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Executive Summary

Youth ages 18-24 who have either dropped out of high school or are net participating in the workioree
ave becone recognized nationelly as “opportunity vouth” In their efforts to finish high school and start

a carser path, these students often face severe personal and academic challenges including pregnancy,

drug addiction, homelesaness, psychological and behavior problems, low skill levels, and boredom.

Schools serving these youth face unique challenges for meeting students

>

academic needs whesn personal

challenges are so immense. Colorado is not alone in struggling to meet the challenges prasented by

this population, especially in the current Alternative Education Campus ‘KAE } system. In response fc
the recent Jobs for the Fubure report entitiad “Relnventing Alternative Education: An Assessment of

Current State Policy,” the Donnell-Kay Foundation has issued seven key recommendations for improving

alternative education for epportunity youth in Calorad

COMMON LANGUAGE: The State should convene key stakeholders to determine & commeon del:

of the “alternative student” that is focused not only on student’s personal challenges, but also their

scademic needs.

{UALITY COMNTROL: The State should take on an incraased role in ensuring quality alternative

options, including providing incentives tor serving the population, promoting inz ovation, and adapting

accounfaﬁhm Messurss.

INCREASE RIGOR: Increasing the academic *1{;01" of AECs requires clearar school missions/definitions,

removing accountability disincertives for districts to take on alternafive schools, providing incentives
for advanaed caursawork, revising the performances indicatar framework for AECs, and alignment with

;
Cammon Core Standards.

MODIFY FIUNDING: The State should consider revising funding mechanisms for AECs, including
multiple student count dates, a consideration of the additional cost of serving this population, and

leveraging federal turnaround funds.

sétudents, mechanisms should be in place o ensure *hey do not b@come repository for poo.ﬂy
performing teachers, Those receiving poor evaluations or performancs ratings should be prohibited

from working in AECs, and teachers and leaders in AECs should receive professional development

spacific to meeting the neads «

popu ‘ ation.




ENHANCE WRAPAROUND SUPPORT: Financlal and accountability incentives should be in place
for scheols to engage in outcome based par‘iners‘hl s with government, social servics, or non-proft

-

organizations that help meet the needs of studants in AECs.

PROMOTE INNOVATION AND NEW SCHOOLS: The Charter Schools Institute and loeal districts

should be able to authorize a limited numbe

r of new, breakthrough school models that have incentives

to partner with a myriad of organizations (e.g. higher education, non-profits, and other cornrunity based

ons}; additions] funding; dex

s blended learning.

organiza 1e; and qual

Cpportunity youth represent some of the most difficult students 1o serve in the traditional education

system. The current system overseeing AECs predatas our erhanced accountabi

framewocrk and

™

Common Core alignment. The State needs to help build capacity for AECs to refocus on fmproved

academnic rigor, promote learning gains, and provide nacessary wraparound services.




Alternative Education b minendations for Imy omes for Opports

All students deserve g high quality education to snsure

In 2002, the Colorado Genersl

they will graduate high school prapared for a caresy and .
7 “ P Assembly passed a law allowing

post-secondary success. This goal has proven particulerly ~ schools that serve special needs
challenging for students farthest off the graduation track. - and high-risk populations to be

designated as Alternative
Education Campuses {(AECs).2
The state evaluation system® for
AECs highlights their troubling

Nationally, this population is referred to as “opportunity

vouth” and defined as 18 to 24-vear clds who have aither

ever hean in school or emplayed afie

L et .
?rhey have not progressed through post-secondary ecucation B periormance:
a stable job®. Colorado has the potential to be R 2011-2012 SCHOOL YEAR
aleader in ensuring that opportunity vouth have access {(76* AECs)
e toyunotcfh educational options that provide accelerated : 027 AECs received the
. T ' - erformance ratin
learningina rof se gs sirateqic 1o a student’s P 5 g
(highest leval)

educational z:@-eﬂ% Some are personalizad, use blended . A

' - e + 45 AECs received some type
learning, partner with Job Corps programs, are sarly aollege of improvement rating, with

11 (of the 49) receiving a
turnaround deszgnatmn

models, or provide flaxible schaduling, to name a fow.

In Colorade, “alternative education” is a eatch-all phrase .
A lock at dropout rates® reveals

for several school models that mostly serve studenis with ~ the challenges associated with
challenging life circurnstances. Policy development however, . student success at AECs:

. ~ - R — o, :
lags behind the expansion of alternative education. Further ~15% 2010-2011 AEC dmpout

rate

2% 2010-2011 all non~AEC
:sch(_)ols dropout rate

K
134

analysis is required for altemative schoois around eligibility,

tunding, accountability, attracting talent, and encouraging

innovation to better sarve this population.

38%

Porfurmance

Improvement 32%
Priovity buprovement  18%
Turnaround 14%

Source: Colorado Department of Education

7 data in many of the qrowth and performance categories - eften due 1o

ingle schioo! yesr wizhout @




school year, These gmoels serve abour
high schoni aged population in the st

students, but it is a very small number).

Evaluating shudent success in AECa is both complicated and controversial

It is important to examine how our state’s acccuniab a1 be

improved, but it is alse eritical to re-examine policies governing zlternative

education to ensure students ’l’_‘ve c:;uaéity OPLioNs,

AECs serve a wide variety of students largely based on secial service
issues rather than ac def issues, and for this reason, state policy needs
to get much clearer ahout why these schoaols exist and if they are designed

to serve oppertunity yvouth. Phus, the vision for altemative adueation in

w

Colorade needs to happen in the context of commen core standard
coming into affect as well 28 next gensration learming models and

opportunities.

The Donneli-Kay Foundation suggests several arsas [or review within

aliernative aducstion. Our recommendations are based an a .

5

document called: B

Of the 76 AECs

across the state:

+18 are charter
schools

- 4 run by a BOCES
{Boards of
Cooperative
Educational
Services)

+ 1 run by the state
+1is online

+1is run by the
Charter School
Institute (CSI)

» 51 run by school
districts

-(. harter School Instingts




JEF's Promisin

Practice suggests states broaden and at the same time refocus

0 i
=
v

I

eligibility guidelines for alternative students, going beyend a concentration on troublesome, disrups

youih, or souaifemotionai factors in a students' life, to Include any student who is not thriving in a

traditional high school setting. DK supports using academic indicators as the primary measures to
determine whether or not a student needs an slternative setting (e.g overage, under credit),

During the 2011 Celorado legislative session, HB 111277 passed and was signed into law, expanding the
AEC el

is a welcome change in the law, providing an increased focus on stud

e

ed relative 1o their age and grade level, This

hility criteria to include students who are under cred

nts who are struggling scademically,

rnative schools are defined, Until

Heowever, there is misalignment at the s

edan AECtoservea spemﬁc srudent population; the focus he

Lo

ELcH (.1'1 ITHoTE O

Colerade law reg

students with social issues rather than zcademic issues. Colorado also defines what type {and percentage)

rute an ALRC; currenty, a school et have aither 95% ‘high-risk” students and/or

of students can cor

re Q5% special education students.

HOW IS HIGH-RISK DEFINED?

mient o Cole, Rav. Stat
ants fit into at least one of l*e Tollmnrg categories:

- Prior dropout

1 6f abuse/neglect

t {added 20103
- Momelsss fadded 2013}

. r‘fﬂxmclrlt/’:)ars:zzzzing

+ Savere paychiatric or

Aoral disorders

{addsd 2010}

“D?aged snd under-
ack

ded 2011

.
[
<

{1

E H . 1. ) - - -
111 the studsnts lives or other social service isgues

3]

The “high risk” criteria primarily define experience
om

raner tnan

aceountability syst'em. There needs to be a shift towards driving academic achievement and graduation

academic issues, but the state largely does not consider social service cutcomes in its

rates as the criteria for eligibility and accountability.




There is an increasing irend across the \mmhy to deline cpportunity yvouth by their scademic

the 1.8, Department of

experiences rather than &emographm or life characieristics. For exar

lude students that are over-age, undfer--credited in designating high needs

ng ol

Education is negin

students within funding programs such as Race to the Top. Many adveeacy groups working with this

opulation alse suggest using academic indicators to define the population. For example the
J P P

Parthenon Group's research in New York City shows that academic factors, rather than sociceconomic

or demo
and Balfanz 2@07,‘-.

. ara more powerful pradictors of dropping cut (Allensworth and Easton 2007, Neild

':.The_state should convene key stakeholders to _
establizh a new deﬁnition of opportunity youth and
the schoals that serve them and to discuss whether
the 95% at-risk threshold is appropriate in defining
AECs. The group should identify ways to prioritize
academic “at-risk” indicators, mciudmg school
demgn elements that ensure the life circumstance
factors with this population are addressed but not at

the expense of academics.




JFF advocates that stares should give districts clea

idelines on qu standards by which to operate and

1

ring local flexibilioy to

manage AECs, while still allo
3 3 L [ B

acdress local conditions and student needs for alternative

aducation. The aress that should be covered include

iding mechanisms,

COvVernance, accol untab l_fl\‘, and st g

1

A5 3 local contrel stare, Colorada proxddes ample ﬂéxibﬂi:y

for school districts to design and run alte

the needs of their popuia‘tions. It is

and schools to mee

important to b is flaxibility with quality standards,

Other states | en steps to define qu

and indicators for their alrernative education scheols.
Some exarmnples include: ei'lsuri“ﬂg there is at least one

alternative program in & district for students at-risk and

ishing a fair and equitabie process for assigning

students to these programs.

One positive movemant in Col lorado is the state’s

alternative school performance

state provides minimum guidelin

ures if desire

to uge more rigorous accountability mea

‘DK recommends increasing the state role in
altez‘natlve educatzon to ensure there are quahty

alternatzve optmns ami experlences fcr students

' Colorado should co:amder placmg some quality

' standards on’ zts AECS and incenting them to better

_serve an at-risk population &rough fun&lng, innovation,”

and accounta’mhty rneasures (more detail provided i in

" the secvons below}

Oklahama can serve as a guide, with
its 17 research-based components
for quality alternative schools. Some
include: specific student teacher
ratios, teaching faculty that qualify
them for successful work with
at-risk students, courses that meet
the cwrricular standards as adopted
by the Cklahoma State Board of
Edneation, individualized instruction,
and graduation plans. Oklahoma
aleo requires annual evaluations of
its alternative programs, which have
shown these schoels to be much
more successfil with this population

than traditional schocls.




ney-based pathways, whi e on suring

that ¢ h». programs expect siudents to meet the commeon statewide standards. States also should give

]

alternative programs credit within the state’s accourntability system for reengaging and holding onto
Y S ¢ 8|

students, and for hitting key benchmarks toward common graduation and college-readiness standards.

DX agrees with the nead to hold AECs to high standards while also giving them credit for hitting key

college-ready benchmarks and milestones. Finding this balance is important. CDE recently issued policy
guidance for AECs around accountabibity, and while there were some very positive aspects to this frameworlk,
we also suggest Increasing rigor over fime and keeping student-focused comparisons across schools

and districts. Instead of lowering the bar of expectations, it s essential to provide AECs more time and

supnort to get students where they need to

- First, alternatwe eduéation has been used as a catch all phrase even though it mc.’iu&es arange of
models with very dlffezent missions that hkely lead to correspondmgiy different outeomes. : _
Accountablllty poilc*es for AECsin Colora&o can be strengthened by creating a few clear categories

for different school mxsszons Tha accountablhty systern should then reflect those mmss.ons or '

-antmzpatedoutcomes _ L .Z_Z__: o s o :::-':'-_j

B few areas that mlght serve as model categomes mclude Multlple Pathways to Graduatmn/ Dropcut -
Recovery schaols, _GED Plus / GED Optlons schools, Trans1t10nal schools and Spemal Populatlon '
(SPED) schools S R o

-Second, currently when district accouriftab_i}ity ratings are caleulated By the state, instead of the

_ alternative accountability system rolling up as the measure of sucéeéé,_ the _altéma’civéééhools are
judged by the traditional__ffamewcrk.. :'I'his.piqli'c.y needs to be changed g0 there is no .di_si_ncehtive for
. districts to have alternative schools. This can be particularly harmful in small and mediﬁm sized

 districts that have aitematwe schools because the number of alternative students - as 2 percentage

~of the distriet’s total populatmn ‘can more deeply 1mpaet overail ratmgs

DK recommends that the sta_te’s alternative'acéouritability frame'work pro'vida more innovative
" measures, coupled with increased rigor. The number of optional measures should be limited to avoid
watering down the framework, but mcludmg }cey measurable and meaningful indicators will help paint

: the picture of how well a school is serving 1ts students Over time, it should address




- Raising cut points for student growth, attendance rates, graduation/completion rates and
JACT scores. ' o

+ Better aligning schoél missions with outcomes {e.g. if a school’s mission is to graduate students;
theﬂ ?epomng the graduatlon rate, 1deaﬂy a 6 or 7—year rate, should ba required).

medmg points ta schools that erroll (and have success with) studenta in AP, IB courses, dual

enrollment ‘and early college models

We1ght1ng the hardest—to-serve students 50 schools get more credn‘ for advancmg them (three .
or more years beh nd SPED ELL, etc:) '

, va1d1ng bonus polnts for schools that su;_cessfully re-efiroll drcpouts aﬁd for an mnovation

cf tlme sucn as a semester or 6 months}

Strergtbemna ’che State s currem Postsecondaz‘y and Workforee Regdmess category by makmg

" all current optzonai measures requlred

. Ahgmng AEC curnculum to Ccmmon Core standards. N

CURRENT AEC PERFORMANCE INDICATORS & DATA

Asademzc Achievement

15%

Aaa&gmzc Gmw‘&l o o ”;
. 33}5,; B

Postsecondary and Diropout Rate, Average Colorado ACT Composite Score,
Workforce Reaéines{f Completion rate + optional measure(s)
30%
- Student Engagement | Attendance RS-E,T‘LQ"Y‘}/‘ ?ate + optional measure(s)
H : - - o, : :

o}

Sourea: Colorade Department of Edueagion




JUF encourages atates o develop funding poli
that char

v
s

inel more rescurces toward opportunity

th, taking into account that native educaiion

programs must not only reengage students but also
acceleraéte their leaming and provide intensive

s to help them succeed.

AcACEIic and

Under the current School Tinance Act in Colorado,

cnal funding for “at-risk”

the formula calls for add:

students. Statute defines “at-risk” as students who are

eligible for free lunch or students with limited English

skills, For secondary students, better proxies exist.
f

include students o

Indicators that focus more on academic “ar-risk” factors

relative o

L As

ack by grade l=vel

U JRTR
raciiocn

their age or © nishing high schoo

earlier described, indicators such as atterdance,

hehavior, and course cradit acerual are much better

sredictors of need than demographics alans
S
;

e York City Case Study

In New York City, in grades K-5, a poverty
proxy is used to determine funding, meaning
students who qualify for free and reduced
lunch or students who receive public
assistance, In grades 8-12, there is an
academic proxy that classifies students who
are either well below achievement standards
and/or below achievement standards (higger
weights are added for students in the “well
below” category). This is an example of how
Colorado could assign weights based on

academic proficiency.

" Sowre: NYC Fair Srudent Punding Guide 2007

DK recommends rethmkmg the way dollars are aﬂoca’c@d to AEC students as part of the modemlzatmn

the Schooi Finance Act. Resources should follow stucients and the state should move towards a more

accurate and tlmelv funcimg system (e.g. multiple count dates), whereby the economie incentives

focus on st‘udent success and need. While efforts are still underway to determine how much more an

opportumty yoirth costs, DK supports prowdmg targeted addmonal resources to support

these s’sudents

The state shoul‘d‘ also consider how Federal turnaround impr'oveﬁzent grant funds dould be used as

a source of fundmg to support closing, reconstztutmg or deveiopmg new, better options for thls

populatlon of students




1 states,

wprove the quality of alternative schools by improving the quality of

t should also provide incentives for high-performing reachars and

tive education programs. Colorade currently does not have any stare level incentives

:hquality ARC

2]

' DK recommends that ata minimun, teachers who receive poor evaluanons or:
performance ratlngs (per Bid- TLQE) be proh1b1’£ed from workmg in alternatwe educataon schools
Further, 'p'o'héies shouid he coms;dered that incent better trainirig, support and professmnal L
developmeﬂt for hlgh quahty staff to work i in *hese more challengmg env1ronments Similar pohc es

. _ shou}d be put in place for schools leaders to ensure hng qnahty prmczpals are leadmg AECS

JFF Promis

success is virtually impossil

& for alternative education smdema without meant

ghul support services.

States should provide funding and other incentives for districts and schoocls 1o partner with outside

organizations that specis

lize it these areas to ensure that students receive the full range of needed suprports,

Colorade currently has limited federal, state s to support 1ts highest need students. A few
grant programs, including the Expelled and At-Risk Services Grants, the School Counselor Corps Grants,

MeKinnev-Vento Act and the Tony Grampsas Youth Services Program G

yet limited and disconnectad hunding streams that support our most at-

number of non-y

it entities that do support schools, vet these organizations {in parmership with the

schools and school districts) could be more strategic about their targeted use of data 1o identify and

support struggling students and have mora of an outeomes based focus.




Chscago Case Smdy

The Ycuth Connections Charter
Schaool (YCCS) in Chicago oversees
a netwark of 21 alternative schools
in Chicago. YCCS has been able

to leverage an additional $2,360
per student (on top of the average
roughly $7,500 per student) for
many of its schools. Additional
funds have been raised by
leveraging and combining funding
streams such as Workforce
Investment, children and family
service, juvenile justice, truancy
prevention, and community college

funding dallars, to name a few.

" DK recommends providing more resources'f'o'z" AECs as stated in the finance section {some of
- which could be used for wraparound support serv1ces} In adchtion, to promote outcomes-based
partnerships, schools should be given credit as part of %:helr accountabIhty framework for prov.tdmg

ot partnering with youth-serving orgamzatlons to realzze positive outcomes for the

‘affective ne_eds of their students.

- Engagihg the governmentél social service, and.non-proﬁt sector.s in this endeavor ié .critical aspacially
in this time of shnnkmg school budgets Incentives should also be considered for leveraglng and -
'pooLng local state, and federal resources to move effectively serve students in need. Prov1d1ng 1v1centzves
- for developlng part’nershlps as Weﬂ as clear outcomes for those partnerships - is 1mpeztant Schcols
_could receive addltxonal points based on meeting deﬁned and agreed upon outcomes for this measure,

if 111c1uded inan accountablhty system. - B S

- g State Outcomes fer Oppartum‘ty Yauth :




State ive efroris o

mprove outcomes for opporfunity vouth and to spread t

imvent educa

successhul, according to JET. States have a responsibility to provide the models and funding that support

this kind of large-scale Innovation.

In Colorade, new school development has largely been left up to the local communities, so there are few

<

e programs or incentives to fulfill this goal. According ta the JFF report, Oklahoma and Minnesota

have set the pelicy conditions necessary to encourage the development and sustainability of innovative

alternative models. They also have provided funding to sustain thess initiatives. As a result, they have

strong statewlde alternative networks and have seen an incresse in performance outcores for these

chools. DK recommends for examining the poliey environment to support scheol improvement for

existing AECs, and alse to pave the way for new, higher quality options.

‘DK recommends enabling CSI and local distriets to authorize a limited number of charter or v -

- innovation AECs fccused on providir\g students with a high quality education experience; ensuring

they are college and career ready A frameiwork for conditions around stu&ents served, schoal desugn, :

wrapa;ound support sarvices, addltmﬁak fandmg, and refined acccuntablhty Wculd be reqmred

_' In {efms 'o'f izﬁnd*\}éﬁon DK re'comm'ends f**éaﬁng mazimum ﬂexibﬂii'y With régards'to seat tinﬁé:- :
-regu}auons Since next generatmn 1earnmg, mcludmg onlme/ hlended, competency based and
- 'adaptzve computer -based mstructlon, all promlse encrmons opportumhj for better serving the

:j‘: jvulnera'ble ‘students thai AECS serve cuts1de if tradmonal tlme constramts

'There is also a need to mcent innovation mrough the AE» accounta’mlny frameworfc for schcols to

: modlfy or redeeugn their educational dellvery services to have better overall outcomes foz- youth_ The

AEC shauld not be pumshed if the innovation doesn’t work, so it would be more prcductwe to thmk
: of them as bonus pomts It would also be posszble to design performance indicators for the mnovatlon
: category that would encourage schoms to aédress gaps or challenges, sich as prowdmg educatmnal

: con‘tmuzty for students with - very hxgh moblhtj.r

The key towarés transformmg thls network of schools mvolves prov1d1ng mcentwes, mcludmg extra’

':_doﬂars for AECS to transform memselves to better meet student needs as weﬂ as attractmg new, hlgh

:_quahty prov1ders to Colorado

®



Conchision

P

Calorada’s new alt

genera.].]y are poot

in these schools,

veloped in 2002, prior to the adoption of the

The current law des.égna‘ting sci

it to prepare all students for college and careers. The current

ole and meaningful mesaures of school performance axisted,

nsformation of existing AECs to meat these

levelopment of new alternative schools and networks ready to

SUCCess UV address this need. Tha stare’s AECs need focus on a stronger understanding of student

ng leaming grins, provi ransitional supports into postsecondary

acadernic nee

options, and strong youth development components into the school desig

Given Colorade’s policy envirenment, commitment to student suceess for 21l and interast in embracin

school choice and non-traditioral schaols, the state can provide & real opportunity for innovative :«.ml

efiective alternative modals and learning pathways to emerge for our state’s opportunity youth,







