Project output data are used to detennine the extent to which the VPSC project is being 
implemented as intended. Outputs £u·e the direct result of the project activities, including project 
products and progrcu11s. Most outputs CUT qucu1tifiable, including tallies of the nun1ber of products 
£md progrcuns or counts of contacts with the progrcuns. The output data cu·e critical to interpreting 
desired outcomes as the extent to which implen1entation chcu1ges fi·om the original progrcun theory 
will assist in understanding the outcome results. Criteria set by major stal(eholders together with the 
evaluators, evaluate whether the project was implemented as intended with the outputs used as 
evidence for the implement:'1tion.16 

The outcomes data as delineated in the project evaluation plcu1m·e reviewed cu1nually 
sun11native results presented to the project once cu1alysis is con1plete. Direct outcon1es m·e those 
results that occur clue to the in1plementation of activities cu1cl completion of associated outputs. 
Intermediate outcomes result directly from outputs or indirectly tl1rough direct outcon1es. 
Intennediate outcon1es generally come later in a project and often represent a step between direct 
outcomes cu1d long-tenn outcomes. Long-tenn oulcmnes cu·e tl1e broadest progrcun outcon1es m1cl 
follow logically from tl1e direct cu1d intermediate outcomes. They cu·e tl1e results tl1at fulfill tl1e 
overcuThing program goals. The findings will assist VPSC staff in detern1ining whether tl1ey cu·e on 
target to meet tl1e overall outcomes as summcu·izecl in tl1e project logic model. 

Contextual variables m·e tl1ose events or circun1st:'1nces tl1at ccu1 affect tl1e results of a project. 
For example, funding shifts vv:itl1in a state or personnel turnover of key staff In embers might have cu1 
impact on tl1e extent to which a project activity is implemented as intended or whetl1er tl1e 
outcomes cu·e met. Special attention is paid to contextual vcu·iables tl1at might affect tl1e results. The 
information is m1alyzecl qualit:'1tively tricu1gulated cunong vcu·ious key sources before conclusions cu·e 
made. 

Emerging findings cu·e tl1ose outcomes or results tl1at were unanticipated when tl1e project plm1 
was designed. Sin1ilcu· to documenting contextual vcu·iables affecting final outcomes, document:'1tion 
of emerging findings m·e in1port:'1nt to understanding the project's total in1pact public school choice 
cu1d student performcu1ce. Emerging findings will be gatl1ered tl1rough tl1e survey cu1d intervievv 
process. In addition, tl1e intent is to interview or survey student and fcunily sta}(eholders m1d tl1e 
pcu·tner representatives mu1ually to document unintended outcomes or results. 

16 Wested/Compass documents provided some ofthe definition language. 
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Overall Evaluation Approach and Methodology 

Approach 

VPSC partners n1et throughout fall 2009 and early winter 2010 to discuss d1e project components, 
d1e logic model, and evaluation requiren1ents. Several iterations of d1e project logic 1nodel were 
developed and presented to the partner group. The logic n1odel was revised wid1 each n1eeting until 
a final product was decided upon in January 2010. The logic model guides d1e evaluation and 
provides a blueprint of d1e program d1eory underlying the prqject. Partners were challenged to 
provide justification for each component and explain how d1e activity related to d1e d1eory of 
change. Several changes to prqject activities resulted from d1e discussion with d1e final list of 
activities included in d1e logic 1nodel. Results from evaluations and experiences of d1e first VPSC 
grant (2002-2008) were discussed to ensure d1e most useful elements of d1e earlier grant ren1ained 
in d1e project and evaluation plan. 

In addition to meeting wid1 d1e VPSC partners, meetings were held wid1 d1e US Department of 
Education VPSC evaluator fron1 d1e University of Indiana's Center for Evaluation and Education 
Policy (CEEP). She provided inforn1ation about federal expect.:1.tions and d1ese were incorporated 
into d1e logic n1odel and final evaluation plan. 

Evaluation Methodologies 

The evaluation addresses all of d1e evaluation questions d1rough d1e use of qualitative <:mel 
quantit:1.tive med1oclologies. The evaluation questions guide d1e evaluation with d1e med1odologies 
chosen to gad1er and analyze appropriate and accessible information on d1e status and progress of 
d1e project and on desired outcomes. Qualitative dat.:1. <:malysis will follow qualit.:1.tive best practices 
as outlined by Miles and Huberm<:m's Qmmtitative Data Analysis (3rd eel.) 17 Qmmtit.:1.tive <:malysis 
will be determined for each data source witl1 details provided in a data analysis plan to be 
developed at a later date. 

The evaluation plcm is designed to facilitate d1e use of similar 1ned1ods <:mel instruments across as 
many activities as possible wid1 d1e intent of providing a better understanding of d1e overall impact 
of d1e grant. In addition, d1e formative evaluation will utilize dat:1. gathered d1rough tl1e summative 
evaluation whenever possible to align with the sununative plan <:mel to provide a formative review of 
d1e data gad1ered for d1e smnmative assessment. 

Evaluation Procedures 

The evaluation questions will be addressed d1rough d1e following procedures. 

1. A data collection plcm/system documents d1e outputs, indicators of success, data source, 
benclunarks, pcutner responsible for program component, group responsible for data 
collection, cu1d data collection due dates. The docun1ent is available fron1 d1e evaluators. 

2. In cu·eas where benchmcu·ks, baseline data, or program criteria cu·e needed, d1e evaluators 
will convene d1e pcu·tner representatives cu1d facilitate discussion on d1e n1ost appropriate 
benchincu·ks or baseline sources. 

3. The evaluators will design instrun1ents d1at align wid1 d1e dat:1. collection plcu1 wid1 input 
provided by partner representatives. 

17 Miles, B. & Huberman, A.M. (1997). Qualitative data analysis (3"d ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage. 
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4. A data analysis plan will be developed that specifies analysis for each data source. 
5. The evaluator will work vvith each partner group and establish logistical parameters for data 

collection. 

Rationale for participant inclusion 

Students from these three programs were chosen because each prograrn receives subst-'lntial 
funding and support through the VPSC project. 

1. Choice is Yours: Each \~TMEP 1nember school district receives funds from VPSC to 
provide support to students who transfer through this program. In addition, mar·keting 
funds provided by VPSC ar·e used to promote urbar1 to suburbar1 school choice and 
support services ar·e available to these students through a support center funded by VPSC. 

2. FAIR Downtown School: The proposal highlighted the char1ges that would occur at the 
school to par·ticular·ly attract suburbar1 to urbar1 school choice. Funds ar·e used for one 
par·ticular· aspect of the program-laptops in the classroom. Anecdot-tl reports suggest this is 
a11 i1nportant draw for students. 

3. Expar1ded/Enhar1ced Programs: Beginning in the 2010-2011 school year·, funds ar·e going 
directly to schools to assist tl1em in becon1ing high performing schools. Schools were 
chosen based upon high trar1sfer levels; however, the schools were not high performing 
tl1ough families were exercising choice to attend tl1en1. Funds will be used to enhar1ce 
progran1s at tl1ese schools witl1 tl1e desired outcon1e tl1at tl1ey will be high performing 
schools providing a better result for tl1ose choosing tl1ese schools. 

Baseline Data 

Baseline Dat-'l. For tl1ose sources associated witl1 tl1e data required by tl1e US Department of 
Education, tl1e 2008-2009 school year will serve as tl1e baseline year·. Baseline year·s will be 
determined by a review of tl1e initial implement-'ltion of a11 activity for otl1er program con1ponents. 
Cohorts will be established based upon tl1e number of year·s ti1ey have been involved in VPSC 
services. Pre-post data will be gati1erecl as appropriate on ti1ese groups vviti1 clet-tils provided in ti1e 
data analysis plar1. 

Data Sources and Instruments 

Dat-'l will be collected a11nually for n1ost outputs ar1d outcon1es frmn several data sources. The 
det-tiled dat-'l collection plar1 includes all of tl1e dat-'l collection logistical information. \Vhenever 
possible, ti1e evaluators will use existing data collection practices to alleviate logistical issues. It is 
expected ti1at a close relationship between each of ti1e par·tners a11d ti1e evaluators will facilitate dat-'l 
gati1ering given tl1e students are choosing a wide var·iety of schools ti1at cross over several school 
districts. 
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Overview 

The following tables sun1n1arize proposed outcomes, outputs, and indicators of success and dat:'l 
sources for the evaluation of the Minnesot:'l Voluntary Public School Choice Prqject. Definitions 
are provided below for each of the categories included in the tables. The n1aterial included in the 
tables corresponds to the draft logic model; however, n1ore details are included in the t:'lbles. 
Outcon1es and outputs required by the US Departrnent of Education are also included on the 
tables and referred to as "program outcomes/outputs" with other outcmnes and outputs identified 
as "project outcomes/outputs." In addition to aligning with the project logic model, the outcomes 
and outputs have been cross-walked with those identified in the original proposal with a note 
indicating those in the proposal that are not included at this time. 

Definitions 

Outputs - Outputs are the direct results of the project activities, including project products and 
programs. Most outputs will be quantifiable, including t:tllies of the number of products and 
progran1s or counts of the customer contacts with those products and progralns. 

Direct/Intermediate Outcomes - Direct outc01nes are what pal·ticipallts do or becon1e as a 
result of outputs. Usually, direct outcomes al'e changes in the pal·ticipallts' actions or behaviors 
based on lu1owledge or skills acquired through project outputs. Intermediate outcOJnes result either 
directly from outputs or indirectly tlu·ough direct outcomes. They generally come later in time thall 
direct outcomes and often represent a step between direct outcon1es alld long-tern1 outcmnes. 

Long-term Outcomes - Lon,g-tenn outc01nes are tl1e broadest progratn outcon1es alld follow 
logically from the direct and intermediate outcomes. They are the results tl1at fulfill tl1e progTam's 
goals. Outputs, direct outcomes, alld intermediate outcomes all contr·ibute to the achievement of 
the long-term outcomes. Although tl1e long-term outcomes represent fulfillment of tl1e purpose of 
the program, tl1ey n1ay or n1ay not represent tl1e achievement of a desiredlal·ger progratn impact. 
That is, tl1e prograln may have all allticipatecl impact tl1at is beyond tl1e in1mediate scope of tl1e 
program, eitl1er temporally or conceptually, alld tl1us beyond tl1e scope of tl1e logic n1odel. Such all 
outcome vvill appeal· in tl1e logic model in a clotted box. 
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Outputs, Data Sources, and Benchmarks 

Annual Outputs-Student and Family Outreach 
0 Marketing plan . Marketing materials . Distributed marketing materials . Families reached through marketing . Family and student perception of marketing materials 

Annual Outputs-School Choice Options/Expansion . Participating schools, seats, capacity, applications, test participation, and transfer 
patterns . CIY, FAIR, magnet school participants (using US Dept. ofEd. Definitions) . Program changes at FAIR School Downtown that align with grant proposal and logic 
model . First-generation college prospects reached through dual credit marketing efforts . Dual-credit participants who enrolled due to information provided by VPSC program . VPSC suburban participants who access urban magnet schools via provided 
transportation 

Annual Outputs-Academic Tutoring and Support . Evidence ofCISS services as per contractual agreement and logic model . Choice students aware of services . Choice students receiving services according to plan . Families and students satisfied with services . Teachers using services . Plans for support at school level 

Annual Outputs-Staff Support . Teachers being trained . Participants in each Leadership Academy cohort . Leadership Academy satisfaction 

Data Sources: RR=Record Review, S=Survey, O=Observation 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 
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Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Plan completed according to timeline and criteria-RR 
Materials created as per plan-RR 
Number of each material distributed-RR 
Percent of families indicating they received materials-S 
Percent of families reporting positive view ofmaterials-S 

Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Numbers as per US Dept. of Ed. Guidelines-RR 
Number of participants per US Dept. of Ed. guidelines-RR 
Program changes as per grant and logic model criteria-RR and 0 
Percent of potential prospects reached-RR 
Percent of dual-credit participants enrolling due to VPSC-S 
Number ofF AIR, magnet school participants receiving transportation-RR 

Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Record of services as per contract-RR 
Percent of Choice students aware of services-S 
Percent of Choice student receiving services by plan-S, RR 
Percent of families and students satisfied with services-S 
Percent of teachers using services-S 
Percent of participating schools with plans-RR 

Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Percent of teachers with VPSC students who are trained-S 
Number of participants in LA cohort-RR 
Number of LA participants satisfied with LA-S 
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U.S. Department of Education Required Outcomes/Outputs, Indicators, Data Sources, and Benchmarks 

Program Outcomes/Objectives 
VPSC Program Objective 1: Students transferring from a Title I 
designated low-performing school to a Title I VPSC-funded high-
performing school will score proficient or above in reading and 
mathematics. 
VPSC Program Objective 2: There will be increased academic 
performance in reading and mathematics for students transferring into 
a VPSC funded non-Title I school from any other non-Title I school. 

VPSC Program Objective 3: Students transferring from a Title I low-
performing school to a VPSC funded Title I designated high performing 
school will gain proficiency in mathematics and reading. 
VPSC Program Objective 4: Students transferring into a VPSC-
funded non-Title I school from any other non-Title I school will gain 
proficiency in mathematics and reading. 

Direct VPSC Project Outcomes 
Parents in Minneapolis Public School district and West Metro 
Education Program districts will be aware of their choices. 

Minneapolis Public Schools and the West Metro Education Program 
participating districts will have increased capacity to service students 
in voluntary public school choice options to meet target goals. 

Participating Choice students will have support necessary to succeed in 
the new setting. 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 
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Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmark 
VPSC INDICATOR: Number and percentage of students who score 
proficient or above in reading and mathematics after transfer 
Data Sources: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments II 

VPSC INDICATOR: Percentage of students who gain proficiency in 
reading and mathematics after transfer 
Data Sources: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments II 

Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Percent of parents from the participating districts who report they are 
aware of choices . Data Sources: Parent Survey (stratified) 

Percent of parents from the participating districts who report they are 
• aware of choices . Data Sources: Parent Survey (stratified) 

Percent of students and parents of students who report necessary 
support. . Data Sources: Parent and Student Surveys 
Percent of students whose test results indicate success . Data Sources: Northwest Evaluation Assessment Pre-Post 

Comparison . Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments . 
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Direct VPSC Project Outcomes 
There will be enhanced parental involvement for participating VPSC 
families 

There will be improved competencies for leaders and staff participating 
in VPSC-related training. 

Intermediate VPSC Project Outcomes 
There will be increased participation in voluntary public school choice 
options highlighted by the VPSC Project . Low-performing to high-performing schools . Suburban to urban . Dual credit programs . MPS/WMEP VPSC magnet schools 

There will be improved outcomes for VPSC student participants. 

Leaders and teachers trained through VPSC programs will execute 
strategies within their school/classroom as per the training. 

For Leadership Academy director or assistant director participants: 
Two years after the participant completes the program, on average, 
students at his/her school will demonstrate more than one year's 
growth in reading and mathematics. 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 
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Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Percent of families whose record of involvement increases after 
transfer . Data Source: Parent and Teacher Surveys 

Percent of participants who demonstrate competency via their 
projects, portfolios, and competency checklists (training dependent) . Data Sources: Projects, portfolios, competency checklists 

Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks 
Participation rates in each of the funded programs . Data Sources: Enrollment Records 

Percentage of VPSC participants who demonstrate improvement in: 
- Reading achievement; 
- Mathematics achievement; 
- Graduation rates; 
- Retention in VPSC transfer program; and/or 
- Satisfaction with school experience. . Data Sources: NWEA, MCA II, graduation data, retention 

data, Student Survey 

Percent of training participants who implement successful strategies 
according to criteria set forth by the training . Data Sources: Portfolios, Teacher Surveys, Interviews 

Percent of sites represented in the Cohort where the average growth 
on a standardized assessment of reading and mathematics is over 1.0 
years . Data Sources: NWEA results 
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Overview 

The Choice Is Yours (CIY) Program is funded through a variety of sources, one of which is the 
Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) prognun. The Choice Is Yours gives luw-income 
Minneapolis fa1nilies n1ore options to attend suburba11 schools. The purpose of the sw·vey was to 
gain feedback from pa1·ents rega1·ding their experiences with d1e school for use in d1e FY 11 federal 
Annual Perforn1a11ce Report (APR) a11d d1e Government Performa11ee and Results Act (GPRA) 
Report. 

Survey Population 

There were 2,153 students who pa1·ticipated in d1e CIY progran1 in 2010. Of d1at total, 90 
randomly selected pa1·ents of participating students were required to be surveyed in order to 
produce a 10 percent sa111pling error. Thus, a sufficiently la1·ge random san1ple was drawn of the 
total population such d1at 90 CIY pa1·ents could be reached via d1c phone calls to t'lk.e d1e sw·vey. 

Procedures 

• LRE developed d1e phone interview protocols (appendix A). 

• Antl1ony Galloway, Student Learning Programs Specialist for d1e \iV est Metro Education 
ProgTanl (\iVMEP) conducted d1e surveys during d1e mond1s of]ailuai·y, February, and 
MaiTh 2011. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• And1ony converted his ha11d'"'ritten notes into electronic format a11d sent d1em in Excel 
format to LRE. 

• LRE coded d1e dat'l. 

o For d1e question rega1·ding how d1e pa1·ent hea1·d about d1e Choice Is Yours 
Progran1, a number of respondents reported having heard about the program via 
the interview phone call itself in d1e 'od1er' category. Thus, 'od1er' responses of d1is 
nature were coded as a sepa1·ate response, apa1·t from d1e od1er 'od1er' responses. 

o For d1e question rega1·ding whed1er d1e pa1·ent was awa1·e of school options for 
d1eir child, one pa1·ent responded d1at d1ey were not awa1·e of anod1er options, but 
followed up by referencing "Minneapolis Public Schools." Thus, because d1e 
pa1·ent was in fact awa1·e of a11other option for d1eir child by d1eir identification of 
Minneapolis Public Schools, d1e "no" response was negated and changed to a 
"yes" to reflect d1eir knowledge of od1er options. 

o For d1e question rega1·ding d1e od1er school options of which the parents were 
awa1·e, pa1·ents listed bod1 school districts a11d specific schools of which d1ey were 
awa1·e d1eir child could attend. LRE coded d1e responses to reflect d1e pa1-ents 
being awa1·e of: 

I. Minneapolis Public School options only; 

2. Minneapolis Public School options and d1e Choice Is Yours Progra111; or 

3. Minneapolis Public School options and a specific \iV est Metro Education 
Program suburba11 school/districts. 

• The data was a11alyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions. 
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o Results were rounded to the nearest percentage. 

o Responses indicating "don't know" or "does not apply to me" were not included in 
the valid number of responses for each question. 

o "Don't lu1ow" or "does not apply to n1e" responses were reported as the total 
nun1ber of times each response was selected, as opposed to a percentage of the 
total. 

Response Rate 

Of the 2,153 students enrolled in CIY, 89 parent interviews were conducted to yield a 10 percent 
sampling error. 

Survey Findings 

Question: What is your child's ethnicity? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 89 6% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 89 9% 

Black 89 58% 

Hispanic 89 13% 

White 89 12% 

Other I Prefer not to answer 89 1% 

Question: Were you aware of other school options for your child, besides the Choice Is Yours 
Program? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) 

Yes 89 100% 

No 89 0% 

Valid Male Female 

Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your child's gender? 87 38% 62% 

Question: Were you aware of other school options for your child, besides the Choice Is Yours 
Program? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) 

The Minneapolis Public School District or a specific Minneapolis 
School(s) only 89 57% 

The Minneapolis Public School District or a specific Minneapolis 89 26% School(s) and the Choice Is Yours Program 

The Minneapolis Public School District or a specific Minneapolis 
89 17% school(s) and a West Metro Education Program School(s) 
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Question: How did you hear about the Choice Is Yours Program? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) (n) 

My child 84 19% -
Other student 84 7% -
Other parent 84 50% -
An organization 84 0% -

Advertisement 84 2% -

Someone who works at Minneapolis Public Schools 84 5% -

This phone call 84 17% -

Don't know and other 84 - 5 

3 Years Don't 
Valid 1 Year 2 Years or More Know 

Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

How many years has your child participated in the 
88 34% 32% 34% 0 

Choice Is Yours? 

Question: What school did your child attend through the Choice Is Yours Program in 2009-2010? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) 

Columbia Heights 88 7% 

Eden Prairie 88 9% 

Edina 88 11% 

Hopkins 88 17% 

Richfield 88 11% 

Robbinsdale 88 10% 

St. Anthony-New Brighton 88 3% 

St. Louis Park 88 15% 

Wayzata 88 14% 

Community College 88 2% 

Don't 
Valid Yes No know 

Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Has it been clear whom to contact if your child needed academic support? 86 63% 37% 0 

Has your child participated in a school tutoring or support program? 89 66% 34% 0 

Has your child ever needed more academic support at school than he/she 
89 61% 39% 0 

received? 

Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed 
89 65% 35% 0 

academically? 

Have you been provided the information you need regarding school support 
89 79% 21% 0 

services, including academic support services? 
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Don't 
Valid Yes No Know 

Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Have teachers made you feel welcome? 89 71% 29% 0 

Have you known to whom to go to with questions about the school or its 
89 67% 33% 0 programs? 

Have you felt that your child could participate in any school activity he/she 
89 66% 34% 0 

chose? 

Have school(s) provided you with the information you need regarding 
enrichment opportunities (e.g., advanced placement classes, after school 89 85% 15% 0 
clubs and programs)? 

Has the school provided you with opportunities to be involved with your 
child's education (e.g. open houses, volunteer opportunities, conferences 87 75% 25% 0 
with teachers and school administration, etc.)? 

Somewhat Somewhat Does Not 
Valid Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Apply to Me Don't Know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) (n) 

The assistance I 
received when 

60 47% 25% 25% 3% 7 22 choosing a school for 
my child. 

The enrollment 
process. 65 72% 18% 8% 2% 4 20 

Parent involvement 
85 42% 19% 24% 15% 0 4 opportunities. 

The communication 
you received from the 88 69% 19% 7% 5% 0 1 
school. 

The academic support 
your child received 89 54% 19% 17% 10% 0 0 
from the school. 

The school's discipline 
89 46% 24% 19% 11% 0 0 policies. 

Bus safety. 89 73% 20% 3% 3% 0 0 

In general, the Choice 
Is Yours school your 

89 63% 25% 10% 2% 0 0 child attended in 
2009-2010. 

Question: How would you describe your child's academic progress at the Choice Is Yours suburban school? 

Improved 
Valid a lot 

(n) (%) 

Reading 81 25% 

Math 84 5% 
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Improved 
a little 

(%) 

26% 

25% 

Same as Declined Declined 
Before CIY a little a lot Don't know 

(%) (%) (%) (n) 

33% 16% 0% 2 

38% 25% 7% 3 
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APPENDIX E: CENTRAL MIDDLE SCHOOL2011 PARENT SURVEY 

DATA REPORT 
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Overview 

Colun1bia Heights Central Middle School (CMS) participates in the federally funded Voluntary 
Public School Choice (VPSC) program to enhance school choice options for fa1nilies. Specifically, 
CMS uses the funds to enhance media a1·ts a11cl engineering progratns. The purpose of the survey 
was to gain feedback from parents of students in these programs regai·ding their experiences at the 
school for use in the FY 11 federal Annual PerfornlailC'e Report (APR) a11d the Governn1ent 
Performa11ce a11d Results Act (GPRA) Report. 

Procedures 

• LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, a11d responses (appendix A). 

• The sainple population consisted of pai·ents of all Central Middle School students who 
were enrolled a media a1·ts a11d/or engineering course. 

• LRE obtained the primary n1ailing addresses for the pai·ents whose children were enrolled 
in these courses from Principal Ma1y Bussman. There were ma11y duplicate mailing 
addresses. There were two reasons for this: 

1. Students may be enrolled in n1ultiple media arts courses a11d/or multiple 
engmeenng courses; 

2. A single family n1ay have n1ultiple children enrolled at the school; a11cl 
3. A single fa1nily may have n1ultiple children enrolled at the school, each of which 

n1ay be enrolled in multiple 1nedia a1·ts and/or tnultiple n1edia ai'ts a11cl engineering 
courses. 

• To ensure that these parents were not oversaillplecl, duplicate addresses were ren1oved 
from the sainple and pa1·ents were instructed to fill out the survey for their oldest child 
enrolled at CMS. 

• A cover letter, pencil a11d paper survey, a11d posta.ge-paicl a11d pre-addressed envelope were 
n1ailed to the homes of the pa1·ents within the unduplicated sample population. 

• In order to increase the legitin1acy of the survey, the cover letter was printed on CMS 
letterhead a11d signed by Principal Ma1·y Bussn1a11. The survey was also tnailed in a school 
envelope. 

• Surveys were mailed on April19°' with a printed clue date of May 1''. Surveys responses 
were accepted until May 6°'. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• Pa1·ents mailed their surveys back to LRE using the postage-paid a11d pre-addressed 
envelope provided to then1. 

• LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were 
indefinite were coded as invalid (99). Exainples of invalid responses include placing a 
check mai·k between two response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or 
unclea1· responses. 

• The data was entered, using the codes, into an Excel spreadsheet by ail outside consultant, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

• Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim. 

• The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE. 

• The data was a11alyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions 
o Results were rounded to the neai·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't lu1ow" or "does not apply to n1e" were not included in 

the valid number of responses for each question. 
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o HDon't lu1ow" or Hdoes not apply to me" responses were reported as the tottl 
nun1ber of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percent11.ges. 

Response Rate 

Of the 341 surveys that were n1ailed to CMS parents, 52 were returned, yielding a 15 percent 
response rate. 

Survey Findings 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your child's gender? 44 50% 50% 

Valid Yes No Don't Know 
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Were you aware of other school options for your child 48 72% 23% 2 
besides Central Middle School? 

Question: How did you hear about Columbia Heights Middle School? 

Valid Valid 
(n) (%) n 

My Child 45 27% -

Other Student 45 13% -
Other Parent 45 18% -
An Organization 45 4% -
Advertisement 45 2% -

Someone who works at Minneapolis Public Schools 45 2% -
Don't Know 45 - 3 

Question: How would you describe your child's academic progress at Central Middle School? 

Improved Improved No Declined Declined 
Valid a lot a little improvement a little a lot Don't know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

Reading 45 42% 40% 7% 9% 2% 0 

Math 45 36% 40% 16% 4% 4% 0 
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Question 

Has it been clear whom to contact if your child needed academic support? 

Has your child participated in a school tutoring or support program? 

Has your child ever needed more academic support at school than he/she 
received? 

Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed 
academically? 

Have you been provided the information you need regarding school support 
services, including academic support services? 

Have teachers made you feel welcome? 

Have you known to whom to go to with questions about Central Middle 
School or its programs? 

Have you felt that your child could participate in any school activity he/she 
chose? 

Has the school provided you with the information you need regarding 
enrichme~opportunWes 

(e.g., advanced placement classes, after school clubs and programs)? 

Has the school provided you with opportunities to be involved with your 
child's education 

(e.g. open houses, volunteer opportunities, conferences with teachers and 
school administration)? 

Valid 
Question (n) 

The assistance I 
received when choosing 31 
a school for my child. 

The enrollment process. 40 

Parent involvement 
41 

opportunities. 

The communication you 
received from Central 45 
Middle School. 

The academic support 
your child received from 44 
Central Middle School. 

Central Middle School's 
42 

discipline policies. 

In general, the Central 
44 

Middle School. 
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Somewhat Somewhat 
Satisfied satisfied dissatisfied 

(%) (%) (%) 

77% 13% 0% 

78% 8% 10% 

63% 22% 5% 

69% 13% 2% 

59% 23% 4% 

60% 17% 9% 

64% 20% 2% 

Valid Yes No 
(n) (%) (%) 

40 75% 25% 

41 32% 68% 

45 64% 36% 

40 83% 17% 

39 59% 41% 

45 93% 7% 

43 74% 26% 

40 80% 20% 

42 83% 17% 

44 95% 45% 

Does not 
Dissatisfied apply to me 

(%) (n) 

10% 9 

3% 3 

10% 1 

16% 0 

14% 1 

14% 0 

14% 0 

Don't 
know 

(n) 

5 

3 

0 

3 

6 

0 

1 

5 

2 

0 

Don't 
know 

(n) 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

3 

1 

57 



Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation 

APPENDIX F: EARLE BROWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL2011 PARENT 

SURVEY DATA REPORT 
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Overview 

Earle Brovvn Elementary School participates in the federally funded Voluntary Public School 
Choice (VPSC) program to enhance school choice options for fan1ilies. Specifically, Earle Brown 
uses the funds to enhance its band program and Gifted and Talented Progran1. The purpose of the 
survey was to gain feedback from parents of students in these programs regarding their experiences 
at the school for use in the FY 11 federal Annual Performance Report (APR) and the Governn1ent 
Perforn1ance and Results Act (GPRA) Report. 

Procedures 

• LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, and responses (appendix A). 

• The sa1nple population consisted of pa1·ents of students enrolled at Ea1·le Brown 
ElementaJ.·y who were involved in the ba11d a11d/or Gifted a11d Talented Progra111. 

• LRE obtained the prin1a1·y mailing addresses for the pa1·ents whose children were enrolled 
in d1ese progran1s from d1e Superintendent Keid1 Lester. There were a few duplicate 
mailing addresses. There were twu reasons for this: 

1. Students may be enrolled in bod1 d1e ba11d progra1n and d1e Gifted a11d Talented 
Program; 

2. A single family may have multiple children enrolled at d1e school; a11cl 
3. A single fa111ily may have multiple children enrolled at d1e school, each of which 

n1ay be enrolled in both d1e ba11d progran1 a11d the Gifted a11d Talented PrograJ.n. 

• To ensure d1at d1ese parents were not oversan1pled, duplicate addresses were ren1oved 
from d1e sample a11d pa1·ents were instructed to fill out the survey for d1eir oldest child 
enrolled at Ea1·le Brown Elen1ent:c'U·y. 

• A cover letter, pencil and paper survey, a11d postage-paid a11d pre-addressed envelope were 
mailed to the homes of d1e pa1·ents wid1in d1e uncluplicatecl sample population. 

• In order to increase the legitimacy of d1e survey, d1e cover letter was printed on \iVMEP 
letterhead a11d signed by V\TMEP Superintendent Dr. Da11ielJett. 'T'he survey was mailed in 
a La11ge ReseaJ.Th a11d Evaluation envelope, as LRE did not have access to school 
envelopes. 

• Surveys were mailed on April 19tl' wid1 a printed due elate of May 1 ''. Surveys responses 
were accepted until May 6th. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• Pa1·ents 1nailecl d1eir surveys back to LRE using d1e postc1.ge-paicl and pre-addressed 
envelope provided to d1em. 

• LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses d1at were 
indefinite were coded as invalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a 
check ma1·k between two response spaces, d1e selection of more responses than allowed, or 
unclea1· responses. 

• The clat:c1. was entered, using d1e codes, into a11 Excel spreadsheet by an outside consultant, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

• Open-ended responses were recorded verbatin1. 

• The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE. 
• The data was analyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions 

o Results were rounded to the neai·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't know" or "does not apply to me" were not included in 

the valid number of responses for each question. 
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o "Don't know" or "does not apply to n1e" responses were reported as the total 
nmnber of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentc1.ges. 

Response Rate 

Of the 96 surveys that were mailed to Earle Brown Elementary parents, three were :returned clue to 
incorrect addresses. Of 93 that vvere successfully n1ailecl, 28 were returned, yielding a 30 percent 
response rate. 

Survey Findings 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your child's gender? 26 46% 54% 

Question: How did you hear about Earle Brown Elementary? 

Valid Valid 
Response (n) (%) n 

My Child 26 11% 3 

Other Student 26 8% 2 

Other Parent 26 15% 4 

An Organization 26 4% 1 

Advertisement 26 11% 3 

Someone who works at Minneapolis Public Schools 26 0% 0 

Don't Know 26 8% 2 

Valid Yes No Don't know 
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Were you aware of other school options for your child, 
27 71% 29% 2 

besides Earle Brown Elementary? 

Question: How would you describe your child's academic progress at Earle Brown Elementary? 

Improved Improved No Declined Declined 
Valid a lot a little improvement a little a lot Don't know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

Reading 26 81% 11% 8% 0% 0% 0 

Math 26 73% 23% 0% 0% 4% 0 
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Don't 
Valid Yes No know 

Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Has it been clear whom to contact if your child needed academic support? 22 82% 18% 4 

Has your child participated in a school tutoring or support program? 25 48% 52% 1 

Has your child ever needed more academic support at school than he/she 
23 22% 78% 3 received? 

Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed 
24 96% 4% 2 

academically? 

Have you been provided the information you need regarding school 
21 71% 29% 5 support services, including academic support services? 

Have teachers made you feel welcome? 26 100% 0% 0 

Have you known to whom to go to with questions about Earle Brown 
24 63% 37% 2 

Elementary or its programs? 

Have you felt that your child could participate in any school activity he/she 
25 92% 8% 1 chose? 

Has the school provided you with the information you need regarding 
enrichment opportunities 24 83% 17% 2 
(e.g., advanced placement classes, after school clubs and programs)? 

Has the school provided you with opportunities to be involved with your 
child's education (e.g. open houses, volunteer opportunities, conferences 26 100% 0% 0 
with teachers and school administration)? 

Somewhat Somewhat Does not 
Valid Satisfied satisfied dissatisfied Dissatisfied apply to me Don't know 

Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) (n) 

The assistance I 
received when 25 68% 24% 0% 8% 1 0 
choosing a school 
for my child. 

The enrollment 
25 

process. 
76% 20% 0% 4% 0 0 

Parent involvement 
25 72% 24% 0% 4% 0 1 opportunities. 

The communication 
you received from 

26 73% 19% 0% 8% 0 0 
Earle Brown 
Elementary. 

The academic 
support your child 26 69% 27% 0% 4% 0 0 
received from Earle 
Brown Elementary. 

Earle Brown 
Elementary's 25 68% 16% 4% 12% 0 1 
discipline policies. 

In general, the Earle 
26 77% 19% 0% 4% 0 0 Brown Elementary. 
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Overview 

FAIR School Downtown is participating in a federally funded Volunta_ry Public School Choice (VPSC) 
program to enhance school choice options for fan1ilies. The purpose of the survey vvas to gain feedback 
fron1 students regarding their experiences at d1e school for use in d1e FY 11 federal Annual Performance 
Report (APR). 

Procedures 

• LRE developed d1e survey questions, prom.pts, and responses (appendix A). 

• The sample population consisted of all parents of students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown in 
grades K-12'11

• 

• LRE obtained the primary mailing addresses for the parents whose children were enrolled in d1ese 
courses from d1e FAIR School Downtown acbninistration. There were a few duplicate mailing 
addresses, as a single family may have n1ultiple children enrolled at FAIR School Downtown. 

• To ensure d1at parents wid1 multiple enrolled children were not oversalnpled, duplicate addresses 
were removed from d1e sample alld parents were instructed to fill out the survey for d1eir oldest 
child enrolled at d1e school. 

• A cover letter, pencil alld paper survey, alld postage-paid alld pre-addressed envelope were n1ailed 
to d1c homes of d1e pal·ents wid1in d1e unduplicatecl san1ple population. 

• In order to increase d1e legitimacy of d1e survey, d1e cover letter was printed on '''MEP letter alld 
signed by \VMEP Superintendent, Dr. DaluelJett. The survey was sent in a school envelope, as 
vvell. 

• Surveys were mailed on Mal-ch 17~' wid1 a printed clue date of Mal-ch 31''. Sw·veys responses were 
accepted until April 22"d. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• 

• 

• 

Pal·ents n1ailed d1eir surveys back to LRE using d1e post'lge-paid alld pre-addressed envelope 
provided to them. 

LRE developed a code sheet for d1e survey responses. Survey responses d1at were indefinite were 
coded as invalid (99). Exal1lples of invalid responses include placing a check mark between two 
response spaces, d1e selection of more responses d1al1 allowed, or w1deal· responses. 

The data was entered, using d1e codes, into all Excel spreadsheet by all outside consult'lnt, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

o After receiving d1e surveys fi·mn d1e pal·ents, LRE noticed a pattern in d1e question 
referring to how d1e pal·ent heal·d about FAIR School Downtown. A number of 
respondents reported having heal·d about d1e school by d1eir child having previously 
attended FAIR Crystal (al1od1er \VMEP School) in d1e 'od1er' category. Thus, 'od1er' 
responses of d1is nature were coded as a sepal·ate response, apal't fron1 d1e od1er 'od1er' 
responses. 

• Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim. 

• The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE. 
• The data was al1alyzecl by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions 

o Results were rounded to d1e neal·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't know" or "does not apply to me" were not included in d1e 

valid nun1ber of responses for each question. 
o "Don't know" or "does not apply to me" responses were reported as d1e tottl nun1ber of 

times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages. 
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Response Rate 

Of the 361 surveys that were 1nailed to FAIR School Downtown p~u-ents, 120 were returned, yielding a 33 
percent response rate. 

Survey Findings 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your child's gender? 81 46% 54% 

Valid Yes No Don't Know 
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Were you aware of other school options for your child 
78 96% 4% 2 

besides FAIR School Downtown? 

Question: How did you hear about FAIR School Downtown? 

Valid Valid 
(n) (%) n 

My Child 82 8% 7 

Other Student 82 7% 5 

Other Parent 82 24% 20 

An Organization 82 0% 0 

Advertisement 82 15% 12 

Someone Who Works at Minneapolis Public Schools 82 6% 5 

Attended FAIR Crystal 82 7% 6 

Don't Know 82 4% 3 

How would you describe your child's academic progress at FAIR School Downtown? 

Improved a Improved a No Declined a Declined a 
Valid lot little improvement little lot Don't know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

Reading 80 61% 32% 4% 3% 0% 0 

Math 78 53% 41% 4% 1% 1% 1 
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Don't 

Valid Yes No Know 
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) 

Has it been clear whom to contact if your child needed academic 
76 82% 18% 6 

support? 

Has your child participated in a school tutoring or support 
79 52% 48% 2 

program? 

Has your child ever needed more academic support at school 
80 27% 73% 2 

than he/she received? 

Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed 
75 92% 8% 4 

academically? 

Have you been provided the information you need regarding 
74 77% 23% 6 

school support services, including academic support services? 

Have teachers made you feel welcome? 80 100% 0% 1 

Have you known to whom to go to with questions about FAIR 
80 83% 17% 2 

School Downtown or its programs? 

Have you felt that your child could participate in any school 
76 95% 5% 4 

activity he/she chose? 

Has the school provided you with the information you need 
regarding enrichment opportunities (e.g., advanced placement 76 84% 16% 4 
classes, after school clubs and programs)? 

Has the school provided you with opportunities to be involved with 
your child's education (e.g. open houses, volunteer opportunities, 82 98% 2% 0 
conferences with teachers and school administration)? 

Somewhat Somewhat Does not 
Valid Satisfied satisfied dissatisfied Dissatisfied apply to me Don't know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) (n) 

The assistance I 
received when 

71 75% 20% 4% 1% 8 1 
choosing a school 
for my child. 

The enrollment 
process. 

79 81% 11% 8% 0% 2 1 

Parent involvement 
80 81% 12% 4% 3% 0 1 

opportunities. 

The communication 
you received from 

81 54% 26% 8% 12% 0 0 
FAIR School 
Downtown. 

The academic 
support your child 

79 77% 10% 10% 3% 1 0 
received from FAIR 
School Downtown. 

FAIR School 
Downtown's 81 73% 15% 6% 6% 0 0 
discipline policies. 

In general, the 
FAIR Downtown 82 77% 15% 6% 2% 0 0 
school. 
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REPORT 
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Overview 

The Choice Is Yours Program is funded through a variety of sources, one of which is the Volunt:1.ry 
Public School Choice (VPSC) progrcu11. The Choice Is Yours gives low-income Minneapolis 
fcunilies more options to attend suburbcu1 schools. The purpose of the survey was to gain feedback 
from students regcu·ding their school experiences for use in the FY 11 federal Annual Perforn1ance 
Report (APR) cu1d the Government PerfonnculCe and Results Act ( G PRA) Report. 

Survey Population 

The scu11ple population consisted of 7°' through 12°' grade students who were enrolled at a \Vest 
Metro Education Progrcu11 (\VMEP) school cu1d had a CIY liaison/st:tfT person(s) that could 
facilitate the survey adn1inistration. The sample population consisted of ten schools from six 
school districts. They include: 

o Edina High School 
o Edina South View Middle School 
0 Edina Valley View Middle School 
o Richfield High School 
o Robbinsdale Middle School 
o Plymouth Middle School 
o Hopkins \Vest Junior Middle School 
o Hopkins Nord1]unior Middle School 
o Hopkins High School 
o Eden Prai1ie High School 

Colun1bia Heights is a suburbcu1 \VMEP district that has CIY students enrolled in their district, as 
well. However, in addition to Choice Is Yours students, this disuict also receives VPSC funding to 
enhcuKe their bcu1d progr<ml cu1d Gifted cu1d Talented progra111. Thus, sepcu·ate survey efTorts were 
conducted at this disu·ict. 

Because three \VMEP suburbcu1 n1ember disu·icts did not have CIY st:1ff person(s), d1ey were not 
included in the survey population. These disu·icts include: St. Anthony-New Brighton, St. Louis 
Pcu-k, cu1d "' ayzat:'l. The decision to only survey schools that had a CIY st:tfT person for 
adminisu·ation was based on experience of h-ying to survey the CIY student population in tl1e past. 
Some districts do not wish to identify students who pcu·ticipate in the CIY Progra111 for fecu· of 
singling the1n out a111ong their peers. For this reason, d1ese disu-icts have been unwilling to bring 
attention to d1ese students by calling them together to administer the survey. Thus, we decided to 
survey only disu·icts that, by way of designating a staff n1ember to work wid1 CIY students, suggest 
openness to identifying the students. 

The sample population consisted of all students enrolled at a \VMEP suburbcu1 member disu·ict in 
grades 7°' though 12°', Through professional experience with chcuter schools cu1d other educational 
entities, LRE has determined 7tl' grade to be d1e grade at which students stcut to have input into the 
choice of which school to attend, but also input into the decision to leave a pcu-ticulcu· school. Prior 
to this age, school choice is lcu·gely reflective of the pcu·ent's school choice. Since the purpose of the 
survey was to detern1ine how students felt about their school choice option, LRE lin1ited d1e survey 
population to the group that most likely had input into that decision, which begins at 7u. grade cu1d 
continues through 12tl' grade. 
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Procedures 

• 

• 

• 

LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, and responses. 

Anthony Galloway, Student Learning Programs Specialist for \VMEP, sent an introductory 
en1ail to his contacts at the schools within the survey population described above. The 
email described LRE's intentions and calling for the recipients' cooperation in 
administering the survey to the CIY students at their school/school district. 

LRE sent a follow-up email requesting: 
1. The names of the school for which the individual intended to survey; 
2. The nun1ber of surveys needed (based on the number of CIY students within the 

jurisdiction described in 1); and 
3. The address to which the surveys should be mailed. 

LRE mailed packages of the specified nmnber of surveys to the schools with return 
envelopes (pre-paid and pre-addressed). 

The survey was given to the students in paper and pencil format. 

LRE sent follow-up emails to the recipients with the package of surveys was n1ailecl, nlid­
way through the survey acln1inistration period, and three days before d1e deadline. 

The CIY contacts were to administer, collect, and return d1e surveys via mail by 31 
business clays later. 

For districts d1at could not meet d1is deadline, LRE personally picked up d1e surveys from 
d1e school. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• LRE developed a code sheet for d1e survey responses. Survey responses that were 
indefinite (such as a check n1ark being placed in between two responses or selection of 
more responses dlall allowed) were coded as invalid (99). 

• Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim. 

• The dat.:'l was entered, using d1e codes, into all Excel spreadsheet by all outside consultai1t, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

• Open-ended questions were recorded verbatim. 

• The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE. 

• The data was al1alyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions. 
o Results were rounded to d1e neal·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't know" or "does not apply to me" were not included in 

the valid nun1ber of responses for each question. 
o "Don't know" or "does not apply to n1e" responses were reported as d1e tot.:tl 

nun1ber of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percent.:'lges. 

Response Rate 

• 8 71 surveys were mailed to d1e schools wid1in d1e survey population. However, because 
districts may have requested a few extra surveys, d1is number should not be considered all 
exact number of CIY students enrolled in d1ese schools. 

• 521 surveys were returned to LRE from eight of d1e nine schools d1at were sent surveys. 
LRE n1ade contact V\~d1 d1e supervisor (via And1ony Galloway) of d1e liaison from Hopkins 
High School. However, d1e liaison never responded to LRE regal·ding the surveys that 
were sent to him/her by d1e request of his/her supervisor. 
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• This produces approxin1ately a 60% response rate, given that districts may have slightly 
inf1atecl tl1e nmnber of surveys needed to survey all of tl1eir CIY students. 

Survey Findings 

th 8th gth 10th 11th 1ih 

Valid Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade 
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

What is your current grade? 481 15% 19% 21% 20% 16% 10% 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your gender? 475 50% 50% 

Question: How did you hear about the Choice Is Yours Program? 

Valid Valid 
(n) (%) 

Advertisement 511 3% 

Minneapolis Public School Employee 511 9% 

My Parents 511 48% 

Another Student 511 17% 

Other 511 31% 

4 Years or 
Valid 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years More 

Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Total number of years enrolled at a Choice 
483 35% 17% 12% 35% 

Is Yours School. 

Question: What grades have you attended a Choice Is Yours school? 

Valid Valid 
Grade (n) (%) 

Kindergarten 56 11% 

181 grade 59 11% 

2nd grade 70 14% 

3rd grade 88 17% 

41
h grade 116 23% 

5th grade 134 26% 

6th grade 178 35% 

ih grade 218 43% 

8th grade 194 38% 

gth grade 214 42% 

1oth grade 167 33% 

11th grade 91 18% 

12th grade 42 8% 
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Question 

Would you rather attend a school closer 
to your home? 

Do you feel that you can participate in 
any school activity you choose? 

Did you have input into the decision to 
transfer to this school? 

Do you have good friends at this 
school? 

Do you know who to contact if you need 
academic support? 

Do you participate in a school tutoring 
or support program? 

Are you satisfied with the academic 
support you receive? 

Do you need more academic support? 

Do you know who to go to with question 
about the school or its programs? 

Are you learning more at this school 
than at your Minneapolis school? 

Would you attend this school if bus 
transportation were not provided? 

Question 

Are you happy with your current school? 

Do the teachers and staff make you feel 
welcome? 

Do you feel welcomed by the students? 

Do you feel that you are a part of the 
school community? 

Do you feel safe on the bus that brings 
you to school? 

Are you preforming well academically at 
this school? 

Do your teachers provide the support 
you need to succeed academically? 
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Valid Yes No Don't know 
(n) (%) (%) (n) 

389 22% 78% 122 

462 87% 13% 48 

435 67% 33% 69 

496 97% 3% 11 

464 80% 20% 42 

472 28% 72% 35 

433 85% 15% 70 

411 45% 55% 92 

468 81% 19% 39 

363 86% 14% 135 

369 42% 58% 139 

All of Most of Some 
the the of the Hardly Don't 

Valid time time time ever Never know 
(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

500 29% 43% 21% 5% 2% 6 

504 38% 39% 19% 3% 1% 4 

494 34% 40% 21% 3% 2% 11 

491 38% 32% 21% 5% 4% 12 

496 65% 22% 8% 3% 2% 13 

499 26% 44% 26% 4% 1% 6 

499 41% 40% 14% 3% 1% 5 
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APPENDIX 1: CENTRAL MIDDLE SCHOOL2011 STUDENT SURVEY DATA 

REPORT 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 71 



Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation 

Overview 

Columbia Heights Central Middle School participates in the federally funded Voluntary Public School 
Choice (VPSC) progran1 to enhance school choice options for farnilies. Specifically, Central Middle School 
uses the funds to enhar1ce its 1nedia arts and engineering progran1s. The purpose of the survey was to gain 
feedback frmn students regarding their experiences at the school for use in the FY 11 federal Annual 
Performance Report (APR) and the Government Performar1ce and Results Act (GPRA) Report. 

Procedures 

• LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, ar1d responses (appendix A). 

• The sample population consisted of students enrolled at Central Middle School in grades 7th ar1d 8°' 
who were currently enrolled in a media arts ar1d/or engineering class/classes. Therefore, duplicate 
responses were not controlled for. 

• The sample population consisted of all students enrolled at Central Middle School in grades 7u' 
tl1ough 8th. Through professional experience with charter schools and otl1er educational entities, 
LRE has detern1ined 7u' grade to be tl1e grade at which students start to have input into the choice 
of which school to attend, but also input into the decision to leave a par·ticular· school. Prior to this 
age, school choice is lar·gely reflective of tl1e parent's school choice. Since tl1e purpose of tl1e survey 
was to detern1ine how students felt about tl1eir school choice option, LRE limited tl1e survey 
population to tl1e group tl1at most likely had input into tl1at decision, which begins at Th grade ar1d 
continues tl1rough 8u' grade. 

• Principal Mar·y Bussmar1 distributed the surveys to her st:1.ff members tl1at teach courses in media 
arts or engineering at a st:tff meeting. The adn1inistration of tl1e surveys occurred during school 
hours over two days. 

• The survey was given in paper and pencil format. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• The surveys were adn1inistered and collected by tl1e teachers ar1d returned to tl1e school office, 
where LRE retrieved them. 

• \.Vhile tl1e survey population was restricted to tl1e 7u' ar1d 8°' grade students, tl1e classes tl1at: were 
surveyed were not. Thus, surveys "vhere tl1e student who indicated a grade level of six were 
removed from tl1e data. 

• LRE developed a code sheet for tl1e survey responses. Survey responses tl1at were indefinite were 
coded as invalid (99). Exar11ples of invalid responses include placing a check n1ar·k between two 
response spaces, tl1e selection of more responses thar1 allowed, or unclear· responses. 

• The data was entered, using tl1e codes, into ail Excel spreadsheet by an outside consultant, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

• Open-ended questions were recorded verbatim. 

• The finished spreadsheet Vi'as sent electronically to LRE. 

• The data was ar1alyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions 
o Results were rounded to tl1e near·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't lu1ow" or "does not apply to me" were not included in the 

valid nun1ber of responses for each question. 
o "Don't lu1ow" or "does not apply to n1e" responses were reported as tl1e total nun1ber of 

times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percent:1.ges. 
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Response Rate 

• The total enrolln1ent in the media arts and engineering courses at CMS equals 378. 
Ho·wever, because a single student may be enrolled in nun1erous 1nedia arts and/or 
engineering course, tl1is count is not reflective of tl1e unique nmnber of students in d1ese 
courses. 

• 156 surveys were returned to LRE. 

• This yields a response rate of 4.1 percent with a strong possibility of survey duplication. 

Survey Findings 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your gender? 139 40% 60% 

Valid 7th Grade 8th Grade 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your current grade? 150 30% 70% 

Valid 6th Grade th Grade 8th Grade 
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) 

What grades have you attended Central Middle 
150 67% 89% 71% 

School? 

Valid 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years 
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) 

Total number of years enrolled at Central Middle 
150 20% 33% 47% 

SchooL 

Question: How did you hear about Central Middle School? 

Valid Valid 
(n) (%) 

Advertisement 150 2% 

Minneapolis Public School Employee 150 5% 

My Parents 150 54% 

Another Student 150 19% 

Other 150 41% 
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Question 

Do you feel that you can participate in 
any school activity you choose? 

Did you have input into the decision to 
attend Central Middle School? 

Do you have good friends at Central 
Middle School? 

Do you know who to contact if you need 
academic support? 

Do you participate in a school tutoring 
or support program? 

Are you satisfied with the academic 
support you receive? 

Do you need more academic support? 

Do you know who to go to with question 
about Central Middle School or its 
programs? 

Are you learning more at Central Middle 
School than at your previous school? 

Question 

Are you happy with Central Middle 
School? 

Do the teachers and staff make you feel 
welcome? 

Do you feel welcomed by the students? 

Do you feel that you are a part of the 
school community? 

Do you feel safe on the bus that brings 
you to school? 

Are you preforming well academically at 
Central Middle School? 

Do your teachers provide the support you 
need to succeed academically? 
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Does not 
apply 

Valid Yes No Don't know to me 
(n) (%) (%) (n) (n) 

120 88% 12% 24 11 

102 61% 39% 46 8 

141 94% 6% 10 4 

112 66% 34% 30 14 

114 23% 77% 16 25 

91 64% 36% 32 28 

100 27% 73% 34 20 

120 69% 31% 26 8 

90 52% 48% 42 23 

All of Most of Some of Hardly Don't 
Valid the time the time the time ever Never know 

(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

149 11% 28% 45% 10% 7% 8 

149 19% 44% 28% 5% 5% 7 

150 21% 32% 30% 11% 5% 5 

141 17% 34% 34% 7% 8% 12 

97 45% 24% 18% 2% 11% 51 

138 34% 38% 20% 4% 5% 15 

143 28% 37% 24% 7% 4% 13 
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APPENDIX J: FAIR SCHOOL DOWNTOWN 2011 STUDENT SURVEY DATA 

REPORT 
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Overview 

FAIR School Downtown is participating in a federally funded Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) 
program to enhance school choice options for farnilies. The purpose of the survey was to gain feedback 
from students regarding d1eir experiences at d1e school for use in d1e FY 11 federal Annual Perforn1ai1ce 
Report (APR). 

Procedures 

• LRE developed d1e survey questions, prmnpts, aild responses (appendix A). 

• The sample population consisted of all students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown in grades 7'h 
d1ough 12°'. Through professional experience with chaiter schools aild other educational entities, 
LRE has detennined 7u' grade to be the grade at which students st:1.rt to have input into the choice 
of which school to attend, but also input into d1e decision to leave a pai·ticular school. Prior to this 
age, school choice is lai·gely reflective of d1e pai·ent's school choice. Since the purpose of d1e survey 
was to detern1ine how students felt about d1eir school choice option, LRE lin1ited the survey 
population to d1e group d1at most likely had input into d1at decision, which begins at 7u' grade aild 
continues d1rough 12u' grade. 

• \Vest Metro Education Prograi11 (\iVl\1EP) Superintendent, Dr. Dai1iel]ett, scheduled a tin1e 
period during schools hours for d1e administration of d1e survey. 

• Survey instructions were developed for d1e teachers to use in adn1inistering d1e survey. 

• A short explailatory pai·agraph for teachers to read aloud to d1e students was developed. 

• The survey was given in paper and pencil f orn1at. 

Data Handling & Processing 

• The surveys were collected aild n1ailed to Lai1ge Reseai-ch aild Evaluation, Inc. 

• LRE developed a code sheet for d1e survey responses. Survey responses d1at were indefinite were 
coded as invalid (99). Exainples of invalid responses include placing a check mai·k between tvvo 
response spaces, d1e selection of more responses d1ai1 allowed, or uncleai· responses. 

• The data was entered, using d1e codes, into ail Excel spreadsheet by ail outside consult:1.nt, 
Sidekick, Inc. 

• Open-ended questions were recorded verbati1n. 

• The fmished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE. 

• The data was ai1alyzed by creating frequency tables for each question/set of questions 
o Results were rounded to d1e neai·est percentage. 
o Responses indicating "don't know" or "does not apply to me" were not included in d1e 

valid number of responses for each question. 
o "Don't know" or "does not apply to n1e" responses were reported as the tota.lnumber of 

tin1es each response was selected. 

Response Rate 

Of d1e 203 students enrolled in grades 7'h-12u' at FAIR School Downtown, 92 completed d1e survey, yielding 
a 45 percent response rate. 
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Survey Findings 

Valid Male Female 
Question (n) (%) (%) 

What is your gender? 89 44% 56% 

rth 8th gth 10th 11th 12th 

Valid Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade 
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

What is your current grade? 90 0% 0% 43% 34% 22% 0% 

4 Years or 
Valid 1 Year 2 Years 3 Years More 

Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Total number of years enrolled at 
90 43% 14% 7% 36% 

FAIR School Downtown 

How did you hear about FAIR School Downtown? 

Valid Valid 
(n) (%) 

Advertisement 90 2% 

Minneapolis Public School Employee 90 2% 

My Parents 90 49% 

Another Student 90 13% 

Other 90 48% 

Question: What grades have you attended FAIR School Downtown? 

Valid Valid 
Grade (n) (%) 

Kindergarten 90 9% 

1s1 grade 90 9% 

znd grade 90 13% 

3rd grade 90 13% 

4th grade 90 18% 

5th grade 90 20% 

61
h grade 90 28% 

ih grade 90 34% 

81
h grade 90 39% 

91
h grade 90 82% 

1oth grade 90 41% 

11th grade 90 23% 

12th grade 90 0% 
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Does not 
Don't apply 

Valid Yes No know to me 
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) (n) 

Would you rather attend a school closer to your 
60 33% 67% 21 10 

home? 

Do you feel that you can participate in any 
73 77% 23% 16 2 

school activity you choose? 

Did you have input into the decision to attend 
80 61% 39% 7 2 FAIR School Downtown? 

Do you have good friends at FAIR School 
82 98% 2% 8 1 Downtown? 

Do you know who to contact if you need 
80 84% 16% 11 0 

academic support? 

Do you participate in a school tutoring or 
81 30% 70% 6 4 

support program? 

Are you satisfied with the academic support you 
69 78% 22% 17 5 receive? 

Do you need more academic support? 72 47% 53% 18 1 

Do you know who to go to with question about 
79 80% 20% 9 1 

FAIR School Downtown or its programs? 

Are you learning more at FAIR School 
56 50% 50% 21 9 Downtown than at your previous school? 

Would you attend FAIR School Downtown if 
61 38% 62% 25 4 

bus transportation were not provided? 

All of Most Some 
the of the of the Hardly Don't 

Valid time time time ever Never know 
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) 

Are you happy with FAIR School Downtown? 90 8% 48% 37% 7% 1% 1 

Do the teachers and staff make you feel 
90 41% 46% 11% 2% 0% 2 

welcome? 

Do you feel welcomed by the students? 90 20% 50% 23% 6% 1% 1 

Do you feel that you are a part of the school 
83 31% 37% 22% 8% 1% 7 

community? 

Do you feel safe on the bus that brings you to 
86 56% 28% 11% 5% 1% 6 school? 

Are you preforming well academically at FAIR 
85 27% 47% 20% 5% 1% 3 School Downtown? 

Do your teachers provide the support you need 
90 39% 33% 21% 6% 1% 1 to succeed academically? 
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Central Middle School 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 565 605 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 4% 3% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 7% 6% 

Hispanic 25% 25% 

Black 30% 33% 

White 34% 33% 

English Language Learner 20% 22% 

Special Education 14% 17% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 73% 75% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Earle Brown Elementary 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 1,066 1,106 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 1% 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 12% 

Hispanic 19% 20% 

Black 45% 44% 

White 23% 22% 

English Language Learner 26% 21% 

Special Education 14% 13% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 75% 75% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

FAIR School Downtown 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 427 463 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 4% 4% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 2% 5% 

Hispanic 6% 6% 

Black 59% 56% 

White 29% 30% 

English Language Learner 1% 1% 

Special Education 14% 13% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 57% 55% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Choice Is Yours Program Participants 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 2,181 2,245 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2% 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 11% 

Hispanic 11% 12% 

Black 64% 62% 

White 12% 13% 

English Language Learner 20% 18% 

Special Education 17% 16% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 100% 100% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Minneapolis Public School District 
Demographic Summary 

2009-2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 33,555 33,415 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 5% 5% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8% 8% 

Hispanic 18% 18% 

Black 38% 37% 

White 31% 32% 

English Language Learner 22% 21% 

Special Education 16% 18% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 65% 65% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

All Choice Is Yours Participants and All Minneapolis Students 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Choice Is Yours Participants 

Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 2,181 2,245 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2% 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 11% 

Hispanic 11% 12% 

Black 64% 62% 

White 12% 13% 

English Language Learner 20% 18% 

Special Education 17% 16% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 100% 100% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 

All Minneapolis Students* 

SY2010 SY2011 

33,555 33,415 

5% 5% 

8% 8% 

18% 18% 

38% 37% 

31% 32% 

22% 21% 

16% 18% 

65% 65% 
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Columbia Heights School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 2,880 2,926 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 3% 3% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 5% 

Hispanic 26% 26% 

Black 31% 33% 

White 34% 33% 

English Language Learner 28% 27% 

Special Education 15% 15% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 72% 73% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Hopkins School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 7,187 7,156 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 7% 

Hispanic 7% 7% 

Black 20% 21%. 

White 67% 64% 

English Language Learner 6% 7% 

Special Education 12% 12% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 32% 35% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Eden Prairie School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 9,689 9,620 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 10% 11% 

Hispanic 4% 4% 

Black 11% 12% 

White 75% 73% 

English Language Learner 5% 6% 

Special Education 10% 10% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 16% 18% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Edina School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 7,968 8,199 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 7% 7% 

Hispanic 3% 3% 

Black 6% 6% 

White 85% 84% 

English Language Learner 3% 3% 

Special Education 9% 9% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 8% 8% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Richfield School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 3,918 4,026 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 1% 1% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8% 8% 

Hispanic 34% 35% 

Black 22% 22% 

White 35% 33% 

English Language Learner 31% 32% 

Special Education 13% 14% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 62% 64% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Robbinsdale School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 11,766 11,839 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 1% 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8% 8% 

Hispanic 11% 12% 

Black 26% 27% 

White 54% 52% 

English Language Learner 11% 11% 

Special Education 13% 13% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 43% 46% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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St. Anthony-New Brighton School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 1,790 1,789 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2% 1% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8% 8% 

Hispanic 5% 6% 

Black 7% 7% 

White 78% 78% 

English Language Learner 5% 5% 

Special Education 8% 8% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 20% 20% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

St. Louis Park School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 4,335 4,343 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 1% 1% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 6% 

Hispanic 8% 9% 

Black 23% 23% 

White 62% 62% 

English Language Learner 9% 9% 

Special Education 13% 13% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 33% 35% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Wayzata School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 10,279 10,370 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 0% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 12% 

Hispanic 3% 3% 

Black 8% 8% 

White 78% 77% 

English Language Learner 2% 2% 

Special Education 8% 8% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 15% 15% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Enhanced School Programs 
Demographic Summary of Program Participants 

SY2011 
WMEP 

WMEP Earle Brown Elementary 
Central Middle Gifted & Talented Program 

Demographics Engineering Program Students and Band Students 

Student Enrollment 194 141 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 5% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 13% 

Hispanic 26% 16% 

Black 31% 35% 

White 33% 37% 

English Language Learner 19% 18% 

Special Education 0% 9% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 70% 60% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Brooklyn Center School District 
Demographic Summary 

SY201 0 - SY2011 
Demographics SY2010 SY2011 

Student Enrollment 2,238 2,296 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2% 2% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 12% 12% 

Hispanic 14% 14% 

Black 37% 38% 

White 35% 34% 

English Language Learner 17% 14% 

Special Education 12% 14% 

Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 68% 68% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Choice Is Yours Participants 
Demographic Summary By District 

SY201 0-2011 

Q) 
c ~ 

Q) •o C'O ·c ro >......, 
0... .§ c.c 

C'O -o -o 00) (/) C'O :.0(/) (/) (/) .c ·c 
E.:C c 0... G) c c:m ·s -ro 

:s2 c C'O li= :0 0 N 
::JOJ a.. Q) c .c .0 <(!1: _..J >. 
o·<ii 0 -o :.0 (.) 0 ...;a.> u5 ~ Demographics OI I w w 0:: 0:: (f)Z 

Student Enrollment (n=2,245) 16% 15% 4% 7% 5% 22% 6% 15% 10% 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 23% 0% 11% 0% 11% 23% 23% 9% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 4% 24% 0% 2% 2% 39% 4% 4% 21% 

Hispanic 42% 2% 3% 4% 13% 9% 12% 10% 5% 

Black 13% 18% 5% 9% 5% 22% 1% 18% 9% 

White 21% 2% 3% 6% 3% 23% 25% 12% 6% 

English Language Learner 26% 13% 1% 14% 7% 14% 2% 15% 9% 

Special Education 16% 13% 6% 6% 4% 23% 4% 16% 12% 

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. 

Choice Is Yours Participants 
Demographic Summary By District 

SY201 0-2011 
c ..)<:: 

Q) Q) •o ro ·c ro >......, 
0... .§ c.c 

C'O -o -o 00) (/) C'O :0(/) (/) 
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o·<ii 0 -o :.0 (.) 0 ...;a.> ~ Demographics OI I w w 0:: 0:: (f)Z U5 

Key: 
Green: Representation of demographic characteristic is 2::5% higher than the district's portion of the CIY program. 
Red: Representation of the demographic characteristic is 2::5% lower than the district's portion of the CIY program. 
Yellow: Representation of the demographic characteristic is between 4% higher or lower than the district's portion of the 
CIY program. 
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Number of schools and programs participflting in VPSC~unded sclwol cl:zoice 

1a I 
Total number ofVPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving schools receiving 

students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school choice[I](ll 

1b I 
Total number ofVPSC-funded schools receiving non-Title 1 transfers 
participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers) 

1c I 
Total number ofVPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating in school 

I 
choice (includes programs in low-performing schools) 

Seflis avllilllole fo,r new transfers or participants in schools or choice 
progrflm8 

Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving schools 

I 2a I receiving students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school 
choice 

2b 
I Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded schools receiving non-Title 1 I 

transfers participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers) 

2c 1 
Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating I 

in school choice (includes programs in low-performing schools) 

T~tfil,eapacity,ofVPS:C-J!I-nsed:sehools;.and p:rogrlmfs -(including boundary 
· fliJd baseline participation) 

Total enrollment capacity-at VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving schools 

I 3a I receiving students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school 
choice 

VPSC 201 0-20A -valuation Report 

Lange Researc. .dEvaluation, Inc. 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

APR 1a 
Meta I 75 I 72 I 73 I 69 

Table 1 

NEW I 58 I 57 I 54 I 54 

NEW 

Meta 
Table 2 I 2,356 I 2,620 I 2314 I 2865 

NEW I 5334 I 4510 I 3005 I 2146 

.NEW 

Meta 
Table 3 I 22,168 I 22,162 I 22,086 I 22,333 
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3b 

3c 

4 

4a 

4b 

4c 

4d 

4e 

5 

5a 

I 

Total enrollment capacity in VPSC-funded schools receiving non-Title 1 
transfers participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers). 

Total enrollment capacity in VPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating 
in school choice (includes programs in low-performing schools). 

The percentage of students participating at Voluntary Public School Choice 
sites who exercise school choice by changing schools. (GPRA) I 

Total number of students who exercise choice by transfening into a Title I I 
I eligible receiving schools from a Title 1 designated low-performing school[2J (a 

school that does not meet AYP for two consecutive years). 

I Total number of students who exercise choice by transferring into a VPSC-
I funded non-Title 1 eligible receiving school from any other school 

I 
Total number of students who attend a Title 1 eligible choice school as a 

I boundary student 

Total number of students who attend a non-Title 1 choice school as a boundary I 
I stu~~ 

I 
Total number of students who participate in a non-transfer VPSC-funded 

I 
program. 

'J'h:e num!Jer ofstullents wl~:o are eligible to transfer and/or participate in 
school 

I The number of students who have the option of attending participating 
I Voluntary Public School Choice schools selected by their parents (GPRA) 

Total number of students at Title 1 low-performing schools (in corrective action I 
1 

according to A YP status) eligible for transfer 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Cho1ce Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

NEW 49703 47702 47,310 42,586 

NEW 

I 5887 I 5786 I 5940 I 4765 , I 0 

Meta 
Table 4 I 2161 I 2087 I 2117 I 1444 
APR2a 

NEW I 3726 I 3699 I 3823 I 3321 

NEW I 12723 I 12717 I 13031 I 15915 

NEW I 40115 I 39398 I 38774 I 37880 

NEW 

I 26163 I 32179 I 31785 I 41054 I 0 

Meta 
I 25,556 I 31,606 I 31,220 I 31,694 

Table 5 
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5b Total number of non-Title 1 students eligible to transfer to another school 

5c Total number of students eligible to participate in non-transfer programs 

Measare6, 1.~ ···,···'. 

·.·· 
Tnlitsfer patterns· ofstudenta .. .. 

6a 
Number of students who transfer to a charter school as result of VPSC funding 

(if available or applicable) 

6b 
Number of students who transfer to a magnet school as result ofVPSC funding 

(if available or applicable) 

Number of students transferring from rural/suburban to urban schools (if 
6c 

available or applicable) 

6d 
Number of students transferring from urban to rural/suburban schools (if 

available or applicable) 

Number of students transferring from urban to urban schools (if available or 
6e 

applicable) 

Measure7 I Number of Title ].appiictllions for transfer 

7a 
Number of Title 1 applications for transfer (if applicable) as result of VPSC 

funding 

7b 
Number of offers extended for Title 1 transfer (if applicable) as a result of 

VPSC funding 

7c 
Number of Title 1 transfer offers accepted (if applicable) as a result of VPSC 

funding 

Meusuri!,B ·':• .. ,·· .' 

.· . Jy;u,l!ti/Jer of BO'IIr Title 1 applicatiom for.transfer 

8a 
Number of non-Title 1 applications for transfer (if applicable) as result ofVPSC 

funding 

8b 
Number of offers extended for non-Title 1 transfer (if applicable) as a result of 

VPSC funding 

8c 
Number of non-Title 1 transfer offers accepted (if applicable) as a result of 

VPSC funding 

Measure·9 Number of non-Title 1 applications for transfer 

9a 
Number of applications for non-transfer programs (if applicable) as result of 

VPSC funding 

VPSC 2010-20/ · -=valuation Report 

Lange ResearL 1d Evaluation, Inc. 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

i 

NEW 607 573 565 9,360 

' 

NEW 

.. 

0 0 0 0 

404 343 340 177 
! 

I 

NEW 612 528 507 510 
I 

3305 3272 3364 3641 

.· 

.. 

i 

I 

NEW 824 696 641 1190 
I 

NEW 824 696 641 999 

NEW 824 696 641 999 

: 

NEW 0 0 0 0 

NEW 0 0 0 0 

NEW 0 0 0 0 

NEW 
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9b 

9c 

lOa 

lOb 

lOc 

lla 

llb 

llc 

lld 

Number of offers extended for non-transfer programs (if applicable) as a result 
of VPSC funding 

I Number of non-transfer program offers accepted (if applicable) as a result of 
VPSC funding 

Total number of students transferring from a Title 1 low-performing school into 

1 
I a VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school who gain Qroficiency on 

English Language Arts or Reading state assessments. 

Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-performing school into a 

1 
I VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school scoring PROFICIENT OR 

ABOVE in English Language Arts or Reading state assessments 

Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-Qerforming school into a 
I VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school taking English Language Arts or 

Reading state assessments 

Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 

I I from any other school who gain Qroficiency on English Language Arts or 
Reading state assessments 

Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 
I from any other school scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in English Language I 

Arts or Reading state assessments 

Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 
I from any other school taking English Language Arts or Reading state I 

assessments 

I Total number of students who drop out of non-Title 1 transfer program I 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choace Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

NEW 

NEW 

Not on 
I I 85 I 74 I 456 

APR 

Meta 
I 825 I 868 I 895 I 2495 

Table 8 

Meta 
Table 9 I 1,419 I 1,397 I 1467 I 5514 

NEW 0 I 4 I 0 

Not on 
I I 77 I 106 I 349 

APR 

NEW I 1081 I 1136 I 1234 I 2148 

NEW I 1972 I 2006 I 2086 I 4477 

NEW I I 0 I 5 I 0 
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,.---·····-·--··-----··------·---- - -·----· ---- -· -
:' i 

Measure 12 • 
1 

.. ,. .fl'es~i";glla~age arts sea~'t:~e pel'j'ot;maneefor td;l no~rtransferprogram 
, .. ·... · ··· .·· · participants 

I2a 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 

who gain proficiency on Reading/language arts state assessments 

I2b 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 
scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in Reading/language arts state assessments 

I2c 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 

taking Reading/language arts state assessments 

I2d Total number of students who drop out of non-transfer program 

RACHI Total number of students showing gains in Reading/language arts 

RACH2 Total number of students who score proficient or above on Reading/language 
arts assessments (GPRA) 

RACH2 Total number of students who take Reading/language arts assessments (GPRA) 
... '• 

.. ,' 

Measure l3 Mmhefniltiesacademicpt!r/ormancefor.all ·Titlel· transfer students 
'' 

Total number of students transferring from a Title I low-performing school into 
13a a VPSC-funded Title I eligible receiving school who gain proficiency on 

Mathematics state assessments. 

Total number of students transferring from Title I low-performing school into a 
13b VPSC-funded Title I eligible receiving school scoring PROFICIENT OR 

ABOVE in Mathematics state assessments 

Total number of students transferring from Title I low-performing school into a 
13c VPSC-funded Title I eligible receiving school taking Mathematics state 

assessments 

I 3d Total number of students who drop out of Title I transfer program 
' .,.,, 

: "" J;lathematicsacadendcper.formllncefot non~ Title .1 tra;zsfer students . ) 

VPSC 2010-20/ -valuation Report 
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!' -

: 
: 

,,. 

Not on 
APR 

' . 

APR2c 

APR2c 

NEW 

0 I62 I80 805 

1906 2004 2I29 4643 

339I 3403 3553 999I 

Not on 59 60 86 
APR 

Meta 
Table IO 

7I2 750 809 1387 

Meta 
Table II 

I,273 I,238 1309 5497 

NEW 0 5 0 
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14a 
Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 

from any other school who gain :Qroficiency on Mathematics state assessments 

Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 
14b from any other school scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in Mathematics state 

assessments 

14c 
Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school 

from any other school taking Mathematics state assessments 

14d Total number of students who drop out of non-Title 1 transfer program 

Meaure 15 Mtithimatics acade:mic performance for all non-transfer program participants 

15a 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 

who gain 2roficiency on Mathematics state assessments 

15b 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 

scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in Mathematics state assessments 

15c 
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program 

taking Mathematics state assessments 

15d Total number of students who drop out of non-transfer program 

MACHI Total number of students showing gains in Mathematics 

MACH2 
Total number of students who score proficient or above on Mathematics 

assessments (GPRA) 

MACH2 Total number of students who take Mathematics assessments (GPRA) 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 
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Year Four Evaluation Report 

Not on 
51 73 72 

APR 

NEW 814 871 913 1322 

NEW 1529 1706 1708 4504 

NEW 2 3 0 

Not on 
APR 

APR2e 

APR2e 

NEW 

0 110 Ill 158 

1526 1621 1722 2709 

2965 2964 3017 10001 

93 



Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation 
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TRANSFERS-INCLUDING SAFE HARBOR 
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MN VPSC Participating School Districts 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (Including Safe Harbor)-Reading 

MPS WMEP Suburban District Numbers 

Group 1 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

All Students Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

American Indian/Alaskan Native No Yes No Yes 

Asian/Pacific Islander Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes 

Hispanic No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes 

Black Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

White Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English Proficient No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Special Education No No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

% Groups Making AYP 44% 56% 88% 100% 100% 75% 11% 100% 78% 100% 

MN VPSC Participating School Districts 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (Including Safe Harbor)-Math 

MPS WMEP Suburban District Numbers 

Group 1 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

All Students No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

American Indian/Alaskan Native No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Asian/Pacific Islander No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Hispanic No No Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

Black No No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English Proficient No No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

Special Education No No No Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch No No No Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes 

% Groups Making AYP 11% 33% 50% 100% 100% 22% 33% 100% 78% 100% 

MPS and FAIR School Downtown 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress Analysis (Including Safe Harbor)-Reading and Math 

Reading Math 

Minneapolis Public FAIR School Minneapolis Public FAIR School 
Group Schools Downtown Schools Downtown 

All Students Yes Yes No Yes 

American Indian/Alaskan Native No No 

Asian/Pacific Islander Yes No 

Hispanic No No 

Black Yes Yes No No 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English Proficient No No 

Special Education No Yes No No 

Free/Reduced-Price Meals No Yes No No 

%Groups Making AYP 44% 100% 11% 40% 
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MN VPSC Participating School Districts 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (Excluding Safe Harbor)-Reading 

MPS WMEP Suburban District Numbers 

Group 1 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

All Students No No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

American Indian/Alaskan Native No No No No No 

Asian/Pacific Islander No Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes 

Hispanic No No No Yes Yes No No Yes No Yes 

Black No No No No No No No No No No 

White Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English Proficient No No No No No No No No No No 

Special Education No No No No Yes No No No No No 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch No No No No No No No No No No 

%Groups Making AYP 11% 11% 11% 50% 63% 11% 11% 50% 22% 50% 

MN VPSC Participating School Districts 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (Excluding Safe Harbor)-Math 

MPS WMEP Suburban District Numbers 

Group 1 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

All Students No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

American Indian/Alaskan Native No Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Asian/Pacific Islander No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Hispanic No No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes 

Black No No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes 

White Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Limited English Proficient No No No No Yes No No Yes No No 

Special Education No No No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 

Free/Reduced-Price Lunch No No No Yes Yes No No Yes No No 

%Groups Making AYP 11% 33% 38% 78% 100% 33% 33% 100% 55% 63% 

MPS and FAIR School Downtown 
SY2011 Adequate Yearly Progress (Excluding Safe Harbor)-Reading and Math 

Reading Math 

Minneapolis Public FAIR School Minneapolis Public FAIR School 
Group 

All Students 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

Hispanic 

Black 

White 

Limited English Proficient 

Special Education 

Free/Reduced-Price Meals 

% Groups Making AYP 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 
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Schools 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

11% 

Downtown Schools Downtown 

No No Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No No No 

Yes Yes Yes 

No 

No No No 

No No No 

20% 11% 40% 
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Choice. Is Yours Participants 
1ih Grade Students' Enrollment Status at End-of-Year 

SY2008 - SY2011 

SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011 
Status at End of School Year (n=142) (n=127) (n=139) (n=160) 

Graduated 69.7% 59.1% 68.3% 77.5% 

Dropped Out 0.7% 0.0% 1.4% 1.3% 

Still enrolled at end of year 23.2% 37.8% 25.9% 16.9% 

Met all of the local graduation requirements 
6.3% 3.1% 4.3% 4.4% 

but has not passed all of the State Level tests 

Notes: Analysis excludes 12'h grade students who transferred to another school or left for extenuating circumstances, 
such as death, being committed to a correctional facility, or withdrawing from school after 15 consecutive days of 
absence. 
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Voluntary Public School Choice Program 
Fall 2007 Cohort Retention Ana 

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year. 

Voluntary Public School Choice P 
Fall 2008 Cohort Retention Ana 

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year. 

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year. 

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year. 
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Cohort Year 

Fall 2006 

Fall 2007 

Fall 2008 

Fall 2009 

Fall 2010 

Proficiency 
Categories 

(%) 

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report 

Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Cho1ce Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

Choice Is Yours Participants 
MCA Proficiency Analysis-Reading 

SY2008 - SY2011 

103 

Posttest 
WMEP MCA Proficiency Category Percentages 



Cohort Year 

Fa112006 

Fall 2007 

Fall 2008 

Fall2009 

Fall 2010 

Proficiency 
Categories 

(%) 

VPSC 2010-20 · --=valuation Report 

Lange Researc ,d Evaluation, Inc. 

Choice Is Yours Participants 
MCA Proficiency Analysis-Math 

SY2008 - SY2011 
Pretest 

MPS MCA Proficiency 

104 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

Posttest 
WMEP MCA Proficiency 
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Choice Is Yours Participants 
MCA Proficiency Analysis Effect Size*-Reading 

2010-2011 

* Effect size was calculated using the mean and standard deviation of the first year of participation compared with all 
previous and subsequent years of which data was available (http://www.uccs.edu/-faculty/lbecker/index.html). 
Generally accepted values in the range of 0.2 are considered small effects, medium effect is in the range of 0.5, and 
large effect is in the range of 0.8 (http://www.uccs.edu/-faculty/lbecker/es.htm#lll. Effect size measures for two 
dependent) 

Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) Program 
MCA Proficiency Analysis Effect Size*-Math 

2010-2011 

* Effect size was calculated using the mean and standard deviation of the first year of participation compared with all 
previous and subsequent years of which data was available (http://www.uccs.edu/-faculty/lbecker/index.html). 
Generally accepted values in the range of 0.2 are considered small effects, medium effect is in the range of 0.5, and 
large effect is in the range of 0.8 (http://www.uccs.edu/-faculty/lbecker/es.htm#lll. Effect size measures for two 
dependent) 
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Choice Is Yours Participants 
MCA Proficiency Trend Analysis-Enhanced Schools 

SY 2008 - SY2011 
Central Earle Brown FAIR School 

Middle School Elementary School Downtown 

Year Proficiency Categories Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math 

n=577 n=549 n=524 n=522 n=266 n=258 

Proficient or above 51% 43% 53% 41% 58% 48% 

SY2008 
Did not meet standards 27% 29% 23% 31% 18% 32% 
Partially meets standards 22% 28% 24% 28% 25% 20% 

Meets standards 30% 30% 31% 30% 32% 33% 
Exceeds standards 21% 12% 23% 11% 26% 15% 

n=546 n=503 n=476 n=477 n=291 n=235 
Proficient or above 43% 42% 54% 44% 64% 46% 

SY2009 
Did not meet standards 34% 34% 25% 26% 14% 26% 
Partially meets standards 24$ 24% 22% 29% 22% 28% 
Meets standards 25% 32% 32% 26% 31% 32% 
Exceeds standards 18% 10% 22% 18% 33% 14% 

n=565 n=533 n=550 n=551 n=240 n=233 
Proficient or above 47% 37% 61% 55% 64% 51% 

SY2010 
Did not meet standards 29% 33% 21% 24% 12% 26% 

Partially meets standards 23% 31% 18% 22% 24% 23% 
Meets standards 28% 30% 35% 37% 34% 32% 
Exceeds standards 19% 7% 26% 18% 30% 19% 

n=580 n=571 n=577 n=578 n=260 n=248 

Proficient or above 51% 23% 62% 43% 73% *44% 

SY2011* 
Did not meet standards 24% 50% 20% 35% 8% *34% 
Partially meets standards 25% 28% 18% 21% 19% *22% 
Meets standards 28% 19% 32% 28% 31% *31% 
Exceeds standards 23% 4% 31% 16% 42% *13% 

*Note: In SY2011, Minnesota switched to the MCA Ill Math exam for grades 3-8. As such, the percentages for the 
SY2011 analysis for Central Middle School and Earle Brown Elementary are based on this exam. The same is true for 
grades 3-8 in the FAIR School Downtown analysis; however, grade 11 is also included in the analysis, which was still 
based on the MCA II exam. 
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WMEP to MPS Transfers 
Demographic Summary 

SY2007 

Demographics 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

Number of Student Transfers 173 78 39 58 243 384 17 96 19 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 35% 9% 0% 0% 30% 9% 4% 13% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 4% 2% 6% 0% 17% 53% 2% 15% 0% 

Hispanic 26% 3% 0% 0% 48% 12% 5% 5% 1% 

Black 14% 7% 2% 3% 17% 46% 0% 9% 1% 

White 14% 9% 8% 13% 22% 20% 3% 9% 4% 

English Language Learner 19% 6% 3% 1% 41% 17% 5% 7% 0% 

Special Education 17% 7% 3% 6% 19% 36% 0% 7% 3% 

Free and Reduced-Price Meals 17% 6% 2% 3% 21% 39% 2% 8% 2% 

WMEP to MPS Transfers 
Demographic Summary 

SY2008 

Demographics 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

Number of Student Transfers 175 66 30 58 309 380 15 114 27 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 26% 3% 0% 0% 29% 29% 6% 6% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8% 2% 2% 0% 21% 51% 2% 13% 2% 

Hispanic 21% 2% 1% 1% 57% 10% 4% 4% 1% 

Black 14% 6% 2% 3% 20% 42% 0% 11% 2% 

White 13% 7% 7% 14% 23% 19% 2% 11% 4% 

English Language Learner 16% 2% 2% 0% 51% 16% 4% 8% 1% 

Special Education 18% 6% 3% 6% 27% 28% 0% 9% 2% 

Free and Reduced-Price Meals 15% 3% 0% 3% 27% 38% 2% 10% 2% 

WMEP to MPS Transfers 
Demographic Summary 

SY2009 

Demographics 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

Number of Student Transfers 171 67 39 43 288 377 16 103 32 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 31% 0% 0% 0% 31% 24% 3% 10% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 9% 2% 2% 0% 18% 53% 0% 11% 5% 

Hispanic 21% 2% 1% 2% 56% 8% 2% 8% 1% 

Black 14% 6% 4% 2% 16% 45% 1% 9% 2% 

White 12% 9% 4% 11% 27% 19% 2% 9% 5% 

English Language Learner 22% 4% 1% 2% 47% 19% 0% 4% 1% 

Special Education 17% 6% 2% 2% 22% 33% 2% 13% 4% 

Free and Reduced-Price Meals 17% 5% 3% 2% 26% 37% 1% 8% 1% 
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WMEP to MPS Transfers 
Demographic Summary 

SY2010 
Demographics 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

Number of Student Transfers 164 69 47 33 270 341 21 120 24 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 30% 6% 0% 0% 27% 15% 12% 9% 0% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 12% 2% 0% 4% 13% 58% 0% 10% 2% 

Hispanic 17% 2% 2% 2% 53% 12% 2% 10% 0% 

Black 15% 7% 4% 2% 15% 43% 1% 11% 2% 

White 12% 9% 7% 7% 28% 18% 2% 12% 5% 

English Language Learner 16% 4% 3% 2% 42% 20% 1% 12% 1% 

Special Education 19% 7% 4% 3% 23% 29% 2% 11% 3% 

Free and Reduced-Price Meals 16% 6% 3% 1% 25% 34% 2% 11% 2% 

WMEP to MPS Transfers 
Demographic Summary 

SY2011 
Demographics 13 270 272 273 280 281 282 283 284 

Student Transfers to MPS 138 52 37 21 226 349 23 104 23 

Student Ethnicity 

American Indian/Alaskan Native 25% 8% 0% 3% 17% 17% 8% 19% 3% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 5% 2% 2% 23% 52% 0% 5% 0% 

Hispanic 15% 2% 2% 0% 50% 13% 6% 10% 1% 

Black 14% 5% 3% 2% 15% 48% 1% 10% 2% 

White 13% 8% 7% 4% 27% 23% 2% 13% 4% 

English Language Learner 16% 1% 2% 2% 44% 20% 4% 12% 0% 

Special Education 12% 5% 4% 1% 19% 40% 4% 11% 3% 

Free and Reduced-Price Meals 16% 4% 2% 1% 22% 39% 3% 11% 1% 
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Choice Is Yours New Participants 
Grade Level Disaggregation by District 

Fall 2007 Cohort 
Grade Level 

District K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 All 
13 21 10 10 13 11 7 8 12 13 29 16 11 7 168 

270 5 2 6 6 8 10 7 21 5 18 12 7 5 112 
272 3 3 2 2 3 3 0 3 1 5 3 6 3 37 
273 5 6 2 3 6 4 12 5 8 12 8 4 2 77 
280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 27 32 12 13 85 
281 13 15 11 10 7 11 13 23 33 26 28 21 12 223 
282 5 2 5 3 0 2 6 6 4 12 6 3 0 54 
283 4 6 3 3 4 4 10 12 6 18 15 9 0 94 
284 8 5 3 8 4 3 8 8 9 3 5 10 1 75 

All districts 64 49 42 48 43 44 64 90 80 150 125 83 43 925 

Choice Is Yours New Participants 
Grade Level Disaggregation by District 

Fall 2008 Cohort 
Grade Level 

District K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 All 
13 21 10 5 5 6 8 7 11 5 27 9 6 5 125 

270 5 4 6 3 9 3 8 12 12 10 6 6 3 87 
272 6 2 1 1 0 0 2 4 1 8 6 6 4 41 
273 5 4 3 4 2 3 2 4 2 9 4 2 2 46 
280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 21 12 6 63 
281 18 4 12 7 8 13 14 14 22 21 20 19 10 182 
282 8 1 1 2 0 1 12 3 2 9 4 3 1 47 
283 9 7 7 8 8 9 9 13 13 24 17 10 7 141 
284 10 3 7 8 1 3 8 7 6 6 3 5 3 70 

All districts 82 35 42 38 34 40 62 68 63 138 90 69 41 802 

Choice Is Yours New Participants 
Grade Level Disaggregation by District 

Fall 2009 Cohort 
Grade Level 

District K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 All 
13 21 6 7 5 6 8 5 12 12 24 16 18 4 144 

270 11 3 3 6 4 7 7 11 8 10 16 4 1 91 
272 1 6 1 1 0 5 3 3 1 4 2 4 3 34 
273 7 6 5 1 5 4 1 2 2 4 5 1 0 43 
280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 15 5 4 52 
281 11 4 7 7 7 3 10 15 12 36 29 15 9 165 
282 3 2 0 0 1 0 12 1 0 12 8 3 0 42 
283 9 9 6 10 9 6 11 18 11 26 19 8 2 144 
284 2 2 2 0 4 1 8 2 0 1 1 2 1 26 

All districts 65 38 31 30 36 34 57 64 46 145 111 60 24 741 
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Choice Is Yours New Participants 
Grade Level Disaggregation by District 

Fall 2010 Cohort 
Grade Level 

District K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 All 
13 24 9 9 10 12 10 16 11 14 32 23 16 17 203 

270 3 7 6 5 5 3 10 13 13 9 9 3 0 86 
272 3 0 1 2 1 0 4 0 1 5 4 3 0 24 
273 1 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 10 
280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 10 5 4 44 

~ 

281 10 9 9 13 15 6 15 17 21 33 24 24 6 202 
282 4 1 0 2 0 1 3 2 1 1 5 1 1 22 
283 11 7 6 10 3 6 6 4 5 18 9 9 5 99 
284 3 1 1 1 3 2 4 1 4 1 0 1 0 22 

All districts 59 35 32 44 39 29 60 48 61 124 85 62 34 712 
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Total Choice Is Yours Participation 

4% Eden Prairie 

5% Richfield 

6% St. Anthony-New Brighton 

f% Edina 

10% Wayzata 

15% Hopkins 

15% St. Louis Park 

16% Columbia Heights 

22% Robbinsdale 

Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant 
Year Four Evaluation Report 

Choice Is Yours Population Representations by WMEP District 
Ordered from Low Percentages to High Percentages 

SY2011 
Percentage of District: English Percentage of District: Special Percentage of District: Percentage of District: 

Language Learner Education Free/Reduced-Price Meals Non-White Ethnicity 
(CIY Program= 20%) (CIY Program= 17%) (CIY Program= 100%) (CIY Program= 88%) 

2% Wayzata 8% Wayzata 8% Edina 16% Edina 

3% Edina 8% St. Anthony-New Brighton 8% Wayzata 22% St Anthony-New Brighton 

5% St. Anthony-New Brighton 9% Edina 18% Eden Prairie 23% Wayzata 

6% Eden Prairie 10% Eden Prairie 20% St. Anthony-New Brighton 27% Eden Prairie 

7% Hopkins 12% Hopkins 35% Hopkins 35% Hopkins 

9% St. Louis Park 13% Robbinsdale 35% St Louis Park 39% St. Louis Park 

11% Robbinsdale 13% St. Louis Park 46% Robbinsdale 49% Robbinsdale 

21% Minneapolis 14% Richfield 64% Richfield 66% Richfield 

27% Columbia Heights 15% Columbia Heights 65% Minneapolis 67°/J Columbia Heights 

32% Richfield 18% Minneapolis 15% Columbia Heights 68% Minneapolis 

Color Coding: Red denotes the districts with the lowest percentages of the Choice Is Yours program participants. Green denotes the WMEP districts with the highest percentages of the Choice Is Yours 
program participants. 

VPSC 201 0-2r --:valuation Report 
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