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I. INTRODUCTION 

Community education programs are based on each community’s specific needs 

and are unique in terms of the community’s goals, resources, and approaches1.  Effective 

program management ensures a scheduled review of program objectives and their 

implementation.  Areas considered for a review should include most, but not necessarily 

all, of the following: 

• Program objectives 

• Advisory council(s) 

• Interagency cooperation/coordination 

• Courses/classes 

• Health/social services 

• Recreational, social, and cultural activities 

• Community development 

• Organization and staffing 

• Resource utilization 

• Impacts upon school systems 

• Impacts upon community 

• Impacts upon individuals 

An audit of community education programs has two functions: (a) management 

decision making, and (b) program and system accountability.  An effective audit does not 

result in a report that all program objectives are met, but describes how the program is 

doing and why.  Thus, program plans can be made, procedures revised, and/or activities 

added or deleted based upon objective information.  

An audit of a community education program is conducted for practical reasons 

such as2: 

                                                
1 Young, M. B., Hawberry, G. C., Wood, G. S., Jr., Santellanes, D. A., & Rogers, K. (1980). Doing your 
community education evaluation: A guide. (National Community Education Advisory Council, Contract 
No. 300780597, U.S. Office of Education). Arlington, VA: Development Associates, Inc.  
2 Young, M. B., Hawberry, G. C., Wood, G. S., Jr., Santellanes, D. A., & Rogers, K. (1980). Doing your 
community education evaluation: A guide. (National Community Education Advisory Council, Contract 
No. 300780597, U.S. Office of Education). Arlington, VA: Development Associates, Inc.  (pp. 3-4) 
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• To identify what kinds of action work most effectively to meet program goals 

• To avoid conducting activities which are unrelated to goals and objectives 

• To analyze program strengths and weaknesses 

• To identify and describe the impacts/processes/outcomes, stated and unstated 

• To convincingly attribute the impact to program objectives 

• To provide data for reports to various groups such as committees, advisory 

groups, and funding agencies 

• To meet requirements for program review mandated by a state or federal agency 

as a condition of funding 

• To provide information for policy decisions, program planning, and program 

improvement 

This audit has been conducted for the St. Louis Park Public Schools, St. Louis 

Park, Minnesota.  It was conducted at the request of the school district to determine the 

effectiveness of the St. Louis Park Community Education Program.  As such, it is an 

examination of the St. Louis Park Community Education Program as a whole.  It is not an 

examination of individual instructors or administrators. 

 The first step in conducting a community education audit is to review school 

district policies and organizational structure. Effective organizations and/or programs 

operate within a framework of policy that is translated into effective practices. 



 7 

II. SCHOOL DISTRICT POLICIES AND LEADERSHIP 

CONDITIONS 
The St. Louis Park School District is governed by a seven-member board of 

Education.  The members are: 

Keith Broady, Chair    Rolf Peterson, Director 

Jim Yarosh, Vice-Chair    Julie Sweitzer, Director 

Bruce Richardson, Treasurer   Jerry Timian, Director 

Nancy Gores, Clerk 

Dr. Debra Bowers serves as Superintendent, and Linda Saveraid serves as 

Community Education Director. 

Policies Related to Community Education 

 The board is currently engaged in a comprehensive process with the Minnesota 

School Boards Association to update the existing policy manual.  The auditors reviewed 

the existing policy manual for policies related to St. Louis Park Community Education.  

Four policies were found that addressed specific program areas within St. Louis Park 

Community Education. 

• Extended School Year: Early Childhood 

• Adult Education Programs 

• Adult Basic Education Program (ABE) 

• GED Age Waiver 

In addition, the auditors reviewed applicable Minnesota statutes for recommended 

policies for local community education programs. This included a review of the 

operational requirements specified in the statutes.  

The findings of the audit team are as follows: 

• The policy manual lacks a section specifically devoted to the commitment of the 

board and administration to community education programs.  While state statutes 

define what a local board must or should do, it is critical that a policy statement 

be outlined that describes the philosophy and commitment of the school board 

regarding the St Louis Park Community Education Program. 

• The policy manual is absent a policy that links the local Community Education 

Program and its operation to applicable state statutes.  State statutes specifically 
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address board responsibility relative to advisory councils, cooperation with the 

Community Education administrative staff, avoidance of program duplication, 

program revenues and accountability, and numerous other areas, 

• The policy manual describes the authority of the Director of Community 

Education over Adult Basic Education.  However, the policy is absent any other 

policies that specifically define the authority of the director, and the relationship 

between the superintendent and the board. 

• The policy manual is absent a statement of the importance and connection 

between the PreK-12 curriculum and community education programs. 

Community education programs and services are obviously a key component of 

the PreK through adult education system in Minnesota and St. Louis Park School District.  

The policy manual is the primary means by which the importance of this program can 

and should be communicated to the PreK-12 staff and the community at large. An 

updated section within the policy manual would be a good first step to communicating 

the commitment to Community Education in the district. 

District Organization and Community Education 

 The existing school district organizational charts list the Director of Community 

Education as a direct report to the superintendent of schools.  The auditors believe this is 

very appropriate given the over $5 million budget, 28,000+ participants, 28 programs, 

and almost 50 partnerships involved in community education within the St. Louis Park 

School District (see the 2003-04 Annual Report). 

 Effective leadership of a school district requires an organizational framework that 

defines clear reporting channels, specification of authority for accomplishing the mission 

of the district, and communication processes that promote an understanding between the 

functions of the various departments. Cawelti and Protheroe (2000) characterize the 

current need for district systems leadership by indicating that improving overall district 

effectiveness cannot be accomplished on a limited basis. Thus, the superintendent of a 

school district must provide an organizational structure that focuses on the primary 

purpose of the district, capitalizes on the talents of its personnel, and serves to facilitate 

best practices information to create a quality PreK through adult learning environment.   
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 The organizational chart in Appendix B identifies the Director of Community 

Education as a member of the superintendent’s leadership team.  Efforts should continue 

to involve the director in principal meetings, district strategic planning, and certainly, 

enhancement of linkages to the community. 
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III. COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND 

EFFECTIVENESS 
A key element of an effective community education program is the process by 

which input is received leading to the determination of program offerings, their 

effectiveness, and processes for revisions, if necessary.  Several questions should be 

addressed that focus on these issues:  

• To what extent are the formal state objectives of the program being achieved? 

• Are advisory councils in place, and how well are they functioning? 
• Is an interagency agreement in place, and how well is it functioning? 
• What are the perceptions of program participants, providers, and benefactors 

regarding the effectiveness of the program? 

The auditors used a number of strategies to secure information about the 

aforementioned questions.  Meetings were held with representatives of specific program 

advisory councils, interviews were conducted with program staff, annual reports were 

reviewed, and a perception survey was administered to a sample of program participants, 

program instructors, and school building principals. 

The elements of the audit are its context, input, process, and outcomes.  Each 

element is described below: 

• Context:  The conditions within which the program operates 

• Input: Involves the strategies, as well as the human and material resources that go 

into implementation of the program activities 

• Process: Involves the methods used to implement the program 

• Outcomes: The accomplishment of the program, not only at its end, but also 

during its life. 

The audit report describes the St. Louis Park Community Education Program in 

the form of context, input, process, and outcomes.  Data are categorized within each of 

these four elements.  In addition, the commendations and recommendations section of the 

report will be presented using these four elements. 
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Context:  The Conditions Within Which the Program Operates 

 The Community Education Program in the St. Louis Park School District operates 

in the St. Louis community with a population of 44,145.  The program operation can be 

described as follows: 

• Nine public and private schools 

• For programs and/or administration, 9.8 buildings are available 

• Six days per week: fall, winter, spring, and summer 

• Five evenings a week for all seasons except summer 

• Funding is from local and state sources and fees (see Appendix C) 

• Annual needs assessments have been conducted regarding areas of interest by 

potential participants along with program evaluations. 

The staff of the Community Education Program is best described by Exhibit 3.0. 

 

Exhibit 3.0 

Staff of the Community Education Program 
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Administrative/ 

Supervisory 3 3 3 3 40+ 
Hrs/Week 

Clerical/ 
Support 9 0 9 7.75 40 Hrs/Week 

Program 
Coordinators 15 14 15 13.5 40 Hrs/Week 

Teachers/ 
Instructors 69 100 69 63 40 Hrs/Week 

Para-
Professionals 21 0 21 9.15  
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Input: Involves the Strategies, as Well as the Human and Material Resources That 

Go Into Implementation of the Program Activities 

 A key component of a well-designed and effectively managed community 

education program is the advice and council from the citizens it serves.  Seeking advice 

from the community it serves, through a variety of constituent representatives, helps to 

ensure the program identification and delivery are meeting the needs and interests of 

current and future program participants.  The St. Louis Park School District has several 

advisory committees that serve this purpose. 

Program boards and advisory councils are shown in Exhibit 3.1: 

 

Exhibit 3.1 

Program Boards and Advisory Councils 
 

Project Related Boards and Councils Number 

Boards/Councils Directly Related to the CE Program 3 

Number of Each of the Following Who Are Members of CE Program 
Councils 

Representative of Number 

CE Program Staff 7 

Other LEA Staff 0 

Community Agencies 4 

Citizen Groups 0 

Private Citizens 45 

Business and Industry 0 

Other 0 

TOTAL – Unduplicated Count 56 

 
Defining the primary and secondary areas of responsibility for advisory boards 

not only assists advisory council members, but also provides the administrative staff with 

clear direction for seeking advice on program initiation, delivery, and evaluation.  Exhibit 
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3.2 summarizes the number and responsibility for each advisory council operating in the 

Community Education Program.  See Appendix D for listings of advisory councils and 

membership. 

 

Exhibit 3.2 

Advisory Council Responsibilities 

 
 Level of Responsibility 

Advisory Council Area of 
Responsibility 

Primary 
Responsibility 

Partial 
Responsibility 

No 
Responsibility 

Assessing Community Needs/ 
Resources 3   

Preparing Proposals for Program 
Funds  3  

Developing/Planning 
Educational Programs  3  

Implementing Programs/ 
Community Problem-Solving 3   

Evaluating Programs  3  

Communications/Public 
Relations  3  

 

 Interviews with representatives of advisory councils not only confirmed the role 

they play in determining program needs, objectives, and evaluation, but resulted in very 

positive comments such as the following: 

• “Program objectives are very clear.” 

• “Program is meeting expectations of the community.” 

• “Council members are actively involved.” 

• “Regular meetings ensure effective communication.” 

• “We don’t operate the program, but we sure have a say in what is offered, how it 

is working, and what needs to be improved.” 

• “Annual review of program objectives let us keep our hands in program 

operation.” 
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• “We are a great sounding board and the staff listens.” 

• “We know why we are on this council, and the role we play.” 

• “Roundtable meetings to discuss program needs and goals are very effective.” 

Perhaps the most telling example of the linkage between the community education 

advisory council and policy decision making is the attendance each month of a school 

board member at the advisory council meeting that oversees all programs. Further, the 

city council is kept updated on community education needs and activities on a monthly 

basis. 

Interagency Cooperation 

 Interagency cooperation is essential for the community education program and 

services to operate effectively and respond to the identified needs of the community. Data 

were collected to determine the types of community agencies involved with community 

education and the areas of cooperation.  Exhibit 3.3 represents a summary of collected 

data. 

 

Exhibit 3.3 

Cooperating Agencies and Areas of Cooperation 

 

 Types of Cooperating Agencies 

Areas of 
Cooperation 

Health 
Organizations 

Parks and 
Recreation Aging 

Human 
Resource 
Agencies 

Community 
Colleges 

Participation on 
Interagency Council/ 
Joint Committees 

√ √ √ √ √ 

Mutual Referral of 
Clients √ √ √ √ √ 

Shared Facilities/ 
Equipment/Materials √ √ √ √ √ 

Shared Personnel/ 
Volunteers for 
Programs 

√ √ √ √ √ 

Joint Funding of 
Projects √ √ √ √ √ 
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Process: Involves the Methods Used to Implement the Program 

 While specific interests or needs of the community should be addressed, an 

effective community education program must continually engage in planning processes 

that take into account future interests and needs. As a result, the overall objectives for the 

St. Louis Park Community Education Program have been determined and ranked in the 

following order: 

• Implementation of a strategic plan 

• Coordination of existing community services 

• Integration and/or reinforcement of community education with the regular school 

instructional program 

• Provide educational services/programs to out-of-school youth and adults 

• Increase community involvement in school and other public decision making 

processes 

• Expand the use of schools 

The achievement of the aforementioned goals ranges from 50 percent to 100 percent with 

at least five objectives 75 percent complete.  

 In addition to the strategic plan, the community education staff have used the 

following methods to determine program needs within the last 12 months as shown in 

Exhibit 3.4. 

Exhibit 3.4 

Methods to Determine Program Needs 

 

Methods Sponsored Contributed to 

Community needs, interests, and concerns via focus 
groups, etc √ √ 

Educational, cultural, recreational resources – 
strategic plan √ √ 

Resources available from other agencies √ √ 
The quality of CE programs – course evaluations √ √ 
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Outcomes: The Accomplishment of the Program, Not Only at Its End, but Also 

During Its Life 

Evidence of program success is determined by many factors.  Some of these are 

(a) participants by program; (b) contribution to the district and community; (c) impact of 

program components on the school district, community, and individual participants; (d) 

services to special needs populations; and (e) unique features of the program.  The next 

charts describe the data collected for the five factors that, in large measure, determine the 

success of the St. Louis Park Community Education Program. 

Program participation in the 2004-2005 school year is detailed on Exhibit 3.5. 

 

Exhibit 3.5 

2004-05 Program Participation 

 

Program Participants Contact 
Hours 

Adult Enrichment 5,587 27,415 
Adult Options/ESL 707 61,061 
Aquatics 6,346 20,379 
Preschool Enrichment 505 21,380 
ECFE*  1,424 3,075 
Gymnastics 703 6,382 
Kids’ Place 934 2,618,420 
Project SOAR  
(includes numbers from four-district consortium) 2,516 5,016 

Senior Program 35,832 101,644 
Volunteer Program (volunteers only) 1,276 12,223 
Youth Development 793 3,036 
Youth Enrichment 2,791 26,547 
Youth Summer School 1,151 11,720 
Facilities Use**  
(includes 102 different community groups) 46,978 70,467 

*    participant count is unduplicated child/parent count not turnstile count, and total 
number of hours services offered, not contact hours 

**  number of hours facilities are reserved, not contact hours  
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Evidence the Community Education Program has contributed to the PreK-12 

education program is detailed in Exhibit 3.6. 

 

Exhibit 3.6 

Contributions by the Community Education Program to PreK-12 Education 

 

Type of Contribution Yes No 
Increased Community-Based Instructional Materials  √ 
Increased Community Member Volunteers √  
Increased Enrichment Opportunities for Students √  
Increased Discretionary Funds for Teachers/Staff √  
Increased Use of Community Facilities for Instruction √  
Reduced School Vandalism  √ 
Improved Student Attitudes Toward School √  
Improved Community Support for Schools √  
Increased Student Interaction with the Community √  
Increased Staff Interaction with the Community √  
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Major effects of the Community Education Program on the school district, 

community, and individual participants are shown in Exhibit 3.7. 

 

Exhibit 3.7 

Impact and Effects of Community Education Program 

 

Type of Impact 
Description of Effect 

Negative None Slightly 
Positive 

Somewhat 
Positive 

Very 
Positive 

Increased Parent Involvement     √ 
Childcare on Site      √ 
Out-of-School-Time Activities for 
Youth     √ 

PreK Programs Coordinated with K-
12     √ 

Coordination of Facilities     √ 
Community Support for Schools and 
Facilities     √ 

Coordination with School and City     √ 
Advisory Council = Voice for 
Program and Facility Use     √ 

Extensive Opportunities for Lifelong 
Learning      √ 

Senior Citizen Involvement     √ 
Coordination of Volunteer 
Opportunities     √ 
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Programs and services for special needs groups are shown in Exhibit 3.8. 

 

Exhibit 3.8 

Special Needs Programs and Services 

 
 Special Needs Groups 

Program/Service Mentally 
Handicapped 

Physically 
Handicapped 

Limited English 
Speakers 

General Interest Courses √ √ √ 
Basic Educational Attainment 
Courses √ √ √ 

Work-Related Courses √ √ √ 

Health/Social Services √ √ √ 

Recreational/Social/Cultural 
Activities √ √ √ 

 
 

Other program features are identified in Exhibit 3.9. 

 

Exhibit 3.9 

Other Available Services 

 
Available Services Yes No 

Preventive health, dental care, or nutrition activities √  

Activities or services designed to reduce the incidences of 
suspension, expulsion, or other disciplinary action involving 
chronically maladjusted students 

√  

Activities or services for rehabilitation of juvenile or adult 
offenders √  

Parent education for care, development, and education of 
handicapped children √  

Specialized high schools or schools within schools organized 
around particular interests (e.g. art, science, etc.) √  

Family education activities on families with children below the 
age of six √  
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The information reported in the previous charts clearly describes the environment 

in which the Community Education Program operates within the St. Louis Park School 

District.  The extensive array of program offerings, the documentation of program 

participants, and the allocation of fiscal and human resources for program operation are 

impressive.  The superintendent and administrative staff of Community Education are 

commended for establishing a framework within which an effective program can operate. 
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IV. PERCEPTION DATA ANALYSIS 
Data Collection 

 A major determination of the effect of community education programs is the 

perception of program participants, providers, and building principals.  The perception of 

the latter group, building principals, is critical as they are the key to facility utilization, 

program linkage to the PreK-12 instructional program, and in many instances, the first 

line communicators of the community education program information.  Further, if 

community education programs are to be seen as a part of the seamless PreK-12 

education system, building principals must be part of the process for delivery of such 

programs.  

 Obtaining perceptions of a program can be acquired through a variety of methods. 

Generally, information related to effectiveness of a program is collected in two ways: 

• Through interviews with a sample number of school officials 

• Through questionnaires administered to a sample group of administrators, 

parents, teachers, and support staff 

The auditors developed a perception questionnaire that was administered to over 

900 individuals representing parents, program participants, principals, and instructors to 

determine their perceptions of the effectiveness of the St. Louis Park Community 

Education Program.  The survey data was collected during the month of November 2005.  

The data obtained are used to establish the degree to which the elements of effectiveness 

are perceived by each group to be operating in the St. Louis Park Community Education 

Program.  The questionnaire used a scale of 0-4; A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, E=0, where 

• 4 indicates the elements of effectiveness are very favorable 

• 3 indicates the elements are favorable 

• 2 indicates that the elements are somewhat favorable 

• 1 indicates that the elements are unfavorable 

• 0 indicates that the elements received a no response 

A standard of 2.50 or higher is necessary to validate a perception that the 

elements are perceived to be effective.  Elements that are perceived to be below the 2.50 

standard need attention (highlighted in pink on exhibits).  Those items highlighted in 

yellow are considered borderline.  The items highlighted in green are considered very 
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favorable.  Perceptions can be improved when behaviors associated with effectiveness are 

established, that is, the behaviors are performed by appropriate personnel. 

Perception data should be carefully reviewed to determine the degree of 

agreement between the groups surveyed.  The greater the agreement across groups, the 

greater the possibility that a common understanding of the goals of the St. Louis Park 

Community Education Program exists.  Obviously the greater the disagreement, the 

higher the probability of confusion regarding the focus of the community education 

program.   

Perception Data 

The results of this questionnaire are detailed in Exhibits 4.0 and 4.1.   
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Exhibit 4.0 

Perceptions of Community Education Participants and Providers by Program 

Program Participation 

Item   Total 
Senior 

Program 

Kids 
Place 
Child 
Care 

Program 

Youth 
Programs 

(K-12/ 
Aquatics/ 

Gymnastics) 

Volunteers 
in the Park 
Program 

Adult 
Enrichment 
Programs 

Early 
Childhood 
Programs 

Adult 
Options in 
Education 

1 The objectives of this program are 
clearly defined. 3.50 3.34 3.44 3.34 3.40 3.63 3.52 3.76 

2 
The variety of 
activities/classes/courses is 
meeting the needs of the 
participants. 3.51 3.37 3.60 3.33 3.29 3.58 3.60 3.61 

3 
The activities/classes/courses are 
well organized and effectively 
delivered by instructors/facilitators. 3.60 3.33 3.60 3.28 3.42 3.83 3.67 3.78 

4 The activities/classes/courses met 
participant expectations. 3.53 3.33 3.54 3.42 3.35 3.63 3.69 3.56 

5 
The advertising and publication 
procedures are handled in a way 
that provides easy access to the 
program. 3.42 3.38 3.39 3.29 3.54 3.57 3.42 3.15 

6 
The registration and enrollment 
procedures are handled in a way 
that provides easy access to the 
program. 3.45 3.37 3.33 3.42 3.31 3.64 3.41 3.55 

7 
Overall, participants in the 
program are generally satisfied 
with their experience and/or 
learning. 3.54 3.32 3.55 3.53 3.41 3.63 3.65 3.70 
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Program Participation 

Item   Total 
Senior 

Program 

Kids 
Place 
Child 
Care 

Program 

Youth 
Programs 

(K-12/ 
Aquatics/ 

Gymnastics) 

Volunteers 
in the Park 
Program 

Adult 
Enrichment 
Programs 

Early 
Childhood 
Programs 

Adult 
Options in 
Education 

8 

The selection of 
activities/classes/courses is 
meeting the needs of the 
majority of the citizens in the 
community. 3.48 3.31 3.51 3.23 3.15 3.54 3.82 3.36 

9 
Program 
activities/classes/Courses are 
offered in locations readily 
accessible to participants. 3.49 3.36 3.53 3.29 3.35 3.62 3.56 3.33 

10 
There is an increased sense of 
community as a result of the 
Community Education Program. 3.46 3.41 3.54 3.37 3.31 3.46 3.60 3.31 

11 
The community Education 
Program enriches and supports 
K-12 education in the school 
district. 3.45 3.38 3.50 3.33 3.44 3.50 3.55 3.15 

12 
Contacts with onsite Community 
Education staff have resulted in 
courteous treatment. 3.54 3.39 3.49 3.49 3.43 3.57 3.67 3.77 

13 
The Community Education 
Program has made the school 
district aware of community 
issues/concerns. 3.36 3.35 3.40 3.30 3.10 3.41 3.41 3.16 

14 
The fees for Community 
Education programs, activities, 
classes and courses are 
reasonable and appropriate. 3.36 3.25 3.28 3.41 3.25 3.47 3.40 3.53 
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Program Participation 

Item   Total 
Senior 

Program 

Kids 
Place 
Child 
Care 

Program 

Youth 
Programs 

(K-12/ 
Aquatics/ 

Gymnastics) 

Volunteers 
in the Park 
Program 

Adult 
Enrichment 
Programs 

Early 
Childhood 
Programs 

Adult 
Options in 
Education 

15 
I would recommend this 
program to others in the St. 
Louis Park community. 3.63 3.50 3.67 3.61 3.63 3.68 3.72 3.81 

16 
The activities/classes/courses 
are scheduled at convenient 
times. 3.47 3.31 3.49 3.31 3.44 3.52 3.61 3.62 
Total for all Questions 3.49 3.36 3.49 3.37 3.37 3.58 3.58 3.51 

 



 26 

Exhibit 4.1 

Perceptions of Community Education Participants and Providers by Group 

Group Participation 

Item   Total 
Parent or 
Guardian Instructor 

Program 
Participant 

Community 
Education 

Staff Principal 
No 

Designation 
1 The objectives of this program 

are clearly defined. 3.50 3.46 3.52 3.53 3.90 3.25 3.38 

2 
The variety of 
activities/classes/courses is 
meeting the needs of the 
participants. 3.51 3.56 3.33 3.50 3.80 3.14 3.38 

3 
The activities/classes/courses 
are well organized and 
effectively delivered by 
instructors/facilitators. 3.60 3.57 3.46 3.65 3.80 3.14 3.42 

4 The activities/classes/courses 
met participant expectations. 3.53 3.57 3.38 3.54 3.75 3.14 3.38 

5 

The advertising and 
publication procedures are 
handled in a way that 
provides easy access to the 
program. 3.42 3.35 3.42 3.47 3.56 3.57 3.28 

6 

The registration and 
enrollment procedures are 
handled in a way that 
provides easy access to the 
program. 3.45 3.36 3.52 3.52 3.67 3.43 3.29 

7 
Overall, participants in the 
program are generally 
satisfied with their experience 
and/or learning. 3.54 3.55 3.56 3.54 3.80 3.29 3.38 
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Group Participation 

Item   Total 
Parent or 
Guardian Instructor 

Program 
Participant 

Community 
Education 

Staff Principal 
No 

Designation 

8 

The selection of 
activities/classes/courses is 
meeting the needs of the 
majority of the citizens in the 
community. 3.48 3.46 3.26 3.53 3.63 2.86 3.31 

9 
Program 
activities/classes/courses are 
offered in locations readily 
accessible to participants. 3.49 3.50 3.44 3.50 3.56 3.29 3.37 

10 
There is an increased sense 
of community as a result of 
the Community Education 
Program. 3.46 3.49 3.50 3.45 3.33 3.25 3.37 

11 
The Community Education 
Program enriches and 
supports K-12 education in 
the school district. 3.45 3.48 3.35 3.46 3.43 3.13 3.34 

12 
Contacts with onsite 
Community Education staff 
have resulted in courteous 
treatment. 3.54 3.55 3.61 3.54 3.83 3.25 3.38 

13 
The Community Education 
Program has made the school 
district aware of community 
issues/concerns. 3.36 3.41 3.33 3.34 3.20 3.00 3.29 

14 
The fees for Community 
Education programs, 
activities, classes and 
courses are reasonable and 3.36 3.31 3.45 3.40 3.67 3.00 3.18 
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appropriate. 

 

Group Participation 

Item   Total 
Parent or 
Guardian Instructor 

Program 
Participant 

Community 
Education 

Staff Principal 
No 

Designation 

15 
I would recommend this 
program to others in the St. 
Louis Park community. 3.63 3.64 3.78 3.65 3.70 3.25 3.43 

16 
The activities/classes/courses 
are scheduled at convenient 
times. 3.47 3.49 3.44 3.48 3.70 3.17 3.33 

Total for all Questions 3.49 3.49 3.46 3.51 3.64 3.20 3.34 
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Survey Answers 
 A section of the questionnaire provided two opportunities for respondents to write 

in answers.  The responses to Survey Question 17 are listed below. The general 

comments are included in Appendix F. 

 Survey Question 17:  Increased participation in Community Education 

programs, activities, classes, and courses is limited by: 

• Cost – somewhat – some classes are expensive and get more 

expensive per quarter 

• Nothing – it’s a great program – I am always very impressed! 

• Financial costs 

• My time available 

• If only offered on one day of the week, it may be difficult to attend 

certain classes – that happened to me 

• Time mostly 
• Transportation for some persons 

• Space 

• Health issues 

• Some space – support moms 

• Transportation for many seniors 

• Access to transportation 

• NO bus “circulator” 

• People not being aware of programs offered and by unwillingness to join classes 

to learn 

• Cost 

• Transportation 

• Transportation to sites 

• Evening hours 

• My work schedule! 

• Not able to have a video of the program class – or similar backup 
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• NO review! The educational information and help when needed. 

• Cool pool water 

• Lap swimming times are limited 

• I would like greater time availability – not just noon hours – for lap swimming at 

Central 

• Lap swim times – possibly more hours? Early morning perhaps? 

• Children of working parents need more evening activities 

• Time should be more convenient to those who work – several times a week for 

less time would be better 

• Time off work! 

• Choices, some times are inconvenient 

• Lack of awareness of the program 

• Personal time available 

• More variety of classes 

• Time – volleyball on Tuesdays has had a number of cancellations because of 

school activities 

• Work schedule 

• Would like the Latin class earlier 

• Other obligations i.e. child, work, school 

• Cost 

• Time in the day 

• We utilize the Community Education program quite often throughout the 10 years 

in SLP – the fees are reasonable, and the options/classes offered and variety of 

activities and classes is much appreciated 

• Regular kids activities 

• Lack of weekend opportunities and use of multiple neighborhood sites 

• Communication with parents 

• Parent work schedules and finances 

• Special senior discount should be given for general evening community classes 

• Limited availability during summer hours 

• Lack of good transportation – lack of evening classes. 
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• Lack of decent transportation – lack of evening classes 

• Distance to programs 

• Limited size of classes – understandably! – and number of classes offered 

• Transportation needs are not met – the need for more transportation 

• Too busy, courses expensive compared to activities elsewhere 

• Personal time 

• Transportation for seniors 

• Limited by others volunteering 

• Not enough time to do everything I’d like to 

• I don’t think it’s limited 

• I want for there to be more classes 

• I don’t know of other classes 

• I want to speak English 

• I think the Community Education classes are quite expensive 

• Problem with transportation from Minnetonka to SLP 

• I have problems writing English and spelling 

• Although we live very far from this school, we attend it with pleasure.   

• I’m glad to have this school, although I live far from the school. 

• Transportation – bus lines are few – child care – our family learning partner is 

limited to 3 year olds – if we had an infant/toddler room, we would have taken 

classes – childcare outside of FL is too expansive for our students 

• Transportation 

• Transportation  

• Transportation is good – would like to have classes at higher level. 

• Only reason, I think, is transportation 

• Having more time 

• Transportation 

• The other city people have no transportation to come to central community – there 

is no advertised information about adult options education 

• Because the transportation is not enough 

• Childcare 
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• I need childcare for baby under 1 year. 

• Some fees, locations, and times 

• Do we offer transportation and/or scholarships to community members?  Have 

community members been surveyed to hear their interests? 

• Offering more evening vs. afternoon opportunities for children who are not 

enrolled in SLP schools (are open-enrolled in another) 

• My time commitments at work 

• Merge the Community Education and Parks and Recreation Course Books – the 

separation is confusing 

• Other activities 

• Transportation generally – transportation is a major barrier. 

• The cost of each class on a limited income 

• High Kids Place tuition 

• Cost 

• Family schedules 

• Maybe time, money, and awareness – I heard about RSK from a friend who 

happened to live here a couple of years ago – I think maybe a lot of people aren’t 

aware of what is available 

• At the ECFE level, there seems to be a limited offering of times available – and 

they aren’t always convenient times 

• Mostly financial limits 

• Available funds to education in general 

• Increased funding at the state level resulting in cut backs in program openings – 

would like to enroll another child in ECFE, however, there are no convenient 

times to do so and limited childcare available 

• Booklets not reaching everyone 

• Family finances 

• Number of classes offered – types of classes offered – age groups – space – 

awareness of preschool programs available, beyond ECFE 

• Lack of public transportation for those without cars 



 33 

• Time – there are so many great programs, and we can only do so many – 

currently, my family is involved in 4 classes per week! 

• Childcare – not enough people needed sibling care – so it was cancelled 

• Finances 

• Most (almost all) ECFE courses are scheduled during the day – hard for working 

moms!  An offering of afternoon/evening would be welcome! Edina has a great 

“stay and play” class from 3-4:30 where you can bring siblings – lots of SLP 

moms go there! 

• Lack of marketing and visibility 

• Classes fill up too quickly – not enough options for second choice 

• Cost and scheduling – personal rather than issue of appropriate expense 

• Cost 

• It would help to have all the preschool programs defined in one location – either 

on Web site or brochure 

• Parking at Central can be very troublesome, especially for parents with more that 

one child to usher to and from the building 

• More preschool activities – open gym, etc. 

• Money and time 

• Education in the community would help – if I hadn’t heard about it through a 

friend, I probably wouldn’t have joined 

• Like most moms – childcare for siblings 

• Availability of class spots/class times 

• Maybe not enough spots – we’ve had to be on the waiting lists – but we still get in 

• Working parents, and dollars 

• Times for ECFE classes are too late this semester time 

• Cost is high and number of closed days 

• Cost 

• Availability of spare time to enroll in other activities 

• Cost 

• Full-time employment – Monday through Friday 

• Time – I don’t have any 
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• Money 

• None 

• Cost of release days are more expensive than cost of infant care/toddlers – 30-

40% increase over summer care 

• Size of class – may be closed – too many children in swim class on Saturday 

mornings or evenings after 5:30 pm 

• Money 

• Busy schedules 

• Cost 

• Availability 

• Poor financial record keeping – frequent clerical errors in registration and billing 
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V. COMMENDATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Commendations 

The St. Louis Park School District has numerous conditions and 

practices that support a quality community education program. Overall, the 

St Louis Park Community Education Program is well designed, effectively 

managed, and received very favorable by participants, instructors, and 

building principals. The district is fortunate to have quality leadership in the 

superintendent of schools and the community education director.  Additional 

commendations include the following:  
• The assistance provided to the auditors while onsite and during the completion of 

this report was excellent. Requests for information and clarification were quickly 

and effectively provided. 

• The development of a strategic plan for community education 

• The involvement of advisory council members in all programs to ensure 

community input. 

• The processes for collecting data on effectiveness of individual programs 

• The level of interagency cooperation 

• The regular communication between the school board and the city council 

• The documentation of program participants and impact 

• The level of interagency cooperation 

Recommendations 

 Quality community education programs establish a framework within which they 

make decisions regarding policy, funding, staffing, and monitoring of approved goals. 
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District Policies 

The superintendent and community education director should 

incorporate policy suggestions noted in this report.  Policy is the framework 

with which quality programs operate. 

Context 

No recommendations.  See comments in Appendix F. 
Input 

 The absence of local education staff as members of advisory councils should be 

reviewed.  Linkage of the community education program with the regular school program 

is important for both entities. Representation of school level staff, principals, and/or 

teachers would enhance the possibilities for this linkage. 

Analysis of contributions by community education to PreK-12 education indicates 

the need for greater interaction and collaboration between the two entities.  In addition to 

the existing early childhood education, English as a second language, and recreation 

programs, an effort should be made by both entities to review the existing programs to 

determine if, how, and when greater collaboration can occur. 

Survey results reveal numerous positive comments.  Overall participants are 

extremely satisfied.  However, as with any effort to secure input, some issues rise to the 

surface more than others and should be carefully reviewed.  Examples are: 

• Streamlining the registration process 

• Increasing opportunities for online registration 

• Additional staff to avoid the belief by participants that staff are overwhelmed 

• Conduct surveys annually to establish a continuous improvement mode with 

participants 

• Selectively survey non-participant groups in collaboration with other service 

agencies 

• Coordinate information programs with other service agencies 

• Assess the feasibility of enhancing programs for working mothers 
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• Analyze the transportation system, existing facilities, etc., to determine if more 

accessibility can be found for working parents and/or members of the community 

not currently served. 

In summary, the administration should work with the advisory board to carefully 

review and analyze this report to determine if actions should be taken to address any of 

the issues noted. 

Process 

 While the current planning processes are reported to range from 50% to 75% 

complete, continued efforts should be made to strengthen this area.  An example is the 

area of integration and/or reinforcement of community education with the regular school 

instructional program.  
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Output 

 While the perception survey data report very favorable perceptions of the St. 

Louis Park Community Education Program, scheduled collection of this type of data 

should be an integral part of program evaluation.  The auditors recommend an annual 

process for collection of this data.  The administration and staff should review the two 

sections entitled Survey Answers and Appendix F for possible inclusion in the planning 

for programs and their operations. 
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VI.   APPENDICES 
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Appendix A 

Documents Examined and Interviews Conducted 
 

 
 

• Board of Education Policies – St. Louis Park Public Schools 

• District Organizational Chart 

• Minnesota Community Education Policies 

• Community Education Advisory Council – Member Interviews 

• Senior Citizen Advisory Council – Member Interviews 

• ECFE School Reading Council – Member Interviews 

• Community Education Annual Report 2004-05 

• Strategic Plan and Program Action Plans 

• Annual Budgets 2003-06 

• Nurturing Our Retired Citizens Survey 2005 

• Program Participant Reports 

• Perception Survey Data 

 

 

 


