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Definitions

Project output data are used to determine the extent to which the VPSC project is being
implemented as intended. Qutputs are the direct result of the project activities, including project
products and programs. Most outputs are quantifiable, including tallies of the number of products
and programs or counts of contacts with the programs. The output data are critical to interpreting
desired outcomes as the extent to which implementation changes from the original program theory
will assist in understanding the outcome results. Criteria set by major stakeholders together with the
evaluators, evaluate whether the project was implemented as intended with the outputs used as
evidence for the implementation.”

The outcomes data as delineated in the project evaluation plan are reviewed annually
summative results presented to the project once analysis is complete. Direct outcomes are those
results that occur due to the implementation of activities and completion of associated outputs.
Intermediate outcomes result directly from outputs or mdirectly through direct outcomes.
Intermediate outcomes generally come later in a project and often represent a step between direct
outcomes and long-term outcomes. Long-term outcomes are the broadest program outcomes and
follow logically from the direct and intermediate outcomes. They are the results that fulfill the
overarching program goals. The findings will assist VPSC stalf in determining whether they are on
target to meet the overall outcomes as summarized in the project logic model.

Contextual variables are those events or circumstances that can affect the results of a project.
For example, funding shifts within a state or personnel turnover of key staff members might have an
mpact on the extent to which a project activity is implemented as intended or whether the
outcomes are met, Special attention is paid to contextual variables that might affect the results. The
information is analyzed qualitatively triangulated among various key sources before conclusions are
made.

Emerging findings are those outcomes or results that were unanticipated when the project plan
was designed. Similar to documenting contextual variables affecting final outcomes, documentation
of emerging findings are important to understanding the project’s total impact public school choice
and student performance. Emerging findings will be gathered through the survey and terview
process. In addition, the intent is to interview or survey student and family stakeholders and the
partner representatives annually to document unintended outcomes or results.

' Wested/Compass documents provided some of the definition language.
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Overall Evaluation Approach and Methodology
Approach

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

In addition to meeting with the VPSC partners, meetings were held with the US Department of
Education VPSC evaluator from the University of Indiana’s Center for Evaluation and Education
Policy (CEEP). She provided information about federal expectations and these were incorporated
mto the logic model and final evaluation plan.

Evaluation Methodologies

The evaluation addresses all of the evaluation questions through the use of qualitative and
quantitative methodologies. The evaluation questions guide the evaluation with the methodologies
chosen to gather and analyze appropriate and accessible information on the status and progress of
the project and on desired outcomes. Qualitative data analysis will follow qualitative best practices
as outlined by Miles and Huberman’s Quantitative Data Analysis (3rd ed.)17 Quantitative analysis
will be determined for each data source with details provided in a data analysis plan to be
developed at a later date.

The evaluation plan is designed to facilitate the use of similar methods and instruments across as
many activities as possible with the intent of providing a better understanding of the overall impact
of the grant. In addition, the formative evaluation will utilize data gathered through the summative
evaluation whenever possible to align with the summative plan and to provide a formative review of
the data gathered for the summative assessment.

Evaluation Procedures
The evaluation questions will be addressed through the following procedures.

1. A data collection plan/system documents the outputs, indicators of success, data source,
benchmarks, partner responsible for program component, group responsible for data
collection, and data collection due dates. The document 1s available from the evaluators.

2. Inareas where benchmarks, baseline data, or program criteria are needed, the evaluators
will convene the partner representatives and facilitate discussion on the most appropriate
benchmarks or baseline sources.

3. The evaluators will design instruments that align with the data collection plan with input
provided by partner representatives.

1" Miles, B. & Huberman, A. M. (1997). Qualitative data analysis (3" 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 with each partner group and establish logistical parameters for data
collection.

Rationale for participant inclusion

Students from these three programs were chosen because each program receives substantial
funding and support through the VPSC project.

1. Choice 1s Yours: Kach WMEP member school district receives funds from VPSC to
provide support to students who transfer through this program. In addition, marketing
funds provided by VPSC are used to promote urban to suburban school choice and
support services are available to these students through a support center funded by VPSC.

2. FAIR Downtown School: The proposal highlighted the changes that would occur at the
school to particularly attract suburban to urban school choice. Funds are used for one
particular aspect of the program—laptops in the classroom. Anecdotal reports suggest this is
an important draw for students.

3. Expanded/Enhanced Programs: Beginning in the 2010-2011 school year, funds are going
directly to schools to assist them in becoming high performing schools. Schools were
chosen based upon high transfer levels; however, the schools were not high performing
though families were exercising choice to attend them. Funds will be used to enhance
programs at these schools with the desired outcome that they will be high performing
schools providing a better result for those choosing these schools.

Baseline Data

Baseline Data. For those sources associated with the data required by the US Department of
Education, the 2008-2009 school year will serve as the baseline year. Baseline years will be
determined by a review of the initial implementation of an activity for other program components.
Cohorts will be established based upon the number of years they have been involved in VPSC
services. Pre-post data will be gathered as appropriate on these groups with details provided in the
data analysis plan.

Data Sources and Instruments

Data will be collected annually for most outputs and outcomes from several data sources. The
detailed data collection plan includes all of the data collection logistical imformation. Whenever
possible, the evaluators will use existing data collection practices to alleviate logistical issues. It is
expected that a close relationship between each of the partners and the evaluators will facilitate data
gathering given the students are choosing a wide variety of schools that cross over several school
districts.
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APPENDIX C: OUTCOMES, OUTPUTS AND INDICATORS OF
SUCCESS |
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Overview

The following tables summarize proposed outcomes, outputs, and indicators of success and data
sources for the evaluation of the Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Project. Definitions
are provided below for each of the categories included in the tables. The material included in the
tables corresponds to the draft logic model; however, more details are included i the tables.
Outcomes and outputs required by the US Department of Education are also included on the
tables and referred to as “program outcomes/outputs” with other outcomes 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
mndicating those in the proposal that are not included at this time.

Definitions

Outputs - Qutputs are the direct results of the project activities, including project products and
programs. Most outputs will be quantifiable, including tallies of the number of products and
programs or counts of the customer contacts with those products and programs.

Direct/Intermediate Outcomes - Direct outcomes are what participants do or become as a
result of outputs. Usually, direct outcomes are changes in the participants’ actions or behaviors
based on knowledge or skills acquired through project outputs. Intermediate outcomes result either
directly from outputs or indirectly through direct outcomes. They generally come later in time than
direct outcomes and often represent a step between direct outcomes and long-term outcomes.

Long-term Outcomes - Long-term outcomes are the broadest program outcomes and follow
logically from the direct and intermediate outcomes. They are the results that fulfill the program’s
goals, Outputs, direct outcomes, and intermediate outcomes all contribute to the achievement of
the long-term outcomes. Although the long-term outcomes represent fulfillment of the purpose of
the program, they may or may not represent the achievement of a desired larger program impact.
That is, the program may have an anticipated impact that is beyond the immediate scope of the
program, either temporally or conceptually, and thus beyond the scope of the logic model. Such an
outcome will appear in the logic model in a dotted box.

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report
Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 45




Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant

Year Four Evaluation Report

Outputs, Data Sources, and Benchmarks

Annual Outputs—Student and Family Outreach Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks
°  Marketing plan Plan completed according to timeline and criteria-RR
°  Marketing materials Materials created as per plan-RR
Distributed marketing materials Number of each material distributed-RR
e Families reached through marketing Percent of families indicating they received materials-S
«  Family and student perception of marketing materials Percent of families reporting positive view of materials-S
Annual Outputs—School Choice Options/Expansion Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks
e Participating schools, seats, capacity, applications, test participation, and transfer Numbers as per US Dept. of Ed. Guidelines—RR
patterns Number of participants per US Dept. of Ed. guidelines—RR
» CIY, FAIR, magnet school participants (using US Dept. of Ed. Definitions) Program changes as per grant and logic model criteria—RR and O
°  Program changes at FAIR School Downtown that align with grant proposal and logic Percent of potential prospects reached—RR
model Percent of dual-credit participants enrolling due to VPSC—S
= First-generation college prospects reached through dual credit marketing efforts Number of FAIR, magnet school participants receiving transportation—RR
e 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 Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks
e Evidence of CISS services as per contractual agreement and logic model Record of services as per contract—RR
s Choice students aware of services Percent of Choice students aware of services—S
»  Choice students receiving services according to plan Percent of Choice student receiving services by plan—S, RR
o Families and students satisfied with services Percent of families and students satisfied with services—S
o Teachers using services Percent of teachers using services—S
«  Plans for support at school level Percent of participating schools with plans—RR
Annual Outputs—Staff Support Indicators and Data Source(s) Benchmarks
* Teachers being trained Percent of teachers with VPSC students who are trained—S
» Participants in each Leadership Academy cohort Number of participants in LA cohort—RR
*  Leadership Academy satisfaction Number of LA participants satisfied with LA—S

Data Sources: RR=Record Review, S=Survey, O=0bservation
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U.S. Department of Education Required Outcomes/Outputs, Indicators, Data Sources, and Benchmarks

Program Outcomes/Objectives Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmark
VPSC Program Objective 1: Students transferring from a Title | VPSC INDICATOR: Number and percentage of students who score
designated low-performing school to a Title | VPSC-funded high- proficient or above in reading and mathematics after transfer
performing school will score proficient or above in reading and Data Sources: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments If
mathematics.
VPSC Program Objective 2: There will be increased academic
performance in reading and mathematics for students transferring into
a VPSC funded non-Title | school from any other non-Title | school.
VPSC Program Objective 3: Students transferring from a Title | low- VPSC INDICATOR: Percentage of students who gain proficiency in
performing school to a VPSC funded Title | designated high performing | reading and mathematics after transfer
school will gain proficiency in mathematics and reading. Data Sources: Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments I/
VPSC Program Objective 4: Students transferring into a VPSC-
funded non-Title | school from any other non-Title | school will gain
proficiency in mathematics and reading.
Direct VPSC Project Outcomes Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks

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

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

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.

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

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

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 Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks
There will be enhanced parental involvement for participating VPSC Percent of families whose record of involvement increases after
families transfer
e Data Source: Parent and Teacher Surveys
There will be improved competencies for leaders and staff participating Percent of participants who demonstrate competency via their
in VPSC-related training. projects, portfolios, and competency checklists (training dependent)
o Data Sources: Projects, portfolios, competency checklists
Intermediate VPSC Project Outcomes Indicator and Data Source(s) Benchmarks

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

Participation rates in each of the funded programs
. Data Sources: Enrollment Records

There will be improved outcomes for VPSC student participants.

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 I, graduation data, retention
data, Student Survey

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

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

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.

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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REPORT
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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) program. The Choice Is Yours gives low-income
Minneapolis families more options to attend suburban schools. The purpose of the survey was to
gain feedback from parents regarding their experiences with the school for use in the FY 11 federal
Annual Performance Report (APR) and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA)
Report. :

Survey Population

There were 2,153 students who participated in the CIY program in 2010. Of that total, 90
randomly selected parents of participating students were required to be surveyed in order to
produce a 10 percent sampling error. Thus, a sufficiently large random sample was drawn of the
total population such that 90 CIY parents could be reached via the phone calls to take the survey.

Procedures

* LRE developed the phone interview protocols (appendix A).
*  Anthony Galloway, Student Learning Programs Specialist for the West Metro Education
Program (WMEP) conducted the surveys during the months of January, February, and

March 2011.

Data Handling & Processing

°  Anthony converted his handwritten notes into electronic format and sent them in Excel
format to LRE.

e LRE coded the data.

o For the question regarding how the parent heard about the Choice Is Yours
Program, a number of respondents reported having heard about the program via
the interview phone call itself in the ‘other’ category. Thus, ‘other’ responses of this
nature were coded as a separate response, apart from the other ‘other’ responses.

o Tor the question regarding whether the parent was aware of school options for
their child, one parent responded that they were not aware of another options, but
followed up by referencing “Minneapolis Public Schools.” Thus, because the
parent was in fact aware of another option for their child by their identification of
Minneapolis Public Schools, the “no” response was negated and changed to a
“yes” to reflect their knowledge of other options.

o For the question regarding the other school options of which the parents were
aware, parents listed both school districts and specilic schools of which they were
aware their child could attend. LRE coded the responses to reflect the parents
being aware of:

1. Minneapolis Public School options only;

2. Minneapolis Public School options and the Choice Is Yours Program; or

3. Mimmeapolis Public School options and a specific West Metro Education
Program suburban school/districts.

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

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 know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total
number of times each response was selected, as opposed to a percentage of the

total.

Response Rate

Of the 2,158 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 / 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)
gg\évi(ga:gyyyéia:;has your child participated in the 88 34% 309, 24% 0

Question: What school did your child attend through the Choice Is Yours Program in 2009-20107?

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 tegchers provided the support your child needed to succeed 89 65% 35% 0
academically?
Have you been provided the information you need regarding school support o o
; . / ) . 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
programs? 89 67% 33% 0
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 |
received when o o o o
choosing a school for 60 47% 25% 25% 3% / 22
my child.
The enroliment 65 72% 18% 8% 2% 4 20
process. ° ° ° °
Parent involvement o o o
opportunities. 85 42% 19% 24% 15% 0 4
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 o 0 o
policies. 89 46% 24% 19% 11% 0 0
Bus safety. 89 73% 20% 3% 3% 0 0
In general, the Choice
Is Yours school your o o o o
child attended in 89 63% 25% 10% 2% 0 0
2009-2010.

Question: How would you describe your child’s academic progress at the Choice Is Yours suburban school?
Improved Improved Same as Declined Declined
Valid alot a little Before CIY a little a lot Don’t know
(n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n)

Reading 81 25% 26% 33% 16% 0% 2

Math 84 5% 25% 38% 25% 7% 3
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DATA REPORT
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Overview

Columbia Heights Central Middle School (CMS) participates in the federally funded Voluntary
Public School Choice (VPSC) program to enhance school choice options for families, Specifically,
CMS uses the funds to enhance media arts and engineering programs. 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 Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Report.

Procedures

LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, and responses (appendix A).
The sample population consisted of parents of all Central Middle School students who
were enrolled a media arts and/or engineering course.
LRE obtained the primary mailing addresses for the parents whose children were enrolled
in these courses from Principal Mary Bussman. There were many duplicate mailing
addresses. There were two reasons for this:
1. Students may be enrolled in multiple media arts courses and/or multiple
engineering courses;
A single family may have multiple children enrolled at the school; and
3. A single family may have multiple children enrolled at the school, each of which
may be enrolled in multiple media arts and/or multiple media arts and engineering
courses,

bo

To ensure that these parents were not oversampled, duplicate addresses were removed
from the sample and parents were instructed to fill out the survey for their oldest child
enrolled at CMS.

A cover letter, pencil and paper survey, and postage-paid and pre-addressed envelope were
mailed to the homes of the parents within the unduplicated sample population.

In order to increase the legitimacy of the survey, the cover letter was printed on CMS
letterhead and signed by Principal Mary Bussman. The survey was also mailed in a school
envelope,

Surveys were mailed on April 19" with a printed due date of May 1*. Surveys responses
were accepted until May 6",

Data Handling & Processing

Parents mailed their surveys back to LRE using the postage-paid and pre-addressed
envelope provided to them.
LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were
indefinite were coded as invalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a
check mark between two response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or
unclear responses.
The data was entered, using the codes, into an Excel spreadsheet by an outside consultant,
Sidekick, Inc.
Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim.
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 nearest percentage.

o Responses mdicating “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 me” responses were reported as the total
number of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages.

Response Rate

Of the 341 surveys that were mailed 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)
e e sehoglptons oryouwrchld. | yg | |z 2
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 alot a little improvement a little alot 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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Don’t
Valid Yes No know
Question (n) (%) (%) (n)
Has it been clear whom to contact if your child needed academic support? 40 75% 25% 5
Has your child participated in a school tutoring or support program? 41 32% 68% 3
Has your child ever needed more academic support at school than he/she 45 64% 36% 0
received?
Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed
academicaliy? 40 83% 17% 3
Havg you_been Aprowded thg information you need regarding school support 3g 59% 41% 6
services, including academic support services?
Have teachers made you feel welcome? 45 93% 7% 0
Have you known to whom to go to with questions about Central Middie o
School or its programs? 43 74% 26% L
Have you felt that your child could participate in any school activity he/she 40 80% 20% 5
chose?
Has the school provided you with the information you need regarding
enrichment opportunities 42 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
. . 44 959 459 0
(e.g. open houses, volunteer opportunities, conferences with teachers and % %
school administration)?
Somewhat | Somewhat Does not Don’t
Valid | Satisfied satisfied | dissatisfied | Dissatisfied | apply to me know
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n) {n)
The assistance |
received when choosing | 31 77% 13% 0% 10% 9 2
a school for my child.
The enroliment process. | 40 78% 8% 10% 3% 3 2
Parent involvement 41 63% 229 5% 10% 1 2
opportunities.
The communication you
received from Central 45 69% 13% 2% 16% 0 0
Middle School.
The academic support
your child received from | 44 59% 23% 4% 14% 1 0
Central Middle School.
Central Middle School's | 4, 60% 17% 9% 14% 0 3
discipline policies.
In general, the Central
Middie School. 44 64% 20% 2% 14% 0 1
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APPENDIX F: EARLE BROWN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 2011 PARENT
SURVEY DATA REPORT

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report
Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 58




Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant
Year Four Evaluation Report

Overview

Earle Brown Elementary School participates in the federally funded Voluntary Public School
Choice (VPSC) program to enhance school choice options for families. Specifically, Earle Brown
uses the funds to enhance its band program and Gifted and Talented Program. 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 Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Report.

Procedures

LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, and responses (appendix A).
The sample population consisted of parents of students enrolled at Earle Brown
Elementary who were involved in the band and/or Gifted and Talented Program.
LRE obtained the primary mailing addresses for the parents whose children were enrolled
in these programs from the Superintendent Keith Lester. There were a few duplicate
mailing addresses. There were two reasons for this:

1. Students may be enrolled in both the band program and the Gifted and Talented

Program:;
2. A single family may have multiple children enrolled at the school; and
3. A single family may have multiple children enrolled at the school, each of which
may be enrolled in both the band program and the Gifted and Talented Program.

To ensure that these parents were not oversampled, duplicate addresses were removed
from the sample and parents were instructed to [ill out the survey for their oldest child
enrolled at Farle Brown Elementary.
A cover letter, pencil and paper survey, and postage-paid and pre-addressed envelope were
mailed to the homes of the parents within the unduplicated sample population.
In order to increase the legiimacy of the survey, the cover letter was printed on WMEP
letterhead and signed by WMEP Superintendent Dr. Daniel Jett. The survey was mailed in
a Lange Research and Evaluation envelope, as LRE did not have access to school
envelopes.
Surveys were mailed on April 19" with a printed due date of May 1*. Surveys responses
were accepted until May 6”,

Data Handling & Processing

Parents mailed their surveys back to LRE using the postage-paid and pre-addressed
envelope provided to them.
LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were
mdefinite were coded as invalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a
check mark between two response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or
unclear responses.
The data was entered, using the codes, into an Excel spreadsheet by an outside consultant,
Sidekick, Inc.
Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim,
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 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.
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o  “Don’t know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total
number of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages.

Response Rate

Of the 96 surveys that were mailed to Earle Brown Elementary parents, three were returned due to
incorrect addresses. Of 93 that were successfully mailed, 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 1% 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)
e A :
Question: How would you describe your child’s academic progress at Earle Brown Elementary?
Improved Improved No Declined Declined
Valid alot a little improvement a little alot 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
received? 23 22% 78% 3
Have teachers provided the support your child needed to succeed o o
academically? 24 96% 4% 2
Have you been provided the information you need regarding school 21 719 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 o o
Elementary or its programs? 24 63% 37% 2
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 |
received when o o o o
choosing a school 25 68% 24% 0% 8% L 0
for my child.
The enrollment 25 76% 20% 0% 4% 0 0
process.
Parent involvement o o o o
opportunities. 25 72% 24% 0% 4% 0 1
The communication
you received from o o o o
Earle Brown 26 73% 19% 0% 8% 0 0
Elementary.
The academic
support your child o o o o
received from Earle 26 69% 27% 0% 4% 0 0
Brown Elementary.
Earle Brown
Elementary’s 25 68% 16% 4% 12% 0 1
discipline policies.
In general, the Earle o o o o
Brown Elementary. 26 7% 19% 0% 4% 0 0
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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 families, The purpose of the survey was to gain feedback

from students regarding their experiences at the school for use in the FY 11 federal Annual Performance
Report (APR).

Procedures

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

The sample population consisted of all parents of students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown in
grades K-12".

LRE obtained the primary mailing addresses for the parents whose children were enrolled in these
courses from the FAIR School Downtown administration. There were a few duplicate mailing
addresses, as a single family may have multiple children enrolled at FAIR School Downtown.

To ensure that parents with multiple enrolled children were not oversampled, duplicate addresses
were removed from the sample and parents were instructed to fill out the survey for their oldest
child enrolled at the school.

A cover letter, pencil and paper survey, and postage-paid and pre-addressed envelope were mailed
to the homes of the parents within the unduplicated sample population.

In order to increase the legiimacy of the survey, the cover letter was printed on WMEP letter and
signed by WMEP Superintendent, Dr. Daniel Jett. The survey was sent in a school envelope, as
well.

Surveys were mailed on March 17" with a printed due date of March 31°. Surveys responses were

nd

accepted until April 22",

Data Handling & Processing

Parents mailed their surveys back to LRE using the postage-paid and pre-addressed envelope
provided to them,

LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses, Survey responses that were indefinite were
coded as invalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a check mark between two
response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or unclear responses.

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

o Adfter recewving the surveys from the parents, LRE noticed a pattern in the question
referring to how the parent heard about FAIR School Downtown. A number of
respondents reported having heard about the school by their child having previously
attended FAIR Crystal (another WMEP School) in the ‘other’ category. Thus, ‘other’
responses of this nature were coded as a separate response, apart from the other ‘other’
responses.

Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim.
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 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  “Dor’t know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total number of
times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages.
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Response Rate

Of the 361 surveys that were mailed to FAIR School Downtown parents, 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)
et e ol s gotons for your e 7 :
Question: How did you hear about FAIR School Downtown?
Valid Valid
(n) (%)
My Child 82 8%
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%
Attended FAIR Crystal 82 7%
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 79 529% 48% o
program?
Has your child ever needed more academic support at school! 80 27% 73% 2
than he/she received?
Have tegchers provided the support your child needed to succeed 75 92% 8% 4
academically?
Have you been provided the information you need regarding o o
school support services, including academic support services? 74 7% 23% 6
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% P
School Downtown or its programs?
Have you felt that your child could participate in any school o o
activity he/she chose? 76 95% 5% 4
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 |
received when o o o 0
choosing a school 4 75% 20% 4% 1% 8 1
for my child.
The enrollment o o o o
process. 79 81% 1% 8% 0% 2 1
Parent involvement o o o
opportunities. 80 81% 12% 4% 3% 0 1
The communication
you received from o o o 0
FAIR School 81 54% 26% 8% 12% 0 0
Downtown.

The academic

support your child
received from FAIR 9 7% 10% 10% 3% 1 0

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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Overview

The Choice Is Yours Program is funded through a variety of sources, one of which is the Voluntary
Public School Choice (VPSC) program. The Choice Is Yours gives low-income Minneapolis
families more options to attend suburban schools. The purpose of the survey was to gain feedback
from students regarding their school experiences for use in the FY 11 federal Annual Performance

Report (APR) and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Report.

Survey Population

The sample population consisted of 7" through 12" grade students who were enrolled at a West
Metro Education Program (WMEP) school and had a CIY haison/staff person(s) that could
facilitate the survey administration. The sample population consisted of ten schools from six
school districts. They include:

o Edina High School

o Edina South View Middle School

o Edina Valley View Middle School

o Richfield High School

o Robbinsdale Middle School

o Plymouth Middle School

o Hopkins West Junior Middle School
o Hopkins North Junior Middle School
o Hopkins High School

o Eden Prairie High School

Columbia Heights is a suburban WMEP district that has CIY students enrolled in their district, as
well. However, in addition to Choice Is Yours students, this district also receives VPSC funding to
enhance their band program and Gifted and Talented program. Thus, separate survey efforts were
conducted at this district.

Because three WMEP suburban member districts did not have CIY staff person(s), they were not
included m the survey population. These districts include: St. Anthony-New Brighton, St. Louis
Park, and Wayzata. The decision to only survey schools that had a CIY staff person for
administration was based on experience of trying to survey the CIY student population in the past.
Some districts do not wish to identify students who participate in the CIY Program for fear of
singling them out among their peers. For this reason, these districts have been unwilling to bring
attention to these students by calling them together to administer the survey. Thus, we decided to
survey only districts that, by way of designating a staff member to work with CIY students, suggest
openness to identifying the students.

The sample population consisted of all students enrolled at a WMEP suburban member district in
grades 7" though 12", Through professional experience with charter schools and other educational
entities, LRE has determined 7" grade to be the grade at which students start to have mput into the
choice of which school to attend, but also input into the decision to leave a particular school. Prior
to this age, school choice is largely reflective of the parent’s school choice. Since the purpose of the
survey was to determine how students felt about their school choice option, LRE limited the survey
population to the group that most likely had input into that decision, which begins at 7" grade and
continues through 12" grade.
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Procedures

°  LRE developed the survey questions, prompts, and responses.

e Anthony Galloway, Student Learning Programs Specialist for WMEP, sent an introductory
email 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 number of surveys needed (based on the number of CIY students within the
Jjurisdiction described in 1); and

3. The address to which the surveys should be mailed.

¢ LRE mailed packages of the specified number 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 mailed, mid-
way through the survey administration period, and three days before the deadline.

e The CIY contacts were to administer, collect, and return the surveys via mail by 31
business days later.

*  For districts that could not meet this deadline, LRE personally picked up the surveys from
the school.

Data Handling & Processing

e LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were
indehinite (such as a check mark being placed in between two responses or selection of
more responses than allowed) were coded as invalid (99).

*  Open-ended responses were recorded verbatim.

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

*  Open-ended questions were recorded verbatim.

e 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 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 know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total
number of times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages.

Response Rate

¢ 871 surveys were mailed to the schools within the survey population. However, because
districts may have requested a few extra surveys, this number should not be considered an
exact number of CIY students enrolled in these schools.

° 521 surveys were returned to LRE from eight of the nine schools that were sent surveys.
LRE made contact with the supervisor (via Anthony Galloway) of the liaison from Hopkins
High School. However, the liaison never responded to LRE regarding the surveys that
were sent to him/her by the request of his/her supervisor.
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This produces approximately a 60% response rate, given that districts may have slightly

inflated the number of surveys needed to survey all of their CIY students.

Survey Findings

7ﬂ| 8fh gth 1 oth 1 11h 1 zth
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 o o 9 o
Is Yours School. 483 35% 17% 12% 35%
Question: What grades have you attended a Choice Is Yours school?
Valid Valid
Grade (n) (%)
Kindergarten 56 1%
1% grade 59 11%
2" grade 70 14%
3" grade 88 17%
4" grade 116 23%
5" grade 134 26%
6" grade 178 35%
7" grade 218 43%
8" grade 194 38%
9" grade 214 42%
10" grade 167 33%
11" grade 91 18%
12" grade 42 8%
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Valid Yes No Don’t know
Question (n) (%) (%) (n)
Would you rather attend a school closer 389 299, 78% 122
to your home?
Do you feel that you can participate in o o
any school activity you choose? 462 87% e 48
Did you have input into the decision to o o
transfer to this school? 435 67% 33% 69
SDshxg:J’?have good friends at this 496 97% 3% 11
Do you know who to contact if you need o o
academic support? 464 80% 20% 42
Do you participate in a school tutoring o o
or support program? arz 28% 2% 35
Are you satisfied with the academic o
support you receive? 433 85% 15% 70
Do you need more academic support? 411 45% 55% 92
Do you know who tq go to with question 468 81% 19% 39
about the school or its programs?
Are you learning more at this school o o
than at your Minneapolis school? 363 86% 14% 135
Would you attend this school if bus o o
transportation were not provided? 369 42% 58% 139

All of Most of | Some
the the of the Hardly Don’t

Valid time time time ever Never know
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n)
Are you happy with your current school? 500 29% 43% 21% 5% 2% 6
Do the teachers and staff make you feel
welcome? 504 38% 39% 19% 3% 1% 4
Do you feel welcomed by the students? 494 34% 40% 21% 3% 2% 11
Do you feel that you are a part of the o o o o o
school community? 491 38% 32% 21% 5% 4% 12
Do you feel safe on the bus that brings 496 65% 229 8% 3% 29, 13
you to school?
Are you preforming well academically at
this school? 499 26% 44% 26% 4% 1% 6
Do your teachers provide the §uppor1 499 41% 40% 14% 39 1% 5
you need to succeed academically?
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Overview

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

Procedures

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

e The sample population consisted of students enrolled at Central Middle School in grades 7" and 8"
who were currently enrolled in a media arts and/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 7"
though 8". Through professional experience with charter schools and other educational entities,
LRE has determined 7" grade to be the 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 particular school. Prior to this
age, school choice 1s largely reflective of the parent’s school choice. Since the purpose of the survey
was to determine how students felt about their school choice option, LRE limited the survey
population to the group that most likely had input into that decision, which begins at 7" grade and
continues through 8" grade.

*  Principal Mary Bussman distributed the surveys to her stall members that teach courses in media
arts or engineering at a staff meeting. The administration of the surveys occurred during school
hours over two days.

°  The survey was given in paper and pencil format.

Data Handling & Processing

*  The surveys were administered and collected by the teachers and returned to the school office,
where LRE retrieved them.

*  While the survey population was restricted to the 7" and 8" grade students, the classes that were
surveyed were not. Thus, surveys where the student who indicated a grade level of six were
removed [rom the data.

* LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were indefinite were
coded as mvalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a check mark between two
response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or unclear responses.

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

*  Open-ended questions were recorded verbatim.

*  The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE.

¢ The data was analyzed by creating [requency tables for each question/set of questions

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 know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total number of
times each response was selected (n), as opposed to percentages.
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Response Rate

*  The total enrollment in the media arts and engineering courses at CMS equals 378.
However, because a single student may be enrolled in numerous media arts and/or
engineering course, this count is not reflective of the unique number of students in these

courses.

e 156 surveys were returned to LRE.

e This yields a response rate of 41 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 6" Grade 7" Grade 8" Grade
Question (n) (%) (%) (%)
What grades have you attended Central Middle
School? 150 67% 89% 71%
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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Does not
apply
Valid Yes No Don’t know to me
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) (n)
Do you feel that you can participate in o o
any school activity you choose? 120 88% 12% 24 "
Did you have input into the decision to o o
attend Central Middle School? 102 61% 39% 46 8
Do you have good friends at Central o o
Middle School? 41 94% 6% 10 4
Do you know who to contact if you need o o
academic support? 112 66% 34% 30 14
Do you participate in a school tutoring 114 23% 77% 16 25
or support program? ° °
Are you satisﬁed.with the academic 91 64% 36% 32 28
support you receive?
Do you need more academic support? 100 27% 73% 34 20
Do you know who to go to with question
about Central Middle School or its 120 69% 31% 26 8
programs?
Are you learning more at Central Middle o o
School than at your previous school? 90 52% 48% 42 23
All of Most of | Some of | Hardly Don’t
Valid the time | the time | the time ever Never know
Question (n) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (n)
g;igglt; happy with Central Middle 149 11% 28% 45% 10% 7% 8
\[,Dwoekt}r;;t:?chers and staff make you feel 149 19% 44% 28% 5% 5% 7
Do you feel welcomed by the students? 150 21% 32% 30% 11% 5% 5
Yy Y
Do you Cf;f]';huarf“{fi,” are a part of the 141 17% 34% 34% 7% 8% 12
)l/):uytcgusf:hegoslgfe on the bus that brings 97 45% 24% 18% 20, 1% 51
Are you preforming well academically at
Central Middle School? 138 34% 38% 20% 4% 5% 15
Do your teachers provide the support you o o o o o,
need to succeed academically? 143 28% 37% 24% 7% 4% 13
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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 families. The purpose of the survey was to gain feedback

from students regarding their experiences at the school for use in the FY 11 federal Annual Performance
Report (APR).

Procedures

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

e The sample population consisted of all students enrolled at FAIR School Downtown in grades 7*
though 12°. Through professional experience with charter schools and other educational entities,
LRE has determined 7" grade to be the 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 particular school. Prior to this
age, school choice is largely reflective of the parent’s school choice. Since the purpose of the survey
was to determine how students felt about their school choice option, LRE limited the survey
population to the group that most likely had input into that decision, which begins at 7* grade and
continues through 12" grade.

e West Metro Education Program (WMEP) Superintendent, Dr. Daniel Jett, scheduled a time
period during schools hours for the administration of the survey.

*  Survey instructions were developed for the teachers to use in administering the survey.

* A short explanatory paragraph for teachers to read aloud to the students was developed.

®  The survey was given in paper and pencil format.

Data Handling & Processing

e The surveys were collected and mailed to Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc.

*  LRE developed a code sheet for the survey responses. Survey responses that were indefinite were
coded as invalid (99). Examples of invalid responses include placing a check mark between two
response spaces, the selection of more responses than allowed, or unclear responses.

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

¢ Open-ended questions were recorded verbatim,

e The finished spreadsheet was sent electronically to LRE.

*  The data was analyzed by creating frequency tables for cach question/set of questions

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 know” or “does not apply to me” responses were reported as the total number of
times each response was selected.

Response Rate

Of the 208 students enrolled in grades 7"-12" at FAIR School Downtown, 92 completed the 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%
7th Bth gth 1 Oih 1 1lh 1 21h
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
FAIR School Downtown % 43% 14% 7% 36%
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%
1* grade 90 9%
2" grade 90 13%
3" grade 90 13%
4" grade 90 18%
5" grade 90 20%
6" grade 90 28%
7" grade 90 34%
8" grade 90 39%
9" grade 90 82%
10" grade 90 41%
11" grade 90 23%
12" grade 90 0%
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Does not
Don’t apply
Valid Yes No know to me
Question (n) (%) (%) (n) (n)
X\(I)%:Jéq?you rather attend a school closer to your 60 339% 67% 21 10
Do you feel that you can participate in any o o
school activity you choose? 73 7% 23% 16 2
Did you have input into the decision to attend
FAIR School Downtown? 80 61% 39% / 2
ngggcvi\’/?e good friends at FAIR School 82 98% 29 8 1
Do you know who to contact if you need
academic support? 80 84% 16% " 0
Do you participate in a school tutoring or
support program? 81 30% 70% 6 4
ﬁ;rge)i/\(/);?satlsﬁed with the academic support you 69 78% 22% 17 5
Do you need more academic support? 72 47% 53% 18 1
Do you know who to go to with question about o
FAIR School Downtown or its programs? 79 80% . ° !
Are you learning more at FAIR School
Downtown than at your previous school? 56 50% 50% 21 9
Would you attend FAIR School Downtown if o o
bus transportation were not provided? 61 38% 62% 25 4
All of Most Some
the of the | ofthe | 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
\?/Zlé';?n t:gchers and staff make you feel 20 41% 46% 11% 29, 0% P
Do you feel welcomed by the students? 90 20% 50% 23% 6% 1% 1
ngg;t:l;iil)that you are a part of the school 83 31% 37% 229, 8% 1% 7
sDé)h)ég:J?feel safe on the bus that brings you to 86 56% 28% 11% 5% 1% 5
é;ehgg’us)oraf&m?‘% well academically at FAIR 85 27% 47% 20% 5% 1% 3
Do your teachers provide the support you need
to succeed academically? 90 39% 33% 21% 6% 1% !

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report
Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 78




Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant
Year Four Evaluation Report

APPENDIX K: DEMOGRAPHIC TABLES

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report
Lange Research and Evaluation, inc. ' 79




Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant
‘ Year Four Evaluation Report

Central Middle School
Demographic Summary
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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
SY2010 - 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
SY2010 - SY2011

Demographics SY2010 SY2011

Student Enroliment 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 Enroliment 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
SY2010 - SY2011

Choice Is Yours Participants All Minneapolis Students*

Demographics SY2010 SY2011 §Y2010 SY2011

Student Enroliment 2,181 2,245 33,555 33,415

Student Ethnicity

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2% 2% 5% 5%
Asian/Pacific Islander 11% 11% 8% 8%
Hispanic 11% 12% 18% 18%
Black 64% 62% 38% 37%
White 12% 13% 31% . 32%
English Language Learner 20% 18% 22% 21%
Special Education 17% 16% 16% 18%
Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 100% 100% 65% 65%

* Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Columbia Heights School District Q
Demographic Summary
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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
SY2010 — 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
SY2010 — SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enrolliment 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
SY2010 — 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
SY2010 - 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
SY2010 - 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
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics S§Y2010 SY2011
Student Enroliment 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 Enroliment 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
SY2010 - SY2011
Demographics SY2010 SY2011

Student Enroliment 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.

VPSC 2010-2011 Evaluation Report
Lange Research and Evaluation, Inc. 85




Minnesota Voluntary Public School Choice Grant
Year Four Evaluation Report

Choice Is Yours Participants
Demographic Summary By District
SY2010-2011
@ g 151 %
5 1E8| S| s
gg| £ ¢ | 2| 5 85| 3| %
3o | & 3 £ £ 3 | <z | = 5
Demographics St | £ hi & 4 g | B2 | & 2
Student Enrollment (n=2,245) 16% 15% 4% 7% 5% 22% 6% 15% 10%
Student Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaskan Native 23% 0% 11% 0% 1% 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
SY2010-2011
o o 251 %
@ 'E o o 5 -SC!) % ©
fzle S| |2 E 5 88
ERe) 5 5 c £ 8 <z 3 =
Demographics §2 £ & & 14 & B2 [ =
Student Enrollment 16% 15% 4% 7% 5% 22% 6% 15% 10%
Student Ethnicity

American Indian/Alaskan Native

Asian/Pacific Islander

Hispanic
Black

White

English Language Learner
Special Education

Key:

Green: Representation of demographic characteristic is 25% higher than the district’s portion of the CIY program.

Red: Representation of the demographic characteristic is 25% 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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Minnesota

_ Measures

‘ Capacitv

Proposed Indicators

 Alignme

2007-08
Year |
(Baseline)

2011-12
 Year

2008-09  2009-10  2010-11

o  Year2 | Year3  VYeard

APR

la Total number of VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving schools receiving A;}:t;a 75 79 73 69
students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school choice!11? Table 1 -
b Totzjtl 'Ilun-]bel: of VPSC—fur}ded'schools receiving non—'ljlt;e 1 transfers NEW 58 57 54 54
participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers)
le Total number of VPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating in school NEW

choice (includes programs in low-performing schools)

Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving schools Meta
2a receiving students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school Table 2 2,356 2,620 2314 2865
choice
Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded schools receiving non-Title 1
2b transfers participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers) NEW 3334 4510 3005 2146
2 Total number of new seats in VPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating NEW

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

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

.. .. - . ta
3a receiving students who are eligible for Title 1 transfer participating in school TI:{;e 3
choice :
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articipating

nts participating at Voluntary Public School Choice
se school choice by changing schools. (GPRA) |

Total enrollment capacity in VPSC-funded schools receiving non-Title 1
3b transfers participating in school choice (includes all schools receiving transfers). NEW 49703 47702 47310 42,586
Total enrollment capacity in VPSC-funded non-transfer programs participating
3¢ - L - ; NEW
in school choice (includes programs in low-performing schools).

| wes |

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

Meta

Total number of students who exercise choice by transferring into a Title 1 Meta

4a eligible receiving schools from a Title 1 designated low-performing school™ (a Table 4 2161 2087 2117 1444
school that does not meet AYP for two consecutive years). APR 2a

Total number of students who exercise choice by transferring into a VPSC-
4o funded non-Title 1 eligible receiving school from any other school NEW 3726 3699 3823 3321
o Total number of students who attend a Title 1 eligible choice school as a NEW 12723 12717 13031 15915

boundary student
4d Total number of students who attend a non-Title 1 choice school as a boundary NEW 40115 39398 38774 37880
student
e Total number of students who participate in a non-transfer VPSC-funded NEW
program.

>a according to AYP status) eligible for transfer Table 5 25,556 31,606 31,220 31,694
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5b Total number of non-Title 1 students eligible to transfer to another school NEW 607 573 565 9,360

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

Number of students who transfer to a charter school as result of VPSC funding
(if available or applicable)

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

available or applicable)

6e

Number of students transferring from urban to urban schools (if available or
applicable)

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

6b (if available or applicable) 404 343 340 177

6c Number of students transferfmg from rurgl/suburban to urban schools (if NEW 612 528 507 510
available or applicable)

6d Number of students transferring from urban to rural/suburban schools (if 3305 3272 3364 3641

Number of non-Title 1 applications for transfer (if applicable) as result of VPSC

Number of applications for non-transfer programs (if applicable) as result of
VPSC funding

funding
7b Number of offers extended for Title 1 trar_lsfer (if applicable) as a result of NEW 641 999
VPSC funding
7 Number of Title 1 transfer offers agez’ged (if applicable) as a result of VPSC NEW 641 999

funding
Number of offers extended for non-Title 1 transfer (if applicable) as a result of
86 VPSC funding NEW 0 0
3¢ Number of non-Title 1 transfer offers acc§pted (if applicable) as a result of NEW 0 0
VPSC funding
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Number of offers extended for non-transfer programs (if applicable) as a result
of VPSC funding

. Achievement
. Datal®

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

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

10a a VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school who gain proficiency on Ngf)lzn 85 74 456
English Language Arts or Reading state assessments.
Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-performing school into a Meta
10b VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school scoring PROFICIENT OR Table 8 825 868 895 2495
ABOVE in English Language Arts or Reading state assessments
Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-performing school into a Meta
10c VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school taking English Language Arts or Table 9 1,419 1,397 1467 5514
Reading state assessments
10d Total number of students who drop out of Title 1 transfer program NEW 0 4 0

11a from any other school who gain proficiency on English Language Arts or N:}t)ﬁn 77 106 349
Reading state assessments
Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school
11b from any other school scoring PROFICTENT OR ABOVE in English Language NEW 1081 1136 1234 2148
Arts or Reading state assessments
Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school
11c from any other school taking English Language Arts or Reading state NEW 1972 2006 2086 4477
assessments
11d Total number of students who drop out of non-Title 1 transfer program NEW 0 5 0
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Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program

who gain proficiency on Reading/language arts state assessments APR
12b Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program APR 2¢
scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in Reading/language arts state assessments
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program
12¢ . . APR 2¢
taking Reading/language arts state assessments
12d Total number of students who drop out of non-transfer program NEW
RACH!1 Total number of students showing gains in Readmg/language arts
RACHZ L Total number of students who score proficient or ab ‘ve on Readmg/language 1
. = ‘ ~ arts assessments (GPRA) .
RACH2 Total number of students who take Reading/language arts assessments (GPRA) 3391 3403 3553 9991
Total number of students transferring from a Title 1 low-performing school into Not on
13a a VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school who gain proficiency on 0 59 60 86
; APR
Mathematics state assessments.
Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-performing school into a Meta
13b VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school scoring PROFICIENT OR Table 10 712 750 809 1387
ABOVE in Mathematics state assessments
Total number of students transferring from Title 1 low-performing school into a Meta
13¢ VPSC-funded Title 1 eligible receiving school taking Mathematics state Table 11 1,273 1,238 1309 5497
assessments
13d Total number of students who drop out of Title 1 transfer program 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 proficiency on Mathematics state assessments

Not on
APR

14b

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

NEW

814

51

73

72

871

913

1322

l4c

Total number of students transferring into a VPSC-funded non-Title 1 school
from any other school taking Mathematics state assessments

NEW

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

Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program
who gain proficiency on Mathematics state assessments

APR

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

1529

1706

1708

4504

150 scoring PROFICIENT OR ABOVE in Mathematics state assessments APR Ze
Total number of students participating in a VPSC-funded non-transfer program
15¢ . > APR 2e
taking Mathematics state assessments
Total number of students who drop out of non-transfer program NEW . . .
Total number of students showing gains in Mathematics 0 110 111 158
Total number of students ‘who score proﬁment or above on Mathemancs | 1526 f 1 621 1 1'722 . 2709 o
' - ~ assessments (GPRA) ' | e 1
Total number of students who take Mathematics assessments (GPRA) 2965 2964 3017 10001
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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 1% 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 1% | 1% | 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 Schools Downtown Schools Downtown
All Students No No No Yes
American Indian/Alaskan Native No No
Asian/Pacific Islander No No
Hispanic No No
Black No No No No
White Yes Yes Yes Yes
Limited English Proficient No No
Special Education No No No No
Free/Reduced-Price Meals No No No No
% Groups Making AYP 11% 20% 11% 40%
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Choice.Is Yours Participants
12" Grade Students’ Enroliment Status at End-of-Year

S$Y2008 - 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%
but has not passed ai of the Stats Levalests | 6% 3.4% 4.3% 44%

Notes: Analysis excludes 12" 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 Analysis

Group SY2007 | SY2008 | SY2009 | SY2010 | SY2011
October 1% Choice Is Yours program enrollment 925 508 356 272
Graduated 2.4% 3.0% 4.2% 14.3%
Dropped Out 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Chose to transfer 15.6% 8.9% 7.9% 8.1%
Exited due to extenuating circumstances 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.4%
Present at end of school year 80.6% 87.0% 86.5% 76.8%
Present at end of school year and met graduation o o
requirements but did not pass state graduation test 0.3% 0.2% 0.6% 0.4%
Year-to-Year Retention* 83.5% 90.6% 91.7% 90.5%
* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year.
Voluntary Public School Choice Program
Fall 2008 Cohort Retention Analysis
Group SY2007 | SY2008 | SY2009 | SY2010 | SY2011
October 1% Choice Is Yours program enroliment 802 473 346
Graduated 1.7% 3.8% 5.2%
Dropped Out 0.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Chose to transfer 12.8% 11.0% 6.9%
Exited due to extenuating circumstances 0.9% 1.1% 0.9%
Present at end of school year 83.8% 83.9% 86.1%
Present at end of school year and met graduation o o o
requirements but did not pass state graduation test 0.4% 0.2% 0.9%
Year-to-Year Retention* . . 86.4% 88.4% 92.6%
* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year.
Voluntary Public School Choice Program
Fall 2009 Cohort Retention Analysis
Group SY2007 | SY2008 | SY2009 | SY2010 | SY2011
October 1* Choice Is Yours program enrollment 741 430
Graduated 1.2% 3.3%
Dropped Out 0.3% 0.2%
Chose to transfer 15.4% 9.8%
Exited due to extenuating circumstances 1.9% 0.5%
Present at end of school year 81.1% 86.0%
Present at end of school year and met graduation 0.1% 0.2%
requirements but did not pass state graduation test R e
Year-to-Year Retention* 83.8% 89.6%

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year.

Voluntary Public School Choice Program
Fall 2009 Cohort Retention Analysis

Group SY2007 | SY2008 | SY2009 | SY2010

October 1% Choice Is Yours program enroliment

Graduated

Dropped Out

Chose to transfer

Exited due to extenuating circumstances

Present at end of school year

Present at end of school year and met graduation

requirements but did not pass state graduation test
Year-to-Year Retention*

* Based on students who were present at the end of the previous year.

§Y2011
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Choice Is Yours Participants
MCA Proficiency Analysis—Reading -
SY2008 — SY2011
Proficiency Pretest Posttest
Categories MPS MCA Proficiency Category Percentages WMEP MCA Proficiency Category Percentages
Cohort Year (%) SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011

' n=981 n=425 n=321 n=214 n=150

Proficient or above 36% 40% 38% 43% 53%

Eall 2006 Did not meet standards 37% 32% 32% 24% 18%

Partially met standards 26% 27% 30% 33% 29%

Meets standards 26% 27% 24% 29% 37%

Exceeds standards 10% 13% 14% 14% 16%
n=165 n=691 n=240 n=170 n=119

Proficient or above 30% 35% 43% 43% 46%

Fall 2007 Did not meet standards 42% 35% 29% 28% 18%
Partially met standards 27% 30% 29% 29% 35%

Meets standards 22% 23% 27% 33% 29%

Exceeds standards 8% 12% 15% 10% 18%
n=166 n=91 n=544 n=218 n=188

Proficient or above 35% 41% 42% 43% 48%

Fall 2008 Did not meet standards 36% 37% 29% 29% 20%
Partially met standards 30% 22% 29% 28% 32%

Meets standards 19% 27% 29% 28% 30%

Exceeds standards 16% 13% 13% 15% 18%
n=143 n=147 n=76 n=548 n=211

Proficient or above 44% 41% 32% 43% 49%

Fall 2009 Did not meet standards 38% 41% 51% 31% 25%
Partially met standards 17% 18% 17% 25% 26%

Meets standards 31% 25% 24% 29% 33%

Exceeds standards 13% 16% 8% 15% 16%
n=91 n=115 n=131 n=70 n=537

Proficient or above 41% 34% 34% 46% 48%

Fall 2010 Did not meet standards 30% 39% 31% 29% 25%
Partially met standards 30% 27% 35% 26% 27%

Meets standards 27% 23% 26% 39% 29%

Exceeds standards 13% 10% 8% 7% ‘ 19%
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Choice Is Yours Participants
MCA Proficiency Analysis—Math
SY2008 - SY2011
Proficiency Pretest Posttest
Categories MPS MCA Proficiency WMEP MCA Proficiency
Cohort Year (%) SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011
n=927 n=415 n=245 n=214 n=145
Proficient or above 26% 31% 31% 29% 23%
Fall 2006 Did not meet standards 48% 39% 38% 41% 49%
Partially met standards 26% 30% 31% 31% 28%
Meets standards 21% 26% 27% 23% 21%
Exceeds standards 5% 6% 4% 5% 2%
n=605 n=241 n=134 n=110
Proficient or above 27% 36% 44% 20%
Fall 2007 Did not meet standards 49% 49% 37% 28% 49%
Partially met standards 30% 24% 27% 28% 31%
Meets standards 19% 21% 27% 34% 17%
Exceeds standards 3% 6% 9% 10% 3%
n=81 n=601 n=222 n=159
Proficient or above 41% 26% 40% 21%
Fall 2008 Did not meet standards 31% 37% 46% 35% 45%
Partially met standards 28% 30% 27% 25% 34%
Meets standards 27% 26% 21% 32% 15%
Exceeds standards 14% 7% 6% 9% 6%
n=140 n=71 n=505 n=211
Proficient or above 33% 35% 33% 29%
Fall 2009 Did not meet standards 42% 42% 47% 42% 42%
Partially met standards 25% 23% 25% 25% 28%
Meets standards 24% 27% 21% 25% 21%
Exceeds standards 9% 8% 7% 8% 8%
n=96 n=14 n=62 n=545
Proficient or above 36% 31% 32% 24%
Fall 2010 Did not meet standards 41% 45% 37% 52%
Partially met standards 23% 24% 31% 23%
Meets standards 28% 25% 26% 17%
Exceeds standards 8% 7% 6% 7%
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Choice Is Yours Participants
MCA Proficiency Analysis Effect Size*—Reading
2010-2011
Cohort SY2007 SY2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011
Fall 2006 0.11 0.11 0.41
Fall 2007 0.32
Fall 2008 0.20
Fall 2009 -0.08 0.13
Fall 2010 -0.18 -0.36

* 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/Ibecker/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#lil. Effect size measures for two

dependent)
Voluntary Public School Choice (VPSC) Program
MCA Proficiency Analysis Effect Size*—Math
2010-2011
Cohort §Y2008 SY2009 SY2010 SY2011

Fall 2006 0.17 0.17 0.12 0.07
Fall 2007 0.25 0.46 0.11
Fall 2008 0.38 0.29 0.03
Fall 2009 0.01 0.04
Fall 2010 0.26 0.16

* 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/Ibecker/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 Il 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 Il 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% 1% 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 MIPS 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% 1% 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 6 7 8 9 10 1 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 1 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 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 1 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 | 18 4 1 91
272 1 6 1 1 0 5 3 3 1 4 2 4 3 34
273 7 8 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 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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Choice Is Yours Population Representations by WMEP District
Ordered from Low Percentages to High Percentages

Total Choice Is Yours Participation

SY2011
Percentage of District: English Percentage of District: Special Percentage of District: Percentage of District:
Language Learner Education Free/Reduced-Price Meals

(CIY Program = 20%)

(CIY Program = 17%)

(ClY Program = 100%)

Non-White Ethnicity
(CIY Program = 88%)

4% Eden Prairie

2% Wayzata 8% Wayzata 8% Edina 16% Edina
5% Richfield 3% Edina 8% St. Anthony-New Brighton 8% Wayzata 22% St. Anthony-New Brighton
6% St. Anthony-New Brighton 5% St. Anthony-New Brighton 9% Edina 18% Eden Prairie 23% Wayzata
7% Edina 6% Eden Prairie 10% Eden Prairie 20% St. Anthony-New Brighton 27% Eden Prairie
10% Wayzata 7% Hopkins 12% Hopkins 35% Hopkins 35% Hopkins
15% Hopkins 8% St. Louis Park 13% Robbinsdale 35% St. Louis Park 39% St. Louis Park
15% St. Louis Park 11% Robbinsdale 13% St. Louis Park 46% Robbinsdale 49% Robbinsdale
16% Columbia Heights 21% Minneapolis 14% Richfield 64% Richfield 66% Richfield
22% Robbinsdale 27% Columbia Heights 15% Columbia Heights 65% Minneapolis 67% 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.
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